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This annotated bibliography gathers and synthesizes scholarship on the digital spaces, tools, and technologies 

that have increasingly facilitated open communication among researchers, organizations, and the public in the 

last few decades. In particular, it examines the possibilities and problems associated with “digital knowledge 

commons” or “digital research commons”—that is, digital spaces for publishing, sharing, and accessing 

information. Examples of digital knowledge commons include Wikipedia as well as academic social 

networking sites such as Academia.edu and ResearchGate, which have now enabled millions of researchers to 

share information and connect with others online. Indeed, this latter form of knowledge commons has helped 

researchers share their work within and beyond their existing academic networks using sharing features that are 

familiar to users of Facebook, Twitter, and other popular commercial social networking sites. Although many 

of the works compiled in this bibliography compellingly outline the problems associated with academic social 

networking sites, and with social media more generally, the cumulative and overwhelming message of this 

body of work is nevertheless clear: it is difficult to overstate the impact of such platforms—and the rapidly 

changing technologies that enable them—on the present shape and future possibilities of academic research. As 

Peter Suber (2006), Caroline Winter et al. (2020), and other authors represented below suggest, to realign the 

modern academic enterprise in relation to digital knowledge commons and to the open, social scholarly 

practices that these spaces can foster is to begin to forge meaningful new connections between scholars, 

librarians, administrators, stakeholders, and the various publics they serve.

This Open Scholarship Press Connection research scan gathers recent writing and resources on these topics and 

others. While far from exhaustive, it speaks to many of the research objectives of the Implementing New 

Knowledge Environments (INKE) Partnership’s Connection cluster and collaboratively developed Canadian 

Humanities and Social Sciences Commons (hsscommons.ca).1 The intent of this project is to develop a scan of 

how the knowledge commons has been conceived historically, how the digital knowledge commons has 

evolved in recent years, and how scholars are thinking about its implementation now. Taken together, the 

bibliography’s selected writings work toward an increasingly feasible manifestation of this concept: the digital 

knowledge commons or digital research commons. Its authors gesture to the many affordances—but also the 

many extant challenges—of adopting commons-based platforms and practices.

The research scan consists of approximately 240 individual annotations, which are organized into three core 

themes: Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection; Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital 

Knowledge Commons; and Maintaining Connections and Fostering Care in Digital Knowledge Commons. 

These core themes are further divided into sub-sections. Some resources are relevant to more than one sub-

section, in which case the citations for these resources appear in duplicate and are accompanied by the symbol 

Φ as well as information indicating in which previous sub-section 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). Annotations published concurrently in the Open Scholarship Press Community 

https://hsscommons.ca/


Open Scholarship Press • Open Scholarship Press Collections: Connection Creating Connections in and through Knowledge Commons

3

Collection and written by Alyssa Arbuckle are signalled by ¤. Entries drawn from “Open Social Scholarship 

Annotated Bibliography” (El Khatib et al. 2019) are marked with +.2 Entries drawn from “An Annotated 

Bibliography of Social Knowledge Creation” (Arbuckle et al. 2017) are identified with †.3 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 originally 

developed by Tyler Fontenot during his 2019 Graduate Research Assistantship in the Electronic Textual 

Cultures Lab are indicated by ▲; unpublished annotations developed by Alan Colín-Arce during his 2021 

Mitacs Globalink internship in the Electronic Textual Cultures Lab are noted with Δ; and unpublished 

annotations by Caroline Winter are marked by Θ.

Acknowledging the rich intellectual histories that inform discussions of knowledge commons in our own 

digital, global age, the Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection section begins with scholarship on the 

centuries-old concept of a “commons,” grouped under the sub-section “Historical and Theoretical Approaches 

to Knowledge Commons.” This concept, which receives substantial treatment in this first sub-section, serves as 

a touchstone for subsequent entries. The idea of a commons has various historical roots that shed important 

light on ongoing debates about scholarly communication, access to information, and the stewardship of digital 

resources. For instance, in the European tradition, today’s knowledge commons have pre-digital origins in the 

English medieval practice of designating certain lands for shared use. Over time, most of these commons were 

gradually parcelled out and privatized (Boyle 2008; Winter et al. 2020). Similar trends in the enclosure of 

shared spaces and privatization of shared resources proceed apace in the twenty-first century; enclosure has 

resulted in the cordoning off of scholarly research behind paywalls (Bollier 2002; De Angelis and Harvie 

2013), as well as the commercialization of mass media (Benkler 2006) and academic social networking sites 

(see “Commercialization, Commodification, and the Common Good,” below). As the bibliography seeks to 

show, then, and as media accounts of the Open Access movement in the past decade or so demonstrate, the 

knowledge commons is in some respects simply a new instantiation of previous attempts to provide public 

access to information. John Willinsky (2006) notes that this new knowledge commons draws inspiration from 

libraries used by scholars in the past, including the fabled collections of Alexandria in Egypt, the Sankore 

Mosque in Mali, or the many public libraries that sprang up in more recent centuries (see also Winter 2020). 

Detailing the developments of this historical idea made possible by digital technology, Yochai Benkler (2006) 

argues that Internet-facilitated access to the process of producing and circulating texts is potentially 

revolutionary for every aspect of the social life of texts. Other critics modulate their excitement about such 

developments vis-à-vis calls for greater attention to issues such as Indigenous ways of knowing (Joranson 

2008), resource management (Bollier 2006; Madison et al. 2019), and market pressures (Bollier 2002; De 

Angelis and Harvie 2013; Marin 2019).

Platforms such as digital knowledge commons facilitate previously unimaginable ways of sharing information 

and connecting with others. Many of the resources contained in the “(Academic) Social Networking Sites as 

Knowledge Commons” sub-section reflect on the positive repercussions of this transformation for academics 



Open Scholarship Press • Open Scholarship Press Collections: Connection Creating Connections in and through Knowledge Commons

4

and non-academics alike—though many of the resources on academic social networking sites, in particular, 

also provide extensive commentary on the challenges and potential pitfalls associated with this shift. Of note, 

these academic platforms are the primary focus of this bibliography, given its intended scope and objectives. 

Countless studies of social networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram have been published in 

recent years; the relatively few resources on these non-academic social networking sites included here were 

chosen not because they give an exhaustive overview of current developments in social media studies writ 

large, but because they address issues pertinent to digital knowledge commons or the conception of the Internet 

itself as a commons—including the effect of design on user participation and interaction (Hart et al. 2008; Liu 

2011; Veletsianos 2016) and knowledge exchange (Manca and Ranieri 2016). Yet there is significant overlap in 

terms of the issues faced by non-academic and academic knowledge commons. Many of the publications in 

Really, We’re Helping To Build This . . . Business: The Academia.edu Files (Adema et al. 2015) and throughout 

this sub-section offer trenchant critiques of the ways market pressures have directly and indirectly shaped 

academic social networking sites and their stewardship of research data, among other practices (see, for 

example, Adema 2016; Duffy and Pooley 2017; Eve 2015; Fitzpatrick 2015; Fortney and Gonder 2015; 

Geltner 2015; Hall 2015; Pooley 2018; Rushforth 2015; Tennant 2017; Winter et al. 2020). Additionally, some 

of the authors call for improvements to existing academic commons—both for-profit (Bhardwaj 2017) and not-

for-profit (Joy 2019)—while others highlight tensions between the functionality and stated priorities of 

academic social networking sites and the ways in which academics actually use them (Meishar-Tal and Pieterse 

2017; Jordan 2019; Nández and Borrego 2013). Finally, several of the resources advocate explicitly for the 

adoption of open knowledge commons (see, for example, Fitzpatrick 2015; Gold and Otte 2011; Joy 2015; 

Winter et al. 2020), noting the transformative potential of open, digital scholarship and scholarly platforms.

The “Noteworthy Examples of Digital Knowledge Commons” sub-section represents a snapshot of digital 

knowledge commons. Both for-profit and not-for-profit platforms are represented. Moreover, while it is far 

from exhaustive, this partial list nevertheless covers many different forms of commons, including general 

knowledge commons geared toward public as well as academic audiences (Creative Commons; Wikipedia 

Commons); digital commons intended to facilitate the preservation and sharing of research data of various 

kinds (Mendeley; Zotero); and the sub-set of digital knowledge commons covered in the previous sub-section, 

academic social networking sites (Academia.edu; the Canadian Social Sciences and Humanities Commons; the 

City University of New York [CUNY] Academic Commons; Humanities Commons; ResearchGate)—some of 

which attempt to harness both the reliability and rigour of institutional repositories and the interactive features 

of popular social networking sites. Even so, many other sites—such as Archive.org, arXiv, Commons In A 

Box, Dataverse Project, Digital Commons Network, Figshare, HUBzero, MediaCommons, SocArXiv, and 

Zenodo—also warrant consideration as noteworthy examples of digital knowledge commons.

The second section, Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons, is grounded in 

the two interrelated concepts that give the first sub-section its name: “Open Social Scholarship and Social 

Knowledge Creation.” The INKE Partnership defines open social scholarship as “academic practice that 
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enables the creation, dissemination, and engagement of open research by specialists and non-specialists in 

accessible and significant ways.”4 Emphasizing the interpersonal aspects of this kind of academic practice, the 

authors of “Overview of the Annotated Bibliography of Social Knowledge Creation” define social knowledge 

creation as “acts of collaboration in order to engage in or produce shared cultural data and/or knowledge 

products” (2017). While these terms are linked through their framing of scholarly and cultural production as 

social endeavours, the forms of engagement and collaboration subtending both also rely on a certain degree of 

openness—a concept at the heart of many critics’ conception of the knowledge commons vis-à-vis the Open 

Access movement and related policies (see, for example, Suber 2011). Indeed, the kinds of historical 

knowledge commons that prefigure the modern Open Access movement were radically open, social spaces 

(Anderson 1998). As several of the critics gathered in this deliberately wide-ranging sub-section suggest, 

digital knowledge commons carry on the legacy of earlier commons and the pre-digital forms of open, social 

scholarship and knowledge creation activities that they strove to support (Borgman 2007; Martin 2019; 

Willinsky 2006). Many approach these issues via discussions of open access (Ahmed 2007; Ayris et al. 2014; 

Björk 2004; Canadian Association of Research Libraries n.d.; Chan 2004; Chang 2015; Coonin and Younce 

2009; Eve 2014; Guédon 2008; Heath et al. 2008; Kitchin et al. 2015; Lorimer 2014; Maxwell 2015; Meadows 

2015; Rath 2015; Rodriguez 2014; Snijder 2015; Suber 2015; Zheng and Li 2015), open science (Organisation 

for Economic Cooperation and Development 2015), or open data and open source software (Bauer and 

Kaltenböck 2012; Bonaccorsi and Rossi 2003; Bruns 2008; Feller and Fitzgerald 2002; International Council 

for Science 2015; Kelty 2008; Kogut and Metiu 2001; Molloy 2011; Piwowar and Vision 2013; Von Krogh and 

Von Hippel 2006; Weber 2004). Others present case studies of collaborative scholarly projects organized 

around digital knowledge commons or socially minded approaches to contemporary knowledge production and 

sharing (Hiebert et al. 2015; Lane 2014; Saklofske 2016; Siemens 2012a, 2012b, 2013, 2014, 2016; Siemens et 

al. 2012). Speculating on the potential future directions of academia or even specific academic fields, still 

others embrace new as well as old forms of open social scholarship and social knowledge creation in order to 

contribute to the common good or simply advance the causes of their respective scholarly communities 

(Arbuckle et al. 2016; Brown 2016; Burdick et al. 2012; Jones 2013; Siemens 2002).

In Generous Thinking: A Radical Approach to Saving the University, Kathleen Fitzpatrick (2019) stresses the 

importance of social bonds and knowledge creation today, particularly in the context of academia’s relationship 

to the public. She consistently urges academics to listen to and commune with the public, which she sees as a 

critical step toward developing consensus in an era of divided knowledges. The entries in the “Community 

Engagement” sub-section attempt to bridge this academic-public divide in a variety of ways, with reference 

either to digital knowledge commons in particular or to the commons of the Internet in general. For example, 

some authors foreground the increasingly vital role of academic social networking sites and other digital tools 

in facilitating collaborative partnerships and research projects (Arbuckle et al. 2016; Gold 2011). Others 

document the historical and present ties between libraries, universities, and the communities they serve (Ang 

2004; Glass and Fitzgerald 2010; Jordan 2015; McGrath 2020; Peters et al. 2012), or the role of technology in 



Open Scholarship Press • Open Scholarship Press Collections: Connection Creating Connections in and through Knowledge Commons

6

helping instructors from a variety of backgrounds educate and connect with interested members of the public—

including youth and adult learners (Bennett 2006; Bowdon and Carpenter 2011; Gold 2011). Taking a more 

general approach, a number of the authors also discuss the challenges associated with community engagement, 

as well as what it means to be a “public” scholar or “public-facing” field (Brennan 2016; Burg 2020; Cuthill 

2012; Ellison 2013; Hsu 2016; Jay 2010; Morrison 2018; Ross 2012; Woodward 2009). In addition, this 

section also includes specific case studies of platforms that support community engagement (Gold 2011; 

Hiebert et al. 2015; Lane 2014; Saklofske 2016).

As the resources collected in the “Commons-based Approaches to Teaching and Research” sub-section attest, 

digital knowledge commons and commons-based tools can support a variety of effective teaching and research 

practices. In the case of Commons In A Box, for example, open-source software has been used to create the 

CUNY Academic Commons, Humanities Commons, and other open, collaborative spaces. Other blogging, 

content management, and academic social networking tools such as WordPress or BuddyPress have also been 

productively employed as part of larger pedagogical and open scholarship strategies (Gold 2011; Gold and Otte 

2011); and massive open online courses (or MOOCs) have emerged as a particularly popular and effective 

commons-based method of sharing open educational resources (OERs), including in and with the Global South 

(Israel 2015; Keskin et al. 2018; King et al. 2018; Raposo-Rivas et al. 2015; Ruipérez-Valiente et al. 2020; 

Shen and Kuo 2015; Toven-Lindsey et al. 2015; Weinhardt and Sitzmann 2019; Zhang et al. 2019). Across the 

globe, OERs published and shared through digital knowledge commons or institutional repositories have been 

invaluable for faculty and other individuals lacking institutional or other means of access and support 

(Veletsianos 2015). For this reason, perhaps, some critics argue that researchers are ethically obligated to 

engage with communities and share their work with the public whenever possible (see, for example, Cuthill 

2012, as well as many of the entries in the previous sub-section, “Community Engagement”). Sounding a 

similar note, others underscore the value of open, participatory platforms as tools for collaborative international 

partnerships (Broekman et al. 2014), or for librarian-librarian and librarian-scholar partnerships and knowledge-

creation projects (Chang 2015; Glass 2018). How commons-based knowledge creation plays out in different 

institutional and disciplinary—not to mention governmental, professional, and social—contexts can vary 

tremendously (Brown 2016; Kondratova and Goldfarb 2004); however, as Hensher et al. (2020) assert in a 

recent intelligence briefing, open knowledge commons have tremendous value beyond each of these individual 

domains, insofar as they can help contribute to the resolution of global pandemics and other large-scale crises.

The growth of digital knowledge commons and widespread adoption of academic social networking sites in a 

variety of scholarly, geographical, and political contexts raises important questions about data management, the 

privatization of previously open platforms, community governance, and who is excluded from virtual spaces. 

Many of the authors in the Maintaining Connections and Fostering Care in Digital Knowledge Commons 

section and especially its first sub-section, “Commercialization, Commodification, and the Common Good,” 

share the belief that the enclosure of knowledge commons poses a threat to scholarly production on multiple 

fronts, offering commentary on the tension between open, public knowledge systems and closed, corporate 
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ones (see, for example, Chan 2019; De Angelis and Harvie 2013; Hensher et al. 2020; Levine 2002; 

Ossewaarde and Reijers 2017). Some explain, for instance, how Academia.edu, ResearchGate, and Mendeley—

which have enjoyed success as open research-sharing sites because of their social media-style interfaces—are 

run by multinational corporations that will eventually have to turn a profit for their venture-capitalist investors 

(Fitzpatrick 2015; Geltner 2015; Hall 2015; Tennant 2017). Opposing this process of enclosure, Gary Hall 

(2015) and others contend that, as it unfolds, platforms will either move drastically away from an open access 

model, sell the massive amounts of user data they have collected to third parties, or shut down; the fact that 

researchers have populated a digital database that corporations can profit from without funding researchers’ 

intellectual labour has led swaths of users to feel exploited and to abandon these sites. A slightly different angle 

of the critique is that the analytics-focused nature of research commons with monetized “premium” features 

fosters paranoia among academics about who is reading and citing their work (Duffy and Pooley 2017; Pooley 

2018). In a similar vein, some critics argue that these sites promote harmful social stratification and academic 

class politics (Fortney and Gondner 2015), referencing Academia.edu’s experimental offer for users to pay an 

additional fee to have their articles reviewed and potentially recommended to other users (Adema 2016; Eve 

2015). Setting aside this example of the commodification of knowledge and scholarly communication in a 

realm that many believe should remain neutral, other scholars concede that there are nevertheless benefits to 

increased metrics transparency, since certain data can be useful to scholars who want to know where and how 

their work is circulating.

As recent studies of social networking sites and other shared digital spaces indicate, the mechanisms that 

enable open sharing and discourse among academics, or between academics and the public, can also make 

researchers and their work vulnerable to being misunderstood or—worse yet—attacked. The entries in the 

“Governance and Conduct in Digital Knowledge Commons” sub-section examine these kinds of interactions—

and the platforms where they occur—with reference to the intersecting fields of information and 

communication studies, design studies, and digital sociology, among others. As the results of several recent 

studies highlight, there is a significant need for further intervention into these kinds of harmful activities and 

the concomitant failure of governance policies and other safeguards—not only in academia, but in political, 

legal, law-enforcement, and consumer-protection circles as well (Digital Citizens Alliance 2017). The 

inevitability of negative interactions within social networks is implied in Charlotte Hess and Elinor Ostrom’s 

(2006) influential collection, Understanding Knowledge as a Commons: they define knowledge as “a commons

—a resource shared by a group of people that is subject to social dilemmas” (3; emphasis added); that is, 

sooner or later, digital research commons will need to grapple with the “tensions, dilemmas, and conundrums” 

that George Veletsianos (2016) associates with networked scholarship in general and shared virtual spaces in 

particular (53). Other critics outline frameworks or strategies for analyzing and maintaining knowledge 

commons in the face of such conflicts (Ossewaarde and Reijers 2017). Significantly, these frameworks or 

theoretical approaches can be applied in the case of emergent technologies and social spaces, including digital 

instances of commons (such as the academic social networking sites and institutional repositories discussed in 
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earlier sections). Additionally, thoughtful interface design can be leveraged as part of larger governance 

strategies to encourage positive forms of interaction and neutralize the threat of bad actors (Dyer 2017). Where 

such preventative measures have failed, however, community-based initiatives such as Geek Feminism Wiki 

(n.d.) have stepped in to offer practical advice regarding identity theft, personal safety, mental health, and other 

topics relevant to considerations of digital (mis)conduct. Finally, several of the authors in this sub-section and 

the next also draw on their own experiences as academics who use social media platforms and who have had to 

deal with sexual harassment, racism, and other forms of abuse (McMillan Cottom 2015; Morrison 2018).

Although academic and non-academic social networking sites have been adopted across the globe, many 

conversations taking place in and around knowledge commons continue to foreground Anglophone, Global 

North perspectives and scholarship. In an attempt to correct this bias, some scholars have called for greater 

emphasis on—and sensitivity to—Indigenous and other marginalized information ecosystems (Albornoz et al. 

2020; Chan 2019; Joranson 2008; Okune et al. 2019). Other resources included here in the “Equity, Diversity, 

and Inclusion in Digital Spaces” sub-section stress the need for scholars to embrace bibliodiversity and 

continue the work of addressing issues of injustice and inequity as they relate to recent developments in open 

access publishing and scholarly communication (Chan 2019). Along these lines, critics in digital humanities 

and digital scholarship more generally have also taken steps to address the field’s historical lack of social, 

cultural, and intersectional critique (Liu 2012; McPherson 2012). Still others point out that open access tools 

and platforms are not neutral—nor are they necessarily agents of positive social change, despite their 

transformative potential in this and other areas. Indeed, the imbricated technologies and infrastructures upon 

which digital knowledge commons are built can just as easily re-create as help resolve the systemic issues of 

inequality and injustice that routinely affect the experiences of marginalized communities (Morrison 2018; 

Okune et al. 2019). While acknowledging the disproportionate social risks affecting scholars who have been, 

and continue to be, racialized and marginalized online (McMillan Cottom 2015; Morrison 2018), the resources 

in this sub-section move beyond mere diagnosis; they also outline a variety of possible solutions to the 

problems that prevent meaningful, respectful, and inclusive forms of connection and communication.

The entries in the “Ethical and Responsible Data Management” sub-section comment on the intersection of 

ethics, care, and academic rigour in relation to data management—holistically and broadly conceived here as a 

suite of interconnected practices encompassing curation, preservation, policy development, the implementation 

of cultural protocols, and much more. Such practices are highly relevant in discussions of knowledge 

commons, which are organized around shared information. On the one hand, scholars such as Katie Fortney 

and Justin Gonder (2015) and Gary Hall (2015) compare the popular academic social networking site 

Academia.edu with institutional repositories in terms of their data management practices, which are dictated in 

part by their for-profit business model. Fortney and Gonder register their concerns with the ways that 

Academia.edu and ResearchGate differ from institutional repositories in terms of their access, use, and 

exploitation of member data—including through partnerships with Facebook. Hall (2015) also details several 

additional concerns about the sometimes-questionable ethics of commercially interested companies and their 
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data management practices. On the other hand, certain open access social networking platforms and tools 

deployed by college and university instructors make a point of protecting students and their data (Gold 2011). 

Moving away from the question of for-profit versus not-for-profit digital tools and knowledge commons, 

resources in this sub-section also address questions regarding the ethical and responsible management of 

research data in a variety of international contexts, including in Canada (Research Data Canada 2013), 

Australia (Henty et al. 2008), the United Kingdom (Wilson et al. 2011), and the United States (Akers and Doty 

2013; Fear 2011). Meanwhile, others discuss how to deal ethically and responsibly with Indigenous 

knowledges and cultural materials that may or may not map neatly onto Eurocentric conceptions of the 

commons, intellectual property, or research data management best practices (Joranson 2008; Local Contexts 

n.d.; Research Data Alliance International Indigenous Data Sovereignty Interest Group 2019). Overall, the 

authors collected in this sub-section stress the importance of careful and respectful data management regardless 

of one’s disciplinary training, profession, or even the specific type of knowledge commons in question.

The final sub-section, “Relevant Policies and Guidelines,” provides a brief sampling of policies and guidelines 

that are frequently cited in larger discussions about digital knowledge commons and data management. As 

digital research infrastructure and scholarly practices continue to evolve in the coming years, this partial and 

provisional list will necessarily need to be expanded, updated, and revised. Significantly, unlike the entries 

included in the previous sub-section—which takes a more theoretical approach to the question of policy as it 

relates to data management—the entries listed below are almost exclusively primary sources (that is, actual 

policies or guidelines). Notable exceptions to this rule include documents urging open access and open 

licensing policy changes (Ahmed 2007; Ayris et al. 2014; Green 2017; Morrison et al. 2010; Shearer 2011); the 

African Copyright and Access to Knowledge Network’s reports and executive policy briefs (2016); and 

Josephine Asmah’s report for the Canadian-based Federation for the Humanities and Social Sciences (2014), 

which provides comparative analyses of various global policies on open access and their impact on monograph 

publication and use.

While this research scan reflects the breadth of recent work in digital humanities, scholarly communication, 

library and information studies, digital sociology, and many other academic fields, it also speaks directly to the 

need for ongoing academic and non-academic inquiry into knowledge commons as sites of social connection, 

scholarly and university-community collaboration, and ethical engagement with researchers and research data. 

In the process, it provokes as many questions as it answers—about how these spaces can build community and 

support academic research, for example, but also about how they can benefit an engaged public and contribute 

to the common good. Ultimately, then, it does not mark the end of the INKE Partnership Connection cluster’s 

exploration into the history and present-day applications of digital knowledge commons; rather, it serves as an 

open-ended invitation to continue these conversations in the many shared spaces we inhabit.

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

Community, Policy, and Training bibliographies.
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Footnotes

Symbol Meaning

Φ Annotations appearing in more than one sub-section

¤ Annotations developed by Alyssa Arbuckle for the 

'Community' Annotated Bibliography

+ 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

▲ Annotations developed by Tyler Fontenot

Θ Annotations developed by Caroline Winter

1.  The Canadian Humanities and Social Sciences Commons is an initiative of the INKE Partnership 

(https://inke.ca). Project partners include Compute Canada, CANARIE, UVic Systems, the Federation for 

the Humanities and Social Sciences, and the US-based Humanities Commons, with additional collaboration 

with the Canadian Research Knowledge Network (CRKN–RCDR), the Digital Humanities Summer Institute 

(DHSI), Edith Cowan University, Érudit, Iter: Gateway to the Middle Ages and Renaissance, the Public 

Knowledge Project (PKP), and UVic Libraries. ↩

2.  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 ↩

3.  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, 

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. ↩
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Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons
† Benkler, Yochai. 2003. “Freedom in the Commons: Towards a Political Economy of Information.” 

Duke Law Journal 52 (6): 1245–76.

Benkler analyzes the pervasive social influence of the Internet, with a focus on the economic and political 

changes affected by the rise and ubiquity of digital spaces, networks, and action. He argues that the 

Internet has caused two new social phenomena to occur: “nonmarket production” (production by an 

individual without intention to generate profit) and “decentralized production” (production that occurs 

outside of the sanctioned centres of industry). In turn, these phenomena facilitate new opportunities to 

pursue democracy, individual freedom, and social justice. The forms of production incited by the Internet 

permit individuals and communities to gain control over their work, means of production, and networks 

of relations, and consequently to garner more influence. Benkler concludes by rallying readers to take 

advantage of the opportunities the digital environment boasts in order to build more just and democratic 

social, economic, and political systems.

▲ Benkler, Yochai. 2006. The Wealth of Networks: How Social Production Transforms Markets and 

Freedom. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Benkler introduces the concept of the Networking Information Economy, his term for the contemporary 

systems of developing, organizing, and communicating information, as opposed to the Industrial 

Information Economy of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The first of the book’s three parts 

elaborates on the characteristically centralized corporate and/or State control of communications systems 

such as newspaper, television, and radio due to the high cost factors of production in the Industrial 

Information Economy, and its difference from the Networking Information Economy, characterized by 

the role that computers, networks, and increasingly affordable media production outlets play in 

decentralizing control of communications. Benkler’s central argument is that the Networking Information 

Economy promotes the proliferation of non-hierarchical groups of information production—a drastic 

change from rigid hierarchies of the Industrial Information economy. Benkler sees the commons-based 

peer production model as an intrinsic piece of this transformation. In Part 2, Benkler elaborates on the 

drawbacks to the industrial mass media system, detailing how commons-based peer production 

circumvents these drawbacks by allowing contributors to self-assign tasks and by promoting a much 

larger and more diverse cohort of contributors. He posits that the commons-based peer production 

involves increased autonomy of both producers and consumers, who are increasingly hybridized into a 

new type of media subject: the user. Part 3 critiques two hypotheses of how the Internet would change 

culture, community, and social interaction more broadly: Internet users would live in a world not dictated 

by physical interactions and experiences with others, and the Internet would provide a new avenue for 

expanding users’ fields of community. Benkler criticizes these early views for assuming that Internet 
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communication would replace existing methods of communication rather than coincide and cooperate 

with them. Overall, Benkler offers an optimistic view of the power of the Networking Information 

Economy to transform the information economy into a freer, more accessible information culture.

 Bollier, David. 2002. “The Enclosure of the Academic Commons.” Academe 88 (5): 18–22. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/40252215

Bollier documents how institutions of higher education have become closed off from each other and from 

the publics they once served: economic pressures have fragmented the academic knowledge commons—

traditionally understood as an open, public, and free site of scholarly exchange—into closed, increasingly 

opaque sites of commercial exchange. He argues that the effects of this transformation have been largely 

negative, and that, independent of market pressures, universities must now work to maintain—or reclaim

—the “gift economy” of open knowledge creation and sharing according to which the academy has 

traditionally operated. To mount this argument, Bollier draws from sociologists and legal scholars in 

order to discuss some of the key events and forces that have contributed to the enclosure of the academic 

commons. He concludes that an ethos of generosity and cooperation is required to preserve not only the 

integrity and accessibility of academic knowledge, but also the integrity, openness, and continuing value 

of universities as public-facing institutions.

 Bollier, David. 2006. “The Growth of the Commons Paradigm.” In Understanding Knowledge as a 

Commons: From Theory to Practice, edited by Charlotte Hess and Elinor Ostrom, 27–40. Cambridge, 

MA: MIT Press. http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uvic/detail.action?docID=3338502

Bollier explains that natural resource-based as well as information-based commons, which are 

increasingly ubiquitous in the United States (as elsewhere), face similar challenges while also offering 

new and welcome perspectives on larger discussions about governance and effective, responsible 

resource management. Indeed, despite the diversity of these commons, and despite persistent American 

attitudes about freedom, the individual, and capitalism, the author contends that the socially-oriented 

commons paradigm plays an important if unacknowledged or misunderstood role in the theorization, 

development, and creation of communities around shared spaces and resources. Weaving together 

political, economic, and public policy history, he provides an overview of several notable commons 

(including the Internet itself) and their possible futures. In closing, he narrows in on the threat of 

privatization or “enclosure,” but reiterates that commons are actually foundational to—rather than 

independent of, or necessarily antagonistic toward—commercial interests and enterprises.

 ▲ Borgman, Christine L. 2007. Scholarship in the Digital Age: Information, Infrastructure, and the 

Internet. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

https://doi.org/10.2307/40252215
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uvic/detail.action?docID=3338502
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Borgman interrogates developments in scholarly infrastructure and modes of communication in the 

Digital Age. She contends that scholarship has been and continues to be a fundamentally social process, 

tracing this history to the present in light of new technologies that significantly alter the way in which 

scholarship is performed, disseminated, and archived. Because the methods and culture of scholarship are 

changing so rapidly, Borgman argues that we are at a critical juncture where we should think carefully 

about the way scholarly infrastructure will be built in the near future before we do the building. Borgman 

focuses on how the “data deluge,” a term for the current emergence of enormous data sets pertinent to 

scholarship, should be taken into account when theorizing the future of preserving and managing 

scholarly information. While the book speaks to issues in digital scholarship with an interdisciplinary 

scope, there is a recurring focus on data and the need to think about how digital infrastructure being built 

in the hard sciences will need to be rethought for applications to social sciences, while the humanities are 

left somewhat marginalized in some data-centric discussions. Chapter 5, “The Discontinuity of Scholarly 

Publishing,” discusses the incongruity between increasing avenues for scholarly communication and the 

persistence of restrictive intellectual property law. Borgman reviews models for distributing scholarly 

work, including a brief account of commons-based approaches. Overall, the book is foundational for 

understanding the issues facing the future of digital scholarship at the time of its publication, and it will 

likely remain useful for its explanations of myriad terminology and processes in the study of both 

physical and digital scholarly communication.

 ▲ Boyle, James. 2008. The Public Domain: Enclosing the Commons of the Mind. New Haven: Yale 

University Press.

Boyle discusses the history of intellectual property law. The central argument is that the current US 

system of intellectual property law does not fit the original purpose of these laws: to promote innovation 

and creativity. According to Boyle, the traditional logic is that increased intellectual property rights 

means that potential competitors will need to create their own models (especially pertinent in the 

modelling of machinery in Industrial Age America), rather than copying existing models of their 

competitors, which should breed a culture of innovation. In the information age, however, this system of 

copyright law has become a restrictive machination that undercuts the need for robust knowledge 

commons in the sciences and other intellectual domains. For Boyle, common intellectual property has 

always been the greatest piece of public inheritance contributing to innovation, and he sees giving 

producers and consumers increased ability to freely circulate and consume intellectual work as a 

necessary step toward promoting a culture of innovation today. Chapter 8 focuses on Creative Commons, 

a non-profit organization that releases copyright licenses free of charge to the public, for which Boyle 

was Chairman of the Board at the time this book was published. The author explains how the 

transformation from the publishing industry as the mechanism for distribution of intellectual materials to 

a culture of online self-publishing has necessitated a change in the way we think of intellectual property 

rights. Boyle’s ideal future includes a great expansion of open source and open access resources without 
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completely negating the need for private intellectual property rights. Overall, the book outlines the need 

for a reworked relationship between intellectual property law and intellectual commons.

 ▲ Burke, Peter. 2000. A Social History of Knowledge: From Gutenberg to Diderot, Based on the First 

Series of Vonhoff Lectures given at the University of Groningen (Netherlands). Cambridge, UK; Malden, 

MA: Polity Press; Blackwell Publishers.

Burke expands on 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 knowledges concurrently develop, surface, intersect, and play. Burke relies 

on sociology, including the work of Emile 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, government, and the printing press have all affected significantly 

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

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

traditional academic structures developed the university as a knowledge institution. He also writes a 

chapter-long history of “selling knowledge,” relevant for arguments toward open access in the knowledge 

commons. Finally, Burke’s way of looking at the formation of early modern libraries both as sites of 

(increasingly but not quite) public access to knowledge and as sites of censorship and gatekeeping mark a 

significant contribution to understanding the knowledge commons in historical context.

 ▲ Burke, Peter. 2012. A Social History of Knowledge. II: From the Encyclopédie to Wikipedia. 

Cambridge, UK; Malden, MA: 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; the social production of 

knowledge is intrinsically connected to the economic and political environments wherein it develops. As 

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

sites of knowledge. He also continues his history of libraries, noting the proliferation of secular public 

libraries in the nineteenth century. Paradoxically, he also describes the privatization of other knowledges 

in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, wherein industrialists strived to copyright their 

innovations away from public knowledge and Western governments’ increasingly bureaucratized public 

record-keeping, making access to this knowledge difficult to understand even if physically accessible to 

the public. Finally, Burke’s treatment of state authorized knowledge in several authoritarian governments 

of the early- to mid-twentieth century serves as a warning that some self-described purveyors of public 

knowledge have historically had hidden or otherwise objectionable agendas, facilitating adulterated 

knowledge through gatekeeping and propaganda.
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▲ Bush, Vannevar. 1945. “As We May Think.” The Atlantic (July 1). 

https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1945/07/as-we-may-think/303881/

Bush develops the idea for a “memex”: a machine that would index human memory on a grand scale. 

While Bush thinks in terms of the contemporaneous technologies of the 1940s, the memex concept 

envisions a knowledge commons that would only become possible with technologies developing after 

that time. Bush was an engineer, inventor, and science administrator who served as head of the US Office 

of Science and Research Development during WWII. Though Bush initiated the Manhattan Project as 

head of the Office of Science and Research Development, he voices concern with the increasing role of 

science in producing weapons of mass destruction rather than contributing to more general public 

understanding of the world. Bush develops the concept of the memex as a way to increase collective 

memory in the hopes of reducing human propensity for destruction in the future. Bush’s ideas have had 

tremendous influence on information science and the development of hypertext, the World Wide Web in 

general, and online knowledge commons such as Wikipedia in particular.

▲ Chambers, Ephraim. 1728. Cyclopædia: Or, An Universal Dictionary of Arts and Sciences. London: 

Ephraim Chambers.

The Cyclopædia was one of the first encyclopedias to be published in English. The Cyclopædia presents 

a landmark effort to combine all of Western knowledge into a single resource for public dispersal. It was 

the main inspiration for Diderot’s Encyclopédie (1751–65) and a major influence on collaborative work 

in Europe for centuries. Though incomplete and Eurocentric, as a purported gathering place for “all 

knowledge,” the Cyclopædia serves as a major text in the history of a knowledge commons.

▲ Derrida, Jacques, and Eric Prenowitz. 1995. Mal d’Archive: Une Impression Freudienne (Translated 

in English as Archive Fever). Paperback ed., [Nachdr.]. Religion and Postmodernism. Paris; Chicago, Ill: 

Éditions Galilée.

Derrida meditates on what archives are and how they operate. He examines the notion of the archive 

through readings of Sigmund Freud, with an interest in the relationship between the archive, memory, 

and the psyche. Perhaps most relevant to the digital commons is Derrida’s perception of the historical 

inversion of the archive. He takes the example of Ancient Greece, where public and state records were 

housed in a private citizen’s house, but the contents were generally accessible to any citizen who wanted 

to peruse this public archive in that private space. Now, we archive the minute details of our personal 

lives online in full display for the public to access from anywhere with an Internet connection. Archive 

Fever was written in 1995, and this is arguably the case much more so now than then, due to the rapid 

development of social media. The aims of a digital research commons run along the lines of this fever for 

archive as well, as open access repositories fill with more and more academic material.

https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1945/07/as-we-may-think/303881/
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 De Angelis, Massimo, and David Harvie. 2013. “The Commons.” In The Routledge Companion to 

Alternative Organization, edited by Martin Parker, George Cheney, Valérie Fournier, and Chris 

Land, 280–94. London: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203725351-23

De Angelis and Harvie provide an overview of historical and contemporary conversations about 

commons of various kinds. They argue that, while discussion of commons—and particularly knowledge 

or information commons—is increasingly widespread, enclosure is an ongoing threat, not an historical 

fact. The authors also maintain that further consideration must be given to how resource-based and 

information-based commons (which are dependent on immaterial as well as material resources, such as 

software and hardware), will negotiate their longstanding relationship to capitalism in light of recent 

social, economic, and ecological crises. Their wide-ranging discussion revisits key theoretical concepts 

advanced by such figures as Karl Marx, ecologist Garret Hardin, Nobel Prize-winning political economist 

Elinor Ostrom, and activists within the Foundation for P2P [Peer-to-Peer] Alternatives. Ultimately, while 

the authors issue a warning about the practical, material costs of digital commons and their dependence 

on capital, they reaffirm the significance of the commons as a model for thinking through—and possibly 

beyond—the crises they explore in this chapter.

▲ Diderot, Denis, and Jean le Ronde d’Alembert. 1751. Encyclopédie, Ou Dictionnaire Raisonné Des

Sciences, Des Arts et Des Métiers (English: Encyclopedia, or a Systematic Dictionary of the Sciences, Arts,

and Crafts). Paris; Chicago, IL: André le Breton, Michel-Antoine David, Laurent Durand, and Antoine-

Claude Briasson.

Within the context of the Enlightenment, Diderot and others aimed to provide a comprehensive account 

of the arts and sciences by collecting all relevant knowledge in a single location. In a preface, Diderot 

states that the Encyclopédie would be dispersed to the public and future generations. The Encyclopédie is 

a major accomplishment in cooperative production and dispersal of knowledge, as over 150 scholars 

contributed to the work, including such figureheads of the Enlightenment as Rousseau, Voltaire, and 

Montesquieu. The final edition consisted of 28 volumes, with 71,818 articles and 3,129 illustrations. This 

monumental collaboration and dispersal of secular knowledge represents a commons space for 

intellectuals to share research with the public on an unprecedented scale. Under the Ancien Régime of 

France, Diderot and others were imprisoned for their contributions to the work, and the Encyclopédie has 

long been cited as a key intellectual text for stirring up the secular liberal ideas that led to the French 

Revolution and the creation of the First French Republic.

 Glass, Erin R. 2018. “Engaging the Knowledge Commons: Setting Up Virtual Participatory Spaces for 

Academic Collaboration and Community.” In Digital Humanities, Libraries, and Partnerships: A Critical 

Examination of Labor, Networks, and Community, edited by Robin Kear and Kate Joranson, 100–115. 

Kent, UK: Elsevier Science & Technology. 3265

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203725351-30
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Glass introduces the concept of “participatory” digital commons and discusses some of the differences 

between these platforms and institutional repositories, on the one hand, and for-profit academic or non-

academic social networking sites such as Academia.edu and ResearchGate, on the other. She maintains 

that participatory commons can help libraries to simultaneously engage new publics and strengthen 

existing mandates to preserve and share knowledge. Situating her work in relation to the fields of library 

studies, media studies, and scholarly communication, Glass also summarizes findings from two of her 

own commons-based projects, Social Paper and KNIT. She encourages libraries to embrace the 

participatory affordances of such projects, and she reminds researchers of the important role libraries can 

and will continue to play in supporting this kind of collaborative and engaged scholarship in the future.

 Joranson, Kate. 2008. “Indigenous Knowledge and the Knowledge Commons.” International 

Information & Library Review 40 (1): 64–72. https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2008.10762763

Joranson provides an overview of knowledge commons, Indigenous knowledge, and some of the ways in 

which practices, discourse, and critical frameworks relevant to each do and do not intersect. The author 

posits that comparative analyses of knowledge commons and Indigenous knowledge reveal significant 

shared concerns about the documentation, dissemination, and preservation of knowledge; at the same 

time, she differentiates between the two, noting that further study of each also invites consideration of the 

unique insights that Indigenous knowledge discourse and practices can offer on topics such as enclosure, 

resource scarcity, and differences between Western and non-Western information ecosystems. Briefly 

examining each of these topics with reference to existing scholarship on commons and Indigenous 

knowledge, Joranson reframes these conversations primarily in terms of the evolving role of librarians 

and other information specialists.

 + Jordan, Mary Wilkins. 2015. “Public Library History on the Lewis and Clark Trail.” Public Library 

Quarterly 34 (2): 162–77.

Jordan follows the Lewis and Clark Trail to visit public libraries from Saint Louis to the Pacific Ocean. 

She notes that local history and genealogy are considered of high importance in public libraries, while 

they de-emphasize knowledge of their own histories. She notes that Benjamin Franklin is credited with 

starting the first public subscription library (The Library Company of Philadelphia) in 1731, and that this 

type of library tended to be supported and used by white males looking for education and entertainment. 

In the early twentieth century, women’s clubs often created travelling libraries to share ideas and 

knowledge among communities. In her visits to these libraries, Jordan explored the physical structures, 

watched the patrons, and surveyed different library services, specifically querying who used them and 

why. She notes that 28% of the libraries had paper handouts about the library’s history. She concludes 

that public library history belongs to the community, and that it is the responsibility of each library to 

collect and share its history.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2008.10762763
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 Levine, Peter. 2002. “Building the Electronic Commons.” The Good Society 11 (3): 1–9. 

https://doi.org/10.1353/gso.2003.0008

Levine discusses how the Internet serves as an example of a commons, as well as how existing theories 

of the commons fail to adequately account for this fact, both in theoretical and practical terms. He 

contends that taking up the Internet as a commons can help resolve some of the issues traditionally 

associated with commons, such as the “tragedy of the commons” (Hardin) and the “provisioning 

problem,” which refers to the difficulty of convincing people to freely contribute their time and resources 

to a commons (Ostrom). Levine summarizes others’ arguments for the early Internet as a form of 

commons, though he also suggests that the vision of the commons they communicate has all but vanished 

due to enclosure. In the process, he articulates his own conception of the commons in response to popular 

theories, particularly those advanced by legal scholars Yochai Benkler and Lawrence Lessig. In the 

second half of the article, he outlines four objections to Lessig’s conception of an anarchist commons 

before concluding with a proposal to establish an association for managing and protecting the commons 

of the Internet.

 Madison, Michael J., Brett M. Frischmann, and Katherine J. Strandburg. 2019. “Knowledge 

Commons.” In Routledge Handbook of the Study of the Commons, edited by Blake Hudson, Jonathan 

Rosenbloom, and Dan Cole, 76–90. London: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315162782-7

Madison, Frischmann, and Strandburg introduce the “knowledge commons research framework” as a 

means of analyzing and comparing knowledge-based commons. In the process of outlining their 

framework, they make multiple claims for the ways in which it intervenes in ongoing theoretical 

discussions about governance, resource scarcity, intellectual property rights, openness, and the production 

and dissemination of information. Their suggested framework for analyzing knowledge commons builds 

on definitions and prior frameworks developed by information studies and legal scholars, for example, 

but is particularly indebted to Elinor Ostrom, Charlotte Hess, and Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and 

Development (IAD) framework. Nevertheless, the many questions generated by their study redirect the 

conversation in new and potentially generative directions by foregrounding how overlapping, contingent, 

and evolving factors contribute to the complexity of knowledge commons as well as to the diverse 

motivations and roles shaping user interactions within them.

 Martin, Shawn. 2019. “Historicizing the Knowledge Commons: Open Access, Technical Knowledge, and 

the Industrial Application of Science.” KULA: Knowledge Creation, Dissemination, and Preservation 

Studies 3 (February 28): 23. https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.16

Martin examines the history of knowledge commons alongside histories of open access and academic 

publishing. He asserts that further attention to these intersecting and sometimes contentious narratives 

can shed important light on more recent conversations about open access in the field of scholarly 

https://doi.org/10.1353/gso.2003.0008
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315162782-7
https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.16
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communication, as well as in academia more generally. With reference to the scholarship of Christine 

Borgman and Robert Merton, he develops this assertion through brief but wide-ranging surveys of two 

historical periods—spanning approximately 400 years in total, from the seventeenth century to the present

—identified by another theorist, Jurgen Osterhammel: the “Republic of Letters” and the “modern 

knowledge society.” Martin suggests that, in many ways, contemporary scholarly communication and 

knowledge production practices resemble those of earlier researchers, underscoring a persistent tension in 

today’s scientific communities and knowledge commons between open access ideals and the practical, 

economic pressures that frequently prevent them from being realized.

+ McLuhan, Marshall. 1962. The Gutenberg Galaxy: The Making of Typographic Man. Toronto: 

University of Toronto Press. http://www.worldcat.org/oclc/428949

McLuhan traces the ways in which mental outlook, expression, and various forms of experiences have 

been modified by the phonetic alphabet and by printing, as well as their effects on forms of thought and 

social structures. He argues that contemporary means of media and communication have resulted in the 

“global village,” a term that describes a feeling of connectedness that resembles a village-like setting. 

According to McLuhan, the relationship between humankind and technology is two-way, and technology 

actively partakes in reinventing humankind. He points to the popularization of literacy and moving type 

and their extensive effects on culture and society; according to McLuhan, these technologies gave rise to 

nationalism, standardization, and the assertion of rationalism, among other significant developments. 

Although this book focuses on mechanical technology, McLuhan argues that the new electric galaxy has 

long moved into the Gutenberg galaxy, and that this shift subtly introduces an element of grotesque into 

contemporary life.

 ▲ Suber, Peter. 2006. “Creating an Intellectual Commons through Open Access.” In Understanding 

Knowledge as a Commons: From Theory to Practice, edited by Charlotte Hess and Elinor Ostrom, 171–

208. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Suber explores possible models for access to scholarly articles: up-front funding models versus price and 

permission barrier models (non-open access [OA]), open access repositories versus open access journals, 

royalty-free versus royalty-producing content, and public domain open access versus copyright-holder 

consent open access. Suber is committed to a vision of open access platforming as an intellectual 

commons, and he is optimistic about its economic future due to the lower costs of producing and 

distributing open access literature compared to traditional publishing models. He details the systems of 

reasoning that currently hold academic institutions back from funding open access platforms, even 

though helping to solidify these platforms now would build participation and credibility in them, which 

would reduce the costs of obtaining paid journal subscriptions later by displacing the need for these paid 

journals. The issues are: 1) open access will save universities money, but not until they have transitioned 

away from the more standard scholarly communication model; 2) universities may fear that they are 

http://www.worldcat.org/oclc/428949
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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. Suber also provides suggestions 

for subverting these issues, including alternative approaches to open access platform processing fees, or 

cancelling expensive journal subscriptions and redirecting those resources into open access institutional 

repositories. He provides author-centred strategies for achieving open access, including educating authors 

about it, helping authors provide open access to their work, removing disincentives for authors to provide 

open access to their work, and creating incentives for authors to provide open access to their work. 

However, Suber also lists the barriers to universal access that will remain even if price and permission 

barriers are removed: challenges for those who are differently abled; a lack of diversity of languages in 

research; government and institutional filtering and censorship of information; and varying degrees of 

Internet connectivity around the world. Nevertheless, Suber ends with a clear message that the transition 

toward open access intellectual commons is happening, and that the transition will ultimately be 

permanent.

 ▲ Willinsky, John. 2006. The Access Principle: The Case for Open Access to Research and Scholarship. 

Digital Libraries and Electronic Publishing. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Willinsky discusses reasons for promoting open access, drawbacks to gated access models, and possible 

models for non-profit research commons. The author posits that open access is a tradition with a long 

history, from the library of Alexandria to the advent of small-town public libraries in nineteenth-century 

America, arguing that this tradition should and can be continued through digital scholarship today. He 

discusses forms of access, copyright, a history of associations, economic factors, cooperative scholarship, 

development, the role of the public, the influence of politics, definitions of the right to access, as well as 

methods of indexing open access materials. Willinsky is the founder of the Public Knowledge Project 

(initially begun at the University of British Columbia, now based at Simon Fraser University) and a 

major early voice in the Open Access movement. At times, he takes a philosophical approach to the 

access principle, analyzing the question of the right to access through Immanuel Kant, Jacques Derrida, 

and Richard Pierre Claude; but he also assumes a postcolonial angle through a discussion of the need for 

open access for researchers in areas of the developing world that struggle with high academic journal 

subscriptions costs. Willinsky suggests that digital resources, such as research commons, are bringing the 

means of production back to researchers. He concludes with models for building research commons and 

other systems for open access, such as the creation of a formal publishing and archiving cooperative 

between academic libraries and archives.

 Winter, Caroline, Tyler Fontenot, Luis Meneses, Alyssa Arbuckle, Ray Siemens, and the ETCL and 

INKE Research Groups. 2020. “Foundations for the Canadian Humanities and Social Sciences 

Commons: Exploring the Possibilities of Digital Research Communities.” Pop! Public. Open. 

Participatory 2 (October 31). https://popjournal.ca/issue02/winter

https://popjournal.ca/issue02/winter
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Winter et al. introduce the Canadian Humanities and Social Sciences (HSS) Commons, an open online 

space where Canadian humanities and social sciences researchers and stakeholders can gather to share 

information and resources, make connections, and build community. Situated at the intersection of the 

fields of digital scholarship, open access, digital humanities, and social knowledge creation, the Canadian 

HSS Commons is being developed as part of a research program investigating how a not-for-profit, 

community-partnership research commons could benefit the humanities and social sciences community 

in Canada. This paper considers an intellectual foundation for conceptualizing the commons, its potential 

benefits, and its role in the Canadian scholarly publishing ecosystem. Additionally, it explores how the 

Canadian HSS Commons’ open, community-based platform complements existing research infrastructure 

serving the Canadian humanities and social sciences research community.

(Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons
 ▲ Adema, Janneke. 2016. “Don’t Give Your Labour to Academia.edu, Use It to Strengthen the 

Academic Commons.” Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106882533/Don%E2%80%99t%20Give%20Your%20Labour%

20To%20Academia_edu%20Use%20It%20To%20Strengthen%20The%20Academic%20Commons

Adema explains and critiques the Academia.edu model, and in particular the function of Academia.edu’s 

“Editor Program.” She sees Academia.edu’s model not as a solution to the increasingly corporate culture 

of knowledge production and sharing, but as a system of monetization designed to stimulate the 

knowledge economy. Generally, her critique is focused on the ethics of academic labor. After considering 

whether Academia.edu’s system could be driven to a more open access-friendly model by volunteer 

academic editors, Adema suggests that leaving corporate platforms entirely in favour of not-for-profit 

alternatives that are run ethically and have institutional support may be the best solution. She cites a 

recent editorial board exodus from Elsevier’s toll access journal Lingua to the open access alternative 

Glossa as an example.

 ▲ Adema, Janneke, Gary Hall, Fitzpatrick Kathleen, Aventurier Pascal, and Parry David. 2015. Really, 

We’re Helping To Build This . . . Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files

In this compilation of files, 11 authors critique Academia.edu and other dot-com sites that present 

themselves as open access platforms while taking investments from venture capitalists they will 

eventually have to pay back. The authors see Academia.edu as an extremely influential company that is 

poised to collect—and potentially exploit—a tremendous amount of data. They argue that 

Academia.edu’s efficacy and longevity may ultimately be compromised by its profit-driven model and 

the kinds of actions that such a model can engender. The authors see sites like Academia.edu as a 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106882533/Don%E2%80%99t%20Give%20Your%20Labour%20To%20Academia_edu%20Use%20It%20To%20Strengthen%20The%20Academic%20Commons
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files
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problematic form of academic social media in which increased user participation builds social capital 

within a network of competition for recognition, often addressing this function in terms of the 

Foucauldian “technologies of the self.” Finally, the authors gesture toward theorizing a more 

economically progressive academic social networking site that does not rely on venture capital 

investments, heralding the idea of commonly owned, open-source, and economically and socially 

progressive social media, which seeks to nurture/interact with scholarly research as a commons.

Bhardwaj, Raj Kumar. 2017. “Academic Social Networking Sites: Comparative Analysis of 

ResearchGate, Academia.edu, Mendeley and Zotero.” Information and Learning Science 118 (5/6): 298–

316. https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-03-2017-0012

Bhardwaj evaluates four academic social networking sites—ResearchGate, Academia.edu, Mendeley, 

and Zotero—using a detailed checklist of features organized according to 12 overarching categories: 

general features; search and browsing fields; analytics and altmetrics features; interactivity and 

intelligence; site navigation; user interface; bibliographic display; privacy settings and text display; 

session filters; output features; help features; and content-uploading features. He contends that all of the 

sites in question lack significantly in several of these areas. While he ranks ResearchGate the highest 

according to his quantitative analysis, he urges academic social networking sites and their developers to 

address the limitations highlighted in his study. At the same time, he offers his findings as a resource to 

academics and academic institutions interested in choosing a suitable platform, for example, or 

developing more robust research-sharing and evaluation policies of their own.

† Cao, Qilin, Yong Lu, Dayong Dong, Zongming Tang, and Yongqiang Li. 2013. “The Roles of Bridging 

and Bonding in Social Media Communities.” Journal of the American Society for Information Science 

and Technology 64 (8): 1671–81. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22866

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 on 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.

https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-03-2017-0012
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22866
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 ▲ Duffy, Brooke Erin, and Jefferson D. Pooley. 2017. “‘Facebook for Academics’: The Convergence of 

Self-Branding and Social Media Logic on Academia.edu.” Social Media + Society 3 (1). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117696523.

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.

▲ Eve, Martin Paul. 2015. “Academia.edu’s Peer Review Experiments.” In Really, We're Helping To 

Build This . . . Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106646922/Academia_edu%E2%80%99s%20peer%20review%

20experiments

Eve critiques Academia.edu’s system for reviewing and recommending articles, while addressing its 

strengths and laying out a schema for possible review systems on similar platforms. He argues that while 

there is value in creating a structure of trusted curation, Academia.edu’s system of asking senior 

academics to become editors, expected to review and recommend four to ten articles per month on the 

site, is problematic. Eve references eminent scholars in the field, such as Hall and Fitzpatrick, to note that 

while such a social system of review (a peer-to-peer review structure) is likely better than existing 

structures, these structures must be designed and implemented thoughtfully if they are to be effective. 

Eve posits that any such system should meet the following criteria: 1) it should not require a quantified 

degree of engagement (i.e., four to ten articles per month); 2) it should allow for qualitative discussion 

beyond the usual editorial mechanisms for inclusion or exclusion; 3) it should be transparent about 

ranking, particularly when it comes to the use of algorithms; 4) it should be transparent about metrics 

related to the ranking or reliability of reviewers themselves. Though Eve sees these as criteria for 

improving the site’s peer review function, he concludes with a caveat that the peer review system will 

continue to face problems because the company will be distracted by privileging venture capitalist exit 

strategies to appease its investors.

https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117696523
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106646922/Academia_edu%E2%80%99s%20peer%20review%20experiments
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▲ Fitzpatrick, Kathleen. 2015. “Academia, not Edu.” Really, We’re Helping To Build This … Business: 

The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106424037/Academia%2C%20Not%20Edu

Fitzpatrick reviews the problems with Academia.edu and the state of possible alternatives in 2015. The 

problem with Academia.edu, for Fitzpatrick, is that the corporation’s main objective is not to improve 

scholarly communication but to profit from it. She shares Greg Hall’s criticisms of Academia.edu’s 

exploitation of academic labour, and they both share a drive to pursue alternative platforms for sharing 

research in a way that subverts Academia.edu’s business model and competes with the ubiquitousness of 

Academia.edu’s network. While Fitzpatrick appreciates institutional repositories as an alternative, she 

also points out the networking limitations here, and she goes on to suggest not-for-profit disciplinary 

repositories instead. The article ends with a call to researchers to contribute their work to the MLA 

Commons, a repository hosted by the Modern Language Association (though only available to Modern 

Language Association members), presenting it as a growing alternative to Academia.edu. Of note, MLA 

Commons has now evolved into Humanities Commons, which is open to all.

 ▲ Fortney, Katie, and Justin Gonder. 2015. “A Social Networking Site Is Not an Open Access 

Repository.” In Really, We’re Helping To Build This … Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files

Fortney and Gonder break down the terms of use of Academia.edu and ResearchGate in contrast with 

institutional repository models. They highlight the fact that both sites include clauses barring contributors 

to the site from taking their own research data and using it elsewhere once it has been published on 

Academia.edu or Research Gate. The authors compare these sites’ practices to other data-rich giants such 

as Facebook, glossing how Academia.edu and ResearchGate pressure users into connecting with 

Facebook in order to increase their access to member data. Like the other authors in the Academia.edu 

Files project, Fortney and Gonder conclude by reiterating the importance of reading terms and conditions 

when using sites like Academia.edu, and recommending the use of institutional or subject repositories 

instead.

 ▲ Geltner, G. 2015. “Upon Leaving Academia.edu.” Billet. Mittelalter. Interdisziplinäre Forschung und 

Rezeptionsgeschichte (blog). https://mittelalter.hypotheses.org/7123

Geltner writes about his reasoning for leaving the scholarly social networking site Academia.edu and the 

feedback he received from the scholarly community upon doing so. He argues that Academia.edu’s 

business model is financially unsustainable, and because of this the site is moving in the wrong direction 

as far as the Open Access movement is concerned. Geltner is a medieval historian by profession, but he 

speaks to a much larger community concerned with these issues. He notes that the message he wrote 

announcing his departure from the Academia.edu community received 22,000 views within four days of 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106424037/Academia%2C%20Not%20Edu
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files
https://mittelalter.hypotheses.org/7123
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posting it. Moreover, the post generated a huge amount of discussion over Geltner’s reasoning, with 

2,000 followers making contributions to the debate, including the company’s CEO, with a number of 

discussants opposing Geltner’s decision.

 Gold, Matthew, and George Otte. 2011. “The CUNY Academic Commons: Fostering Faculty Use of the 

Social Web.” On the Horizon 19 (1): 24–32. https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121111107681

Gold and Otte reflect on their experiences implementing an academic social network system, the CUNY 

Academic Commons, as a springboard for larger discussions about connecting researchers from 

distributed campuses, facilitating collaboration, and building virtual communities using integrated open-

source solutions. They describe the project, its genesis, and their development and user-testing process, 

while also highlighting the benefits of using a commons that combines the interactive features of social 

networking sites with the file-sharing and storage features of digital repositories. Throughout, they assert 

that their platform’s ground-up, user- and developer-informed approach has been crucial to its success 

(measured in terms of site use, collaborative outputs, and other statistics). After focusing on the particular 

history and details of their own commons, they adapt Jonathan Zittrain’s notion of “generativity” in order 

to briefly explore the possible effects and affordances of open academic social networking sites more 

generally. In this brief final section, they express optimism about the ability of such platforms to 

transform academia and digital spaces, though they also acknowledge that this transformation will 

require time and effort.

Goodwin, Spencer, Wei Jeng, and Daqing He. 2014. “Changing Communication on ResearchGate 

through Interface Updates.” Proceedings of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 

51 (1): 1–4. https://doi.org/10.1002/meet.2014.14505101129

Goodwin, Jeng, and He examine the effects of interface design on informal scholarly communication as it 

takes place on the Research Q&A, group forum, and topic tags sections of the ResearchGate platform. 

After briefly surveying existing research on the design of scientific tools and social networking sites 

more generally, they address what they identify as a gap in the scholarship regarding academic social 

networking sites in particular by asking how changes to ResearchGate’s design either encouraged or 

prevented user access and retention. The authors maintain that, in contrast to scholarship emphasizing the 

barriers that can prevent academics from accessing social media sites and other scholarly communication 

tools, the design of ResearchGate across several iterations did not significantly alter a general trend 

toward positive social interactions within its user community.

 ▲ Hall, Gary. 2015. “What Does Academia.edu’s Success Mean for Open Access?” In Really, We're 

Helping To Build This … Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106422609/What%20does%20Academia_edu%E2%80%99s%2

0success%20mean%20for%20Open%20Access

https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121111107681
https://doi.org/10.1002/meet.2014.14505101129
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106422609/What%20does%20Academia_edu%E2%80%99s%20success%20mean%20for%20Open%20Access
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Hall explains the position that Academia.edu holds in the pursuit of open access platforms with a focus 

on their business model in comparison to others. He argues that Academia.edu and sites like it are very 

different from institutional repositories, including in terms of their foundational ethics. In part, this is due 

to the fact that Academia.edu is a multinational corporation and will eventually have to return a profit for 

its venture capitalist investors; it will either move drastically away from an open access model or shut 

down. Hall critiques Academia’s business model from a two-pronged perspective, focusing first on the 

company’s way of building profit from aggregating research created by academics without remunerating 

these academics for their labor. He then explains how Google, Twitter, Academia.edu, and other 

financially motivated companies build their user bases by providing free content and selling the data 

related to how that content is used (who controls access to content is less important than who controls 

access to the data generated about the use of that content). He concludes that the Open Access movement 

is in danger of being outflanked by centralized for-profit entities, such as Academia.edu, which can 

harvest and leverage large datasets from users without having to pay those users.

† Hart, Jennefer, Charlene Ridley, Faisal Taher, Corina Sas, and Alan J. Dix. 2008. “Exploring the 

Facebook Experience: A New Approach to Usability.” In Proceedings of the 5th Nordic Conference on 

Human-Computer Interaction (NordiCHI08), 471–74. New York: Association for Computing Machinery.

In the framework of user experience design, Hart, Ridley, Sas, Taher, and Dix examine a selection of 

users’ reactions to the popular social networking website Facebook. The authors put forth the idea that 

previous standards of evaluating digital environments need to be reimagined for our current technological 

moment to privilege user experience. Their findings indicate an overall positive reaction to Facebook 

despite the site’s meeting only two of the ten traditional usability guidelines. The authors call for a more 

holistic approach to design that pays heed to the pleasurable social knowledge creation experience of 

many individuals as they participate on social networking sites such as Facebook.

Jordan, Katy. 2014. “Academics and Their Online Networks: Exploring the Role of Academic Social 

Networking Sites.” First Monday (October 25). https://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v19i11.4937

Jordan examines the structure of digital academic social networks and the ways in which researchers at 

different career stages employ them. Conducting a survey of researchers at the UK-based Open 

University, the author employs mixed-method Social Network Analysis to provide insight into their use 

of Academia.edu, Mendeley, and Zotero. She concludes that researchers’ disciplines played an important 

role in determining the structure of networks, and that academic rank influenced the position of 

researchers within these networks more than factors such as active use of the platform in question. 

Drawing on existing studies of academic as well as non-academic social networking sites, her analysis 

therefore suggests that prevailing ideas about the democratizing nature of digital academic spaces are 

misguided (or, at the very least, far too simplistic). She closes with an acknowledgement of the 

https://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v19i11.4937
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limitations of her study, but also invites further consideration of the digital platforms and networks of 

various kinds that wittingly or unwittingly preserve social hierarchies.

Jordan, Katy. 2019. “From Social Networks to Publishing Platforms: A Review of the History and 

Scholarship of Academic Social Network Sites.” Frontiers in Digital Humanities 6. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fdigh.2019.00005

Jordan offers a survey of the history and distinguishing features of popular academic social networking 

sites, as well as a comprehensive overview of existing scholarship on what she identifies as the three 

leading platforms of this kind: Academia.edu, ResearchGate, and Mendeley. Jordan organizes her 

analysis according to five overreaching themes in this body of scholarship, maintaining that each is 

further informed by questions about whether academic social networking sites are primarily publishing 

platforms or platforms meant to facilitate social connections. In the process, she also summarizes 

apparent tensions in both others’ work and in her own findings. The survey closes with a few additional 

observations about the impact of factors such as neoliberalization and the increasing need to understand 

how academic social networking sites are used and studied in non-Western contexts.

▲ Joy, Eileen A. 2015. “Open Letter to Rosemary Feal, Kathleen Fitzpatrick, and the Modern Language 

Association.” Santa Barbara: Punctum Books. Accessed February 19, 2019. 

https://punctumbooks.com/blog/open-letter-to-modern-language-association/

In this letter to Rosemary Feal, Kathleen Fitzpatrick, and the Modern Language Association (MLA) in 

general, Joy addresses the problems with the MLA Commons platform by suggesting changes to the 

platform to make it work as a viable alternative for Academia.edu. Mainly, Joy argues that the MLA 

Commons is not truly an Open Knowledge Commons if there are certain features to which only Modern 

Language Association members have access. While she does think the MLA Commons could have the 

ability to subvert the Academia.edu model, she supports an uninhibited and radically open knowledge 

commons model, which the MLA Commons was not at the time this article was written. Joy has three 

major recommendations to improve the MLA Commons model: 1) model the social networking 

capabilities of Academia.edu but keep none of the impediments to access, namely MLA membership and 

disciplinary requirements; 2) transform PMLA (the MLA’s academic journal) into an open access journal; 

3) encourage public participation in the Modern Language Association meetings, rather than barring 

public access. Of note, since the publication of Joy’s letter, the MLA Commons has evolved into the open 

access Humanities Commons platform, which does not require MLA membership to join. PMLA remains 

toll access, and the MLA convention also retains a registration fee for attendees.

† Liu, Alan. 2011. “Friending the Past: The Sense of History and Social Computing.” New Literary 

History: A Journal of Theory and Interpretation 42 (1): 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1353/nlh.2011.0004.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fdigh.2019.00005
https://punctumbooks.com/blog/open-letter-to-modern-language-association/
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Liu identifies media-induced sociality in oral, written, and digital culture. He proceeds to analyze Web 

2.0 and social computing practices, and concludes that Web 2.0 lacks a sense of history, despite its 

intricately interconnected state. Liu attributes this state to two concurrent historical shifts: a social move 

from one-to-many to many-to-many, and a temporal shift from straightforward conceptions of time into 

the contemporary conception of instantaneous and simultaneous temporality. Reflexively, Liu argues that 

conceiving of time in this new instantaneous/simultaneous framework may ideologically proprietize the 

Internet and allow for ownership of social practices by organizations such as Facebook, Twitter, and 

Google. As such, Liu opts for a more traditional sense of temporality and history characterized by 

narratological linear time. He cites the social network system of his Research-oriented Social 

Environment (RoSE) project as a platform that integrates history with Web 2.0 infrastructure and 

allowances.

¤ 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): eP2183. https://doi.org/10.7710/2162–3309.2183

Lovett, Rathemacher, Boukari, and Lang set out to compare 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 perform a population study and survey of over 500 faculty members. They found 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 open access policies entail, the difference between commercial and academic repositories, and the 

benefits of publishing open access.

Meishar-Tal, Hagit, and Efrat Pieterse. 2017. “Why Do Academics Use Academic Social Networking 

Sites?” The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning 18 (1). 

https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v18i1.2643

Meishar-Tal and Pieterse discuss the popularity and affordances of two academic social networking sites, 

ResearchGate and Academia.edu, contrasting academics’ stated motivations for visiting such platforms 

with detailed statistics about the ways in which they actually use them. Analyzing the results of a 

questionnaire sent to faculty at three different academic institutions in Israel, they conclude that whereas 

individuals use social networking sites such as Facebook primarily for interacting with others, they tend 

to value academic social networking sites primarily for self-promotion, information consumption, and 

belonging to—but not interacting with—peer groups. They correlate the results of this questionnaire, 

which was carried out using quantitative methods and with reference to “Uses and Gratifications” theory, 

https://doi.org/10.7710/2162%E2%80%933309.2183
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v18i1.2643
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with a literature review of the purported benefits of academic social networks. The authors also 

acknowledge the limitations of their study and call for further analyses in a similar vein.

Nández, Gemma, and Ángel Borrego. 2013. “Use of Social Networks for Academic Purposes: A Case 

Study.” The Electronic Library 31 (6): 781–91. https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-03-2012-0031

Summarizing the results of their 2011 survey of Academia.edu users from 12 Catalan universities, 

Nández and Borrego discuss who uses this academic social networking platform, why they use it, and 

how they use it compared to other social media platforms such as Facebook. They suggest that scholars 

require better institutional support and leadership regarding use of social media and networking sites 

(including those explicitly created with academic communities and researchers in mind). Additionally, 

they contend that libraries and academic publishers can benefit from paying attention to the ways in 

which academics use such platforms. While their discussion is largely descriptive, they situate it in 

relation to existing scholarship in media studies and scholarly communication.

Ovadia, Steven. 2014. “ResearchGate and Academia.edu: Academic Social Networks.” Behavioral & 

Social Sciences Librarian 33 (3): 165–69. https://doi.org/10.1080/01639269.2014.934093

Ovadia differentiates between ResearchGate and Academia.edu, which he identifies principally as 

academic social networking sites, and citation management sites such as Mendeley, Zotero, and 

CiteULike (which went offline in 2019). Focusing on the former type of platform, he argues that 

reputation management via altmetrics (i.e., non-traditional bibliometrics), such as Academia.edu’s 

document view feature or ResearchGate’s “RG Score,” is one of the most valuable aspects of academic 

social networking sites—despite the fact that such altmetrics have not been adopted evenly across 

institutions. Additionally, Ovadia observes that these platforms facilitate potentially valuable research-

sharing and informal interactivity between researchers, though he acknowledges that copyright issues 

must be taken into account at all times. Overall, he cautiously advocates for the use of academic social 

networking sites while suggesting that not all users will find them worthwhile for the same reasons, and 

others might do best to avoid them altogether.

 ▲ Pooley, Jefferson. 2018. “Metrics Mania: The Case Against Academia.edu.” Chronicle of Higher 

Education (January). https://hcommons.org/deposits/item/hc:17533/

Pooley discusses the metrics analysis functions of Academia.edu. He argues that the site’s increasing 

focus on its Analytics page encourages obsession over these numbers. Policies that seek to measure 

quantifiable “impact” have already become an anchor of the neoliberal university. Academia.edu’s 

Analytics page displays data on how many times the author is cited, who cites an author where, how 

many times an article is read, what the author’s rank is within the Academia.edu hierarchy, etc., which 

provides the quantified research desired by some university administrators. For Pooley, this is dangerous 

https://doi.org/10.1108/EL-03-2012-0031
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639269.2014.934093
https://hcommons.org/deposits/item/hc:17533/
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because it takes advantage of researchers’ desire for visibility and encourages researchers to obsess over 

quantifiably measurable production, citation, and influence. Both of these factors can lead to researchers 

privileging quantity over quality, manipulating analysis (known as “p-hacking”), or undertaking self-

plagiarism. As an alternative, he suggests using non-profit sites created by and for scholars, citing 

Scholarly Hub and the Modern Language Association’s Humanities Commons as examples. Overall, 

Pooley presents a bleak view of a platform that capitalizes on an anxiety-provoking labour system.

 ▲ Rushforth, Alex. 2015. “The Facebook-ization of Academic Reputation? ResearchGate, 

Academia.edu and Everyday Neoliberalism.” In Really, We're Helping To Build This . . . Business: The 

Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files

Rushforth takes Phillip Marowski’s analysis of Facebook as the archexample of everyday neoliberalism 

and applies it in a structural analysis of scholarly social networking sites like Academia.edu and 

ResearchGate.net. The author argues that Academia.edu and ResearchGate, like Facebook, encourage the 

atomization and instrumentalization of users and their social interactions. Rushforth relies heavily on 

ideas from Marowski’s book, Never Let a Good Crisis Go to Waste, seeing the space the individual 

encounters as a marketplace of ideas. Rushforth concludes that Marowski has given us reason to 

investigate further how neoliberalism has crept into the modern university.

 ▲ Tennant, Jon. 2017. “Who Isn’t Profiting Off the Backs of Researchers?” Discover Magazine. 

https://www.discovermagazine.com/technology/who-isnt-profiting-off-the-backs-of-researchers

Tennant takes aim at Academia.edu and ResearchGate.net for profiting from researchers’ free labour 

without much transparency. He concedes that Academia.edu’s policy of sharing data analytics with users 

who subscribe to the site’s premium feature engenders classist and hierarchical attitudes, but he argues 

that researchers having access to metrics concerning how their work is being circulated can also be a 

helpful, welcome feature. On another note, Tennant uses the term dark sharing to describe a common 

scenario in which texts that have already been published elsewhere are being illegally posted on and 

hosted by Academia.edu and ResearchGate. He argues that dark sharing compromises the Open Access 

movement because it lacks the supports typically provided by journals and repositories, and it also breaks 

copyright law, which does not reflect well on the Open Access movement generally. The article 

concludes with a call to academics to transfer their texts from Academia.edu to Zenodo, a non-profit 

open access platform. For Tennant, the amount of energy spent circulating frustration about for-profit 

access models would be better used actually building open access infrastructure.

 ¤ Veletsianos, George. 2016. Social Media in Academia: Networked Scholars. New York: Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315742298

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files
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Veletsianos aims to nuance the conversation around academics’ participation on social media networks 

such as Facebook or Twitter. Contrary to the common narrative, Veletsianos 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. This is an effective 

method as Veletsianos repositions the human subject as an active rather than passive agent in the larger 

realms of social media and networked scholarship.

Φ Winter, Caroline, Tyler Fontenot, Luis Meneses, Alyssa Arbuckle, Ray Siemens, and the ETCL and 

INKE Research Groups. 2020. “Foundations for the Canadian Humanities and Social Sciences 

Commons: Exploring the Possibilities of Digital Research Communities.” Pop! Public. Open. 

Participatory 2 (October 31, 2020). https://popjournal.ca/issue02/winter (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites 

of Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Noteworthy Examples of Digital Knowledge Commons
Academia.edu. n.d. “Share Research.” Academia.edu. Accessed June 4, 2021. https://www.academia.edu/

Academia.edu is a popular research-sharing platform and academic social networking site that enables 

users to create personal profiles, track citations, access online courses, share academic research, connect 

with other users or members of the public, engage in open discussions, and more. The platform also 

provides various supports and built-in features for non-English users (currently, it claims to provide 

tailored feeds for resources in 26 languages). Of note, though, some user statistics, search features, 

professional and academic tools, and repository items are accessible only to paying “premium” members.

Canadian Humanities and Social Sciences Commons. n.d. Homepage of Hsscommons. Accessed July 16, 

2021. https://hsscommons.ca/

The Canadian Humanities and Social Sciences Commons is a not-for-profit online research commons and 

academic social networking site in both of Canada’s official languages (English and French). It provides 

researchers and members of the public interested in the humanities and social sciences an open 

environment to share, access, re-purpose, and develop scholarly projects, publications, educational 

resources, data, and tools, with built-in support for more than 30 types of research materials. Based on 

HUBzero, an open source software platform developed at Purdue University, the Canadian Humanities 

and Social Sciences Commons includes a subject repository for open access publications that assigns 

digital object identifiers upon upload and follows FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, and 

Reusable) guidelines for data management; a project development environment that can integrate with 

https://popjournal.ca/issue02/winter
https://www.academia.edu/
https://hsscommons.ca/
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popular repositories and data management tools such as Google Drive, Dropbox, and GitHub; individual 

user profiles, with single sign-on authentication through ORCID and the Canadian Access Federation; 

blogging capabilities; subject interest groups; tools to facilitate member interactions; and more.

 Creative Commons. n.d. “When We Share, Everyone Wins.” Creative Commons. Accessed July 25, 

2021. https://creativecommons.org/

Founded in 2001, Creative Commons is a non-profit organization that provides the public with free 

copyright licenses (“Creative Commons licenses”) for a variety of creative and academic works. Today, 

these licenses have been widely adopted, including by Wikipedia, Flickr, as well as many digital research 

commons—such as the Canadian Humanities and Social Sciences Commons, the CUNY Academic 

Commons, and the Humanities Commons. As a result, Creative Commons licenses and the Creative 

Commons network’s public domain tools have created a large, distributed digital commons of open 

resources, dramatically expanding the number of works that are freely available in the broader digital 

commons of the Internet. In addition to providing a range of non-commercial as well as commercial 

licenses, the Creative Commons currently supports community-based initiatives and digital tools that aim 

to improve access to open knowledge and OERs.

 CUNY Academic Commons. n.d. Homepage. Accessed July 16, 2021. https://commons.gc.cuny.edu/

The Academic Commons of the City University of New York (CUNY) is built on the open source, 

WordPress-based Commons In A Box platform. Operating as a central hub for knowledge exchange and 

communication among faculty and students, it is designed to help build community and support 

commons-based teaching and learning initiatives. Additionally, although it was founded in 2009 

specifically for individual colleges within the CUNY system, it also supports a variety of far-reaching 

and public-facing projects—in part thanks to its emphasis on OERs. Through the CUNY Academic 

Commons, users can create and join groups, blogs, websites, private or public courses, and more. 

Individual users can also message and follow other students or faculty, share resources, and participate in 

discussion forums.

† GitHub, Inc. 2017. GitHub. https://github.com

As a code repository, GitHub is predicated on transparent and hierarchical project management and 

organization. GitHub facilitates effective version control by backing up code for a project; allowing 

collaborative annotation or commenting on lines of code; providing varying levels of access for different 

team members; hosting unlimited collaborators; and supplying integrated issue tracking. Repositories can 

be private (secured, limited access) or public (open for community collaboration). GitHub is an 

exemplary instance of a collaborative project management and indexing tool specifically geared toward 

digital endeavours.

https://creativecommons.org/
https://commons.gc.cuny.edu/
https://github.com/
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Humanities Commons. n.d. “Humanities Commons—Open Access, Open Source, Open to All.” 

Accessed June 4, 2021. https://hcommons.org/

Built on the open source Commons In A Box platform and hosted at Michigan State University, the 

Humanities Commons is a not-for-profit digital research commons that provides academics and members 

of the public interested in the humanities with tools to create, develop, and publish research in its open 

access repository, “CORE” (Commons Open Repository Exchange). As an academic social networking 

site, it also allows users to create personal profiles and blogs, connect with others over shared research 

interests, join special interest groups, and more. In the Commons Open Repository Exchange, users can 

assign Creative Commons licenses to their publications or other research materials, and items uploaded to 

this central repository are automatically assigned digital object identifiers.

† Mendeley. 2021. “Reference Management Software & Researcher Network.” Mendeley. Accessed July 

28, 2021. https://www.mendeley.com/?interaction_required=true

Mendeley functions as a free reference management system and an academic social network. Users can 

generate bibliographies, collaborate with other users, and import resources. The program can be accessed 

online and as a desktop, iPhone, or iPad application. While the standard tool is free and provides users 

with two gigabytes of web storage space, additional storage can be purchased. The tool also includes a 

PDF viewer where users can add notes and highlight text. Citations can be exported as BibTeX and into 

several word processors. The social networking features include newsfeeds, comments, and profile pages. 

User statistics about papers, authors, and publications may also be viewed.

ResearchGate. n.d. “ResearchGate—Find and Share Research.” ResearchGate. Accessed June 4, 2021. 

https://www.researchgate.net/

With millions of users worldwide, ResearchGate is a noteworthy example of a for-profit academic social 

networking site and research-sharing platform. Marketed primarily to academics working in science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics, it allows users to upload research materials to its repository, 

share their work, pose questions, and connect with other users who share similar research interests or 

areas of expertise. Additionally, ResearchGate provides users with a propriety metric or “RG Score” that 

appears to measure bibliometric impact. Other statistics about users and publications uploaded to the 

repository can also be accessed.

† Roy Rosenzweig Center for New Media. n.d. “Zotero.” Zotero. https://www.zotero.org

Zotero is an open source reference management system for users to store citations and other content in a 

variety of file formats. Most library catalogues and common online research environments contain Zotero 

links, and Zotero integrates with word processors and other writing environments (e.g., email and Google 

Drive), making it easy to save reference information while working. Users can also assign tags to library 

https://hcommons.org/
https://www.mendeley.com/?interaction_required=true
https://www.researchgate.net/
https://www.zotero.org/
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items and organize research into collections and subcollections. The tool functions and automatically 

synchronizes across multiple devices and web browsers. One of the capabilities that differentiates Zotero 

is the ability to create topical research groups that can house shared libraries, notes, and discussions, 

offering a collaborative research environment.

† Slashdot Media. 2017. SourceForge. http://sourceforge.net

SourceForge is a web-based source code repository comprising a suite of tools dedicated to facilitating 

open source software development and dissemination. SourceForge resources include version control, 

integrated issue tracking, threaded discussion forums, documentation, download statistics, a code 

repository, and an open source directory. The repository induces social knowledge creation by hosting 

and indexing open source projects and providing easeful access to these projects for the community at 

large. Notably, SourceForge was the first service to offer free hosting for open source projects.

+ Wikipedia Foundation. 2019. About page, Wikipedia. Wikipedia:About

Wikipedia is a multilingual, online, open access encyclopedia. The foundational principle of Wikipedia is 

that the encyclopedia is developed from a neutral point of view that anyone can use, edit, and distribute. 

Content is written collaboratively and mostly by anonymous volunteers. Since its conception in 2001, 

Wikipedia has grown into one of the most largely referenced websites with more than 38 million articles 

and 374 million unique visitors each month.

http://sourceforge.net/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:About


Open Scholarship Press • Open Scholarship Press Collections:
Connection

Forms of Connection and
Collaboration in Digital
Knowledge Commons
URL: https://openscholarshippress.pubpub.org/pub/u98bnnek

License: Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC-BY 4.0)

https://openscholarshippress.pubpub.org/pub/u98bnnek
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Open Scholarship Press • Open Scholarship Press Collections: Connection Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons

2

Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation
 ¤ Ahmed, Allam. 2007. “Open Access Towards Bridging the Digital Divide—Policies and Strategies for 

Developing Countries.” Information Technology for Development 13 (4): 337–61.

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.

+ Anderson, Charles. 1998. “Universal Access—Free and Open Access—It Depends.” Reference & User 

Services Quarterly 38 (1): 25–27.

Anderson provides a brief editorial introduction to the tradition of open access values, arguing that the 

values of open access are anything but new. He asserts that the entire public library movement was 

founded on the ideas of open access, and asks how much progress has been made since then. For 

Anderson, it is necessary that attitudes around open access change in order to stimulate progress. It is not 

enough to simply provide a workstation or to secure resources; the individuals working in the institutions 

have to believe in the importance of open access principles.

Δ Arbuckle, Alyssa. 2019. “Opportunities for Social Knowledge Creation in the Digital Humanities.” In 

Doing More Digital Humanities, edited by Constance Crompton, Richard J. Lane, and Ray Siemens, 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 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429353048-20
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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, Alex Christie, and Lynne Siemens. 2016. Introduction to Scholarly and Research 

Communication 10 (2). Special Issue: Canada’s Education Journals.

Arbuckle, Christie, and Siemens dedicate the introduction of this special issue to an exploration of the 

topics discussed in the “New Knowledge Models: Sustaining Partnerships to Transform Scholarly 

Production” gathering of 2016, hosted by the INKE group. They explain that the conversations addressed 

aspects of digital scholarship including creativity, implementation, institutional interface, opportunities, 

challenges, audience, initiatives, and sustainability. They claim that digital technology has enhanced the 

dissemination of contemporary scholarly practice, all the while acknowledging that the technological 

changes in knowledge production are not new concepts. They add that “new models for knowledge 

production blend more traditional forms of scholarly inquiry with digital modes and methods” (n.p). 

Furthermore, the editors address how cultural institutions are changing their views on how to best to 

serve the public at large, with digital scholarship in mind. They conclude by emphasizing that open social 

sharing of scholarship constructs a community that contributes to maintaining a critical mass of thought 

through its diversity of strengths and interests.

 + Ayris, Paul, Erica McLaren, Martin Moyle, Catherine Sharp, and Lara Speicher. 2014. “Open Access 

in UCL: A New Paradigm for London’s Global University in Research Support.” Australian Academic & 

Research Libraries 45 (4): 282–95.

Ayris, McLaren, Moyle, Sharp, and Speicher address the benefits and challenges of open access 

publishing for a research university. While open access publishing provides an unprecedented 

opportunity for scholars to disseminate their research globally, it also presents numerous barriers for 

institutions, such as funding start-up costs, balancing roles, and measuring success. The authors provide 

insight on how to overcome these challenges from their positions as employees of the University College 

London (UCL). Ayris et al. argue that the popular discourse that discourages open access, or presents it in 

a negative light, is often factually incorrect. They provide evidence that free publications from the 

University College London are widely disseminated, financially viable, and of outstanding quality. The 

authors assert that open access is an opportunity, not a threat, to research universities. By developing 

open access policies, constructing open access repositories, and establishing a gold standard open access 

press, universities can reap the rewards of open access publishing.

+ Bauer, Florian, and Martin Kaltenböck. n.d. Linked Open Data: The Essentials. Vienna, Austria: DGS

—Druck- u. Graphikservice GmbH. http://bls.buu.ac.th/~f55361/08Aug22/LOD/EBFFFd01.pdf

http://bls.buu.ac.th/~f55361/08Aug22/LOD/EBFFFd01.pdf
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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 

examples and advice on how to start a linked open data catalogue. Bauer and Kaltenböck select the 

reegle.info country profiles, United Kingdom legislation, and Open Energy Information (OpenEI) 

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.

+ Björk, Bo-Christer. 2004. “Open Access to Scientific Publications—an Analysis of the Barriers to 

Change?” Information Research 9 (2): n.p.

Björk asserts that the rise of the Internet has changed how information is disseminated. While the 

methods may have changed, the economic ramifications of scholarly publishing have stayed the same. 

This has created a need to rethink the current publishing system. Björk proposes an open access system 

and defines open access as the means to information that can be read and shared for noncommercial 

purposes without any payments or restrictions. He also acknowledges, however, that systems are difficult 

to change; legal barriers, a lack of infrastructure, and the need to develop a new business model stand in 

the way. Björk argues that, while most people recognize the need for an open access system, it will take 

more than simple awareness for the system to be put into action.

+ Bonaccorsi, Andrea, and Cristina Rossi. 2003. “Why Open Source Software Can Succeed.” Research 

Policy 32 (7): 1243–58.

Bonaccorsi and Rossi discuss the questions of motivation, coordination, and diffusion raised by the 

emergence of open source software. They note that hierarchical coordination emerged without 

proprietary rights, yet open source systems are diffused in environments dominated by proprietary 

standards. The authors attempt to understand how an immense group of unpaid programmers have 

advanced open source technology to its present stage. The hobbyist groups and hacker culture, which 

consists of programmers trained in engineering and physics fields, are noted as the primary groups 

participating in the development of open source software. This hybrid business model—whereby 

companies and software houses produce software, give it away to customers free of charge, and shift the 

value toward additional services (packaging, consultancy, maintenance, updating, and training)—is 

suggested as a productive alternative. The recent tendency for open source programs to become more 

user-friendly will enable even wider diffusion into increasingly broad communities.

Φ ▲ Borgman, Christine L. 2007. Scholarship in the Digital Age: Information, Infrastructure, and the 

Internet. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and 

Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)
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 + Brown, Susan. 2016. “Towards Best Practices in Collaborative Online Knowledge Production.” In 

Doing Digital Humanities: Practice, Training, Research, edited by Constance Crompton, Richard J. Lane, 

and Ray Siemens, 47–64. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

Brown addresses the affordances of web technologies that facilitate collaborative modes of online 

scholarly knowledge production. She argues that collaboration in the humanities still lags behind natural 

and social sciences. Brown discusses the key principles researchers ought to consider when choosing a 

platform for collaborative scholarship, as well as components of work processes and workspaces that 

help implement these principles into the project. She defines best practices as both the control over 

scholarly processes that bring together a number of contributors, and those that more optimally address 

interoperability, preservation, reuse, and the various ethical and professional considerations that are 

involved with group work. This article focuses on approaches to systems and standards that enable 

collaborative knowledge production online rather than on ways to coordinate collaborative relationships.

+ 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, Peter Lunenfeld, Todd Presner, and Jeffrey Schnapp. 2012. “The 

Social Life of the Digital Humanities.” In Digital_Humanities, 73–98. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

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

engagement.

Φ ▲ Burke, Peter. 2000. A Social History of Knowledge: From Gutenberg to Diderot, Based on the First 

Series of Vonhoff Lectures given at the University of Groningen (Netherlands). Cambridge, UK : Malden, 

Mass: Polity Press ; Blackwell Publishers. (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and 

Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Burke, Peter. 2012. A Social History of Knowledge. II: From the Encyclopédie to Wikipedia. 

Cambridge, UK ; Malden, MA: Polity. (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and 

Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

 + Canadian Association of Research Libraries. n.d. “Open Access.” Canadian Association of Research 

Libraries (blog). Accessed February 22, 2017. http://www.carl-abrc.ca/advancing-research/scholarly-

communication/open-access/

The Canadian Association of Research Libraries (CARL) advocates for open access because of the 

benefits it grants users, primarily open access to reading and utilizing knowledge. This mode of 

dissemination benefits funding agencies, since their investment has a maximized return, as well as the 

researchers, since their scholarship is distributed to a wider audience. The Association aligns its 

principles with the Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI) Declaration and the Berlin Declaration on 

Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities. From the Budapest Declaration, the 

Canadian Association of Research Libraries adopts and propagates the practice of publishing scholarly 

literature in open access. It also follows the Berlin Declaration in its decision to publish all original 

scientific research results and related data and metadata in open access. Thus, the Association’s vision 

applies to the output of the scholarly work it funds, with a criteria that emphasizes that copyright is met, 

and that the product is consistent with highest peer review standards. It continues to work to implement 

open access standards and deal with the challenges that arise with this type of knowledge dissemination.

+ 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 

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, he argues that these data are invalid 

because the study took the journal, not the individual article, as its unit of measurement. Conducting his 

http://www.carl-abrc.ca/advancing-research/scholarly-communication/open-access/
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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.

 + Chang, Yu-Wei. 2015. “Librarians’ Contribution to Open Access Journal Publishing in Library and 

Information Science from the Perspective of Authorship.” Journal of Academic Librarianship 41 (5): 660–

68.

Chang examines how librarian authors participate in open access publishing. In particular, the author 

studies librarians who contribute articles to journals in the field of library and information science. 

Chang’s case study took up 19 open access library and information science journals in which 1,819 

articles were published between 2008 and 2013. Of the 1,819 articles, 55.6% of the authors were 

librarians (the next highest category was scholars at 33.5%), and 53.7% of the articles were co-authored 

or collaborative. The majority of these partnerships were librarian–librarian collaborations, but librarian–

scholar co-authorships ranked second highest. Overall, the results demonstrate that open access 

publishing offers an opportunity for librarians to move from the more typical research support role into 

more of a knowledge creation role. Chang concludes that more authors need to publish on open access 

platforms in order for them to survive.

+ Coonin, Bryna, and Leigh Younce. 2009. “Publishing in Open Access Journals in The Social Sciences 

and Humanities: Who’s Doing It and Why.” ACRL Fourteenth National Conference. 

http://www.ala.org/acrl/sites/ala.org.acrl/files/content/conferences/confsandpreconfs/national/seattle/pape

rs/85.pdf

Coonin and Younce survey 918 authors who published in open access humanities and social science 

journals in 2007 and 2008 in order to study the demographics and perceptions of open access. A total of 

339 individuals responded to the survey. The respondents ranked peer review as the most important 

factor in choosing a journal, with reputation and suitability ranking second and third. The authors who 

published the most over the calendar year also published the most articles in open access journals. 

Approximately 15% of the respondents were unaware of open access publishing, and more than 50% saw 

open access journals as having less prestige. Further, article processing charges (APCs) often obstruct 

publication, as authors or their institutions are sometimes expected to levy fees to publish in open access 

journals, and these costs discourage many from seeking this type of publication venue. Overall, Coonin 

and Younce observe that the humanities and social sciences have been slower at integrating open access 

publishing than the scientific disciplines.

† De Carvalho, Carlos, Maia Rosemberg, and Elizabeth S. Furtado. 2012. “Wikimarks: An Approach 

Proposition for Generating Collaborative, Structured Content from Social Networking Sharing on the 

Web.” In 11th Brazilian Symposium on Human Factors in Computing Systems (IHC ‘12), 95–98. Porto 

Alegre, Brazil.

http://www.ala.org/acrl/sites/ala.org.acrl/files/content/conferences/confsandpreconfs/national/seattle/papers/85.pdf
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De Carvalho and Furtado argue for what they call a Wikimarks approach in order to encourage organized, 

sustainable, social content creation. Based on this approach, users share online content that flows into a 

content repository and is subsequently categorized in a taxonomy system by the users. User participation 

is fostered through social interaction and extrinsic motivation. In order to motivate participation in the 

classification of content, the authors recommend gamification methods.

¤ Eve, Martin Paul. 2014. Open Access and the Humanities: Contexts, Controversies, and the Future. 

Cambridge: 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.

+ Feller, Joseph, and Brian Fitzgerald. 2002. Understanding Open Source Software Development. Boston, 

MA: Addison-Wesley Longman Publishing Co.

Feller and Fitzgerald attempt to understand the success of open source publication. The authors tackle 

discussions to define the open source software development method: how it works, its sustainability, and 

what tools can enable it. They provide an overview of different open source software and accompanying 

licenses, a brief history of the open source software movement, a landscape of the organizations currently 

at the forefront of open source affairs, how to organize open source processes, and the different 

motivations behind open source development. The authors argue that the hacker ethic has commonalities 

with the pre-Protestant work ethic motivated by passion and freedom. The authors claim that open source 

software is more than just a fad, and that it will come to define the industry rather than be a symptom of it.

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

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Fitzpatrick builds and champions the concept of generous thinking in the context of the relationship 

between the academy and the public. Analyzing recent trends in public anti-intellectual and anti-

academic sentiments, she contends that the relationship between the public and the academy has broken 

down, and academics are now conflicting with the public whom they are intended to serve. In order to 
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remedy this, Fitzpatrick urges academics to listen empathetically more than they criticize, and to focus on 

thinking more constructively than competitively. Overall, she seeks a version of the academy that 

functions as a space for public knowledge, connection, and community by building trust with the public. 

Of note, Generous Thinking is freely available to the public online, where it is formatted so as to 

encourage and display public comments at the paragraph level alongside the main text.

Φ Gold, Matthew, and George Otte. 2011. “The CUNY Academic Commons: Fostering Faculty Use of 

the Social Web.” On the Horizon 19 (1): 24–32. https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121111107681 (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

† Guédon, Jean-Claude. 2008. “Digitizing and the Meaning of Knowledge.” Academic Matters 

(November): 23–26.

Guédon briefly sketches the recent history of scholarly communication and publishing and meditates on 

alternatives to the current state of affairs. He concludes that although open source publishing is a 

relatively recent phenomenon, it adroitly embodies the ethos and traditional practices of scholarship 

(especially in the sciences). For Guédon, open source publishing represents the open, endless 

appropriation of knowledge and discipline-wide conversation that has traditionally defined academic 

work. He champions this move toward open, shared knowledge versus the continued exploitation of 

academics, librarians, and universities by the large corporate publishing companies currently relied upon 

for scholarly communication and accreditation.

+ Heath, Malcolm, Michael Jubb, and David Robey. 2008. “E-Publication and Open Access in the Arts 

and Humanities in the UK.” Ariadne 54. 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.

 + Hiebert, Matthew, William R. Bowen, and Raymond Siemens. 2015. “Implementing a Social 

Knowledge Creation Environment.” Scholarly and Research Communication 6 (3). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121111107681
https://perma.cc/NKM4-E3T5
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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 

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.

 + International Council for Science. 2015. “Open Data for a Big Data World.” 

https://council.science/publications/open-data-in-a-big-data-world/

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 their 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, whereas in terms of non-replicability, attempts of replicating data have 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).

¤ Jones, Steven E. 2014. “Publications.” In 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. 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n3a223
https://council.science/publications/open-data-in-a-big-data-world/
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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.

+ Kelty, Christopher M. 2008. Two Bits: The Cultural Significance of Free Software. Durham, NC: Duke 

University Press. https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822389002

Kelty investigates the history and structure of the Internet with a specific focus on free software, defined 

as the collaborative creation of software code that is made freely available through a specific use of 

copyright law. He argues that the open structure of the Internet can be tied to the Free Software 

Movement, a social movement that formally originated during the development of the GNU/Linux 

operating system. Kelty categorizes practitioners who participate in these types of social movements as 

the recursive public, responsible for reorienting power relations around modes of creation and 

dissemination of a massive body of virtual information. The Free Software Movement binds together 

lawyers, hackers, geeks, and professionals from all types of disciplines to form the recursive public that is 

still actively defending users’ interest in the maintenance of an open Internet.

+ Kitchin, Rob, Sandra Collins, and Dermot Frost. 2015. “Funding Models for Open Access Digital Data 

Repositories.” Online Information Review 39 (5): 664–81. https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-01-2015-0031

Kitchin, Collins, and Frost outline financial models for digital open access repositories that are not 

funded by a core source. The authors create a list of challenges to open access, including Christine 

Borgman’s “dirty little secret”: despite the promotion of open data sharing, not much sharing is actually 

taking place. The authors propose that creating open access data repositories is not enough for attitudes in 

academia to change; substantial cultural changes in research practices must take place, and researchers 

should be encouraged to deposit their data as they complete research. The survey covers 14 potential 

funding streams for open access research data repositories. The authors argue that the lack of full, core 

funding and a direct funding stream through payment-for-use pose considerable financial challenges to 

the directors of such repositories. The collections that are maintained without funding are in significant 

danger of being lost to bit rot and other technological challenges.

https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822389002
https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-01-2015-0031
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+ Kogut, Bruce, and Anca Metiu. 2001. “Open-Source Software Development and Distributed 

Innovation.” Oxford Review of Economic Policy 17 (2): 248–64.

Kogut and Metiu discuss the open source software production model as one that exploits the distributed 

intelligence of participants in Internet communities. The authors term these broad communities as 

communities of practice. Kogut and Metiu argue that open source practices avoid the inefficiencies of a 

strong intellectual property regime and implement concurrent design and testing of modules, thereby 

saving financial and labour expenditures. Two types of open source models are examined as case studies 

using a chart that logs different projects, including Zope, Mozilla, MySQL, Python, KDE, GIMP, and 

GNOME. The authors proceed to a discussion of Linux and its history. Open source is touted as the 

emergence of a production model ideally suited for properties of information that can be digitally coded 

and distributed.

 + Lane, Richard J. 2014. “Innovation through Tradition: New Scholarly Publishing Applications 

Modelled on Faith-Based Electronic Publishing & Learning Environments.” Scholarly and Research 

Communication 5 (4). http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/188

Lane explores the popular eTheology platforms Olive Tree and Logos, and the possibilities for the uptake 

of their information management and design models. The author 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.

† Lorimer, Rowland. 2014. “A Good Idea, a Difficult Reality: Toward a Publisher/Library Open Access 

Partnership.” Scholarly and Research Communication 5 (4). http://src-

online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/180

Lorimer comments on the state of scholarly publishing in Canada. He offers thorough insight into the 

financial, social, and cultural obstacles that arise as academic institutions move toward an open access 

model of knowledge mobilization. Lorimer argues that although the idea of open access is desirable to 

academic and academic-aligned researchers, practitioners, and organizations, the reality of a completely 

open access model still requires considerable planning and implementation. Lorimer emphasizes the 

importance of long-term thinking in order to support Canada’s research libraries as open access hubs of 

orderly, sustainable, and productive information.

Φ Martin, Shawn. 2019. “Historicizing the Knowledge Commons: Open Access, Technical Knowledge, 

and the Industrial Application of Science.” KULA: Knowledge Creation, Dissemination, and Preservation 

http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/188
http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/180
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Studies 3 (February 28): 23. https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.16 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection 

> Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

† Maxwell, John. 2015. “Beyond Open Access to Open Content.” Scholarly and Research Communication 

6 (3). http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/202

Maxwell considers and comments on the state of scholarly communication. He suggests that online 

scholarly communication platforms have simply been a means to expedite and render more efficient 

traditional writing and publishing practices. Maxwell contends that digital scholarly communication, in 

its current manifestation, is in fact rather conservative. Rather than settling for a traditional and limited 

production system, academics should move toward more agile, social, and flexible publication modes 

that consider reader attention and relevance. Maxwell asks scholars and practitioners to reconceive of 

publishing and publication in the digital age as an opportunity for truly open scholarship.

 ¤ 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

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.

† Meadows, Alice. 2015. “Beyond Open: Expanding Access to Scholarly Content.” Journal of Electronic 

Publishing 18 (3). http://quod.lib.umich.edu/j/jep/3336451.0018.301?view=text;rgn=main

Meadows examines the impact of current major public or low-cost open access initiatives worldwide, 

focusing on the Journal Donation Project, Research for Life, the International Network for Access to 

Scientific Papers, patientACCESS, Access to Research, and the Emergency Access Initiative. She 

emphasizes the wide-ranging value of these initiatives to researchers, professionals, and the public, 

especially in developing nations or in countries (such as the former USSR) that have a history of 

information bans. Meadows concludes that public or low-cost open access initiatives benefit many 

different groups of people, including publishers, and should be supported moving forward.

+ Molloy, Jennifer. 2011. “The Open Knowledge Foundation: Open Data Means Better Science.” PLOS 

Biology 9 (12): 1–4.

https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.16
http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/202
https://doi.org/10.7264/N3319T5T
http://quod.lib.umich.edu/j/jep/3336451.0018.301?view=text;rgn=main
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Molloy stipulates that implementing open data allows for initiatives within science-related disciplines to 

provide new infrastructure that supports data archiving and the development of stronger data 

management policies. The author suggests that there is little value in making data open and accessible if 

it is not being used. Molloy provides evidence from a recent collaboration between the Open Data in 

Science working group, the Joint Information Services Council and Semantic Web Applications, and 

Tools for Life Sciences in creating collections of open publications and datasets through available 

bibliographic data and crowdsourced summaries of non-open content. An accessible open data approach 

within the sciences will allow the disciplines to generate a wealth of tools, apps, and datasets that will 

facilitate the discovery and re-circulation of data.

 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 have 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.

+ Piwowar, Heather A., and Todd J. Vision. 2013. “Data Reuse and the Open Data Citation Advantage.” 

PeerJ 175. https://peerj.com/articles/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/10.4000/books.oep.9050
https://peerj.com/articles/175/
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+ Rath, Prabhash Narayana. 2015. “Study of Open Access Publishing in Social Sciences and Its 

Implications for Libraries.” DESIDOC Journal of Library & Information Technology 35 (3). 

https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.35.3.8720

Rath discusses how, in India, the Open Access movement was initially confined to science, technology, 

and medical fields. Her study identifies and analyzes 60 open access social science journals in India. 

Most of Rath’s findings consist of quantitative data compiled from the Directory of Open Access Journals 

(DOAJ), and she notes that only 15 out of 60 open access journals in the social sciences were published 

under a Creative Commons license in India. The article concludes with several recommendations: that 

social science departments in India make publicly funded research available via open access, that 

research institutes encourage and fund their own repositories, that scholars deposit post-print copies of 

their research papers, and that a central advisory board monitors open access journals and encourages 

scholars to submit research papers to select publications in order to increase visibility of Indian 

publications worldwide.

+ Rodriguez, Julia. 2014. “Awareness and Attitudes about Open Access Publishing: A Glance at 

Generational Differences.” Journal of Academic Librarianship 40 (6): 604–10.

Rodriguez surveys faculty members at a mid-size American university to determine the current 

awareness and perception of open access publishing. The majority of the respondents were from the 

faculties of arts, humanities, and social sciences. Overall, the data demonstrate a growing trend toward 

self-reported knowledge of open access accompanied by very little engagement with open publishing: 

while 61.7% of the respondents knew what open access was, only 28.2% had published with an open 

access venue. This demonstrates a gap between attitude and behaviour, a gap Rodriguez attributes to 

habits and institutional culture. In order to bridge this divide, she suggests educating faculty members 

early and revisiting this discussion often.

 + Saklofske, Jon, and INKE Research Group. 2016. “Digital Theoria, Poiesis, and Praxis: Activating 

Humanities Research and Communication through Open Social Scholarship Platform Design.” 

Scholarly and Research Communication 7 (2/3). http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/252

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. He 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 such dynamic 

https://doi.org/10.14429/djlit.35.3.8720
http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/252
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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.

+ Siemens, Lynne, and INKE Research Group. 2016. “‘Faster Alone, Further Together’: Reflections on 

INKE’s Year Six.” Scholarly and Research Communication 7 (2/3). 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2016v7n2/3a250

Siemens addresses the sixth year of the INKE project, namely the collaborative aspect of the long-term, 

large-scale project as it nears completion (in the seventh year). This study is carried out through a set of 

semi-structured interviews that are analyzed with a ground theory approach. According to Siemens, the 

team found collaboration to be a positive and beneficial experience overall, which was continuously 

strengthened through face-to-face interactions. Another finding pointed to how large-scale projects are in 

a constant stage of transition, whereby the change in pace of the project also affects the pace of work on 

an individual level and the nature of the collaboration. Recurring challenges that sprung up in earlier 

years and continued throughout the project include working at a distance with team partners and the 

hiring and retention of postdoctoral fellows and research assistants. The documentation of this 

collaborative process and the lessons learned throughout the years are employed as a foundation for the 

next grant application and future collaborations.

+ Siemens, Lynne, Ray Siemens, Richard Cunningham, Teresa Dobson, Alan Galey, Stan Ruecker, and 

Claire Warwick. 2009. “INKE Administrative Structure, Omnibus Document.” New Knowledge 

Environments 1 (1). https://journals.uvic.ca/index.php/INKE/article/view/546

Siemens outlines the administrative structure to be executed in the Implementing New Knowledge 

Environments (INKE) project. The document is meant to serve as an agreement between the various 

individuals and groups involved in INKE on how members will work with each other over the upcoming 

years of collaboration in order to achieve the goals that were outlined in the research application. 

Siemens breaks down the administrative structure of the projects and the various groups involved, and 

presents the guidelines and responsibilities for each group. The groups consist of various researchers and 

partners, as well as various administrative divisions overlooking and advising the project. The author also 

discloses the guidelines concerning intellectual property of knowledge created as part of the project, as 

well as the adopted policies for co-authoring work within the INKE framework. In the latter part of the 

document, Siemens includes excerpts from the grant application that address the broad range of key 

stakeholder areas and the project charter that outlines how the work will be disseminated, the future of 

the project, and the nature of the work between members of INKE.

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2016v7n2/3a250
https://journals.uvic.ca/index.php/INKE/article/view/546
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+ Siemens, Lynne. 2012b (April). “Firing on All Cylinders: Progress and Transition in INKE’s Year 2.” 

Scholarly and Research Communication 3 (4). http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/72

Siemens explores how collaborative practices evolve over the span of a project, using the Implementing 

New Knowledge Environments (INKE) second year of funded research as a case study. As with the 

previous study based on year one (Siemens 2012a [March]), the study here is carried out through a series 

of interviews with various researchers and administrators of INKE. The results show that the group’s 

members have developed closer relationships, allowing research to progress; the graduate research 

assistants also stated that their work experience has deepened their academic and collaborative skills. 

Some of the major challenges have to do with human resources and include the difficulty in securing 

postdoctoral fellows with technical skills and a project manager, mostly due to competition with other 

disciplines for hiring these professionals. A number of members and sub-research areas were in a period 

of transition, which resulted in a slight restructuring of the project. Siemens offers a number of potential 

solutions to the aforementioned challenges and addresses ways to structure the workflow during 

transitional periods that would help maintain the flow of the project and swiftly integrate newcomers. She 

ends her article with various recommendations on how to sustain successful collaboration, which include 

having face-to-face meetings (in formal and informal settings) of geographically distributed team 

members, utilizing the most optimal methods for knowledge transfer in moments of transition, and taking 

into account ways in which university policies of partners may affect the project and its internal dynamics.

+ Siemens, Lynne. 2014. “Research Collaboration as ‘Layers of Engagement’: INKE in Year Four.” 

Scholarly and Research Communication 5 (4). https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2014v5n4a181

Siemens discusses the fourth year of the Implementing New Knowledge Environments (INKE) project, 

and focuses on how the nature of the collaboration over this period of the project has evolved. As with 

other studies on the group’s collaboration, the study was carried out through a series of interviews with 

the researchers, graduate researchers, and administrative members of the team using a series of questions 

that could be extended and which are then analyzed with a ground theory approach. Siemens argues that 

year four reflects a more mature period of the project in which the nature of collaboration has morphed 

into a more fulfilling and closely bound relationship: researchers from one area feel more involved with 

research in other areas and all team members, including research assistants, recognize their role in an 

important and rewarding way. Siemens states that a significant development in year four is team 

members’ ability to better balance INKE-related work with outside research, sometimes even having the 

group’s research drive motivate other work endeavors. One major challenge that still exists is 

coordinating across four time zones with few windows for possible meeting times. Overall, the 

interviews demonstrate that the team acknowledges the need for and benefits of working together to 

attain research objectives. Siemens concludes with a set of suggestions for other teams working in a 

collaborative atmosphere.

http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/72
https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2014v5n4a181
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+ Siemens, Lynne. 2013. “Responding to Change and Transition in INKE’s Year 3.” Scholarly and 

Research Communication 4 (3). https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2013v4n3a115

Siemens addresses the collaborative nature of the Implementing New Knowledge Environments (INKE) 

project at the closing of the third year of funded research. The purpose of this investigation is to 

document the nature of collaboration so that teams can benefit in future scenarios from past lessons 

learned. Also, there is a notable lack of scholarship focused on collaboration despite its increased 

adoption in the academic sphere. Siemens frames the third year as a transitional one for INKE since it is 

the period in which there was a change in sub-research areas, partners, and team members. The study is 

conducted through various interviews with team members and the data analysis is carried out through a 

ground theory approach. The major observations that emerged in relation to transitional phases and how 

to best manage them include an acknowledgment that the integration of new team members into a project 

takes time and that an account of the project and team relationships, as well as project documentation, 

may be helpful. Other essential parts of this process are formal and informal face-to-face meetings. 

According to Siemens, the selection of individuals with a collaboration-oriented mindset is useful since 

they are more likely to accommodate the short timespan allotted for new team member integration while 

still meeting research objectives.

+ Siemens, Lynne. 2012a. “Understanding Long-Term Collaboration: Reflections on Year 1 and Before.” 

Scholarly and Research Communication 3 (1). https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2012v3n1a48

Siemens addresses the advantages and challenges of collaborative work in the first year of the seven-year 

funded Implementing New Knowledge Environments (INKE) project, a group of 35 researchers from 

Canada, England, Ireland, and the United States that focuses specifically on Interface Design, Textual 

Studies, User Experience, and Information Management. The study is carried out in an interview format 

with seven collaborators, including graduate research assistants, researchers, members of the 

administrative team, and others. Findings indicate that team members share similar views on 

collaboration, saying that it yields grander research results and helps attain established goals, and that it 

requires a certain skill set to work together productively. The advantage of collaborative work is that it 

allows graduate students and researchers to interact with the larger community, and members of the 

community to learn and acquire various skill sets from each other. Disadvantages involve accountability 

within the project and to the funding agencies, the time-consuming nature of the project, the necessity of 

travel for personal meetings, and other potential personal or institutional tensions. Siemens summarizes 

the benefits and challenges of the first year of the INKE project, and argues that the skill set acquired by 

participating in such a project may be useful in future academic and non-academic work.

+ Siemens, Ray. 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.

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2013v4n3a115
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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 idea 

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, such as 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.

+ Snijder, Ronald. 2015. “Better Sharing Through Licenses? Measuring the Influence of Creative 

Commons Licenses on the Usage of Open Access Monographs.” Journal of Librarianship & Scholarly 

Communication 3 (1): 1–21. https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1187.

Snijder measures the influence of Creative Commons licenses on the usage of open access monographs. 

He suggests that there is, in fact, no evidence that making books available under open access licenses 

results in more significant download numbers than personal use licenses. For Snijder, the application of 

open licenses to books cannot, on its own, result in more downloads. Open licenses pave the way for 

other intermediaries to offer new discovery and aggregation services. Snijder’s study breaks away from 

the tradition of work on open licenses by measuring the effects of free licenses; he focuses on the 

implications of freely licensing open access monographs as opposed to discussing the legal frameworks 

surrounding copyright law and the Creative Commons.

Φ ▲ Suber, Peter. 2006. “Creating an Intellectual Commons through Open Access.” In Understanding 

Knowledge as a Commons: From Theory to Practice, edited by Charlotte Hess and Elinor Ostrom, 171–

208. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and 

Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

+ Suber, Peter. 2005. “Promoting Open Access in the Humanities.” Syllecta Classica 16: 231–46.

Suber examines how humanities and social science scholars can promote open access within their own 

disciplines. He identifies some of the roadblocks of open access publishing in the humanities and social 

sciences and proposes avenues that circumvent these barriers. Despite the Internet creating an 

opportunity for low-cost distribution of knowledge, the humanities and social sciences have been slow to 

take up open access practices. Suber argues that this is due to a number of factors: high cost of journals, 

low funding of research, high rejection rates of journals, low demand for open access (compared to the 

sciences), and copyright issues. He suggests that the following practices be used to navigate or 

circumnavigate these issues: use software to manage costs of peer review, do without copyeditors, 

encourage universities to pay processing fees, experiment with retroactive peer review, explore open 

access archiving, and publish open access books.

https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1187
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Φ ¤ Veletsianos, George. 2016. Social Media in Academia: Networked Scholars. New York: Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315742298 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social 

Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

¤ Veletsianos, George, and Royce Kimmons. 2012. “Networked Participatory Scholarship: Emergent 

Techno-Cultural Pressures toward Open and Digital Scholarship in Online Networks.” Computers & 

Education 58 (2): 766–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.10.001

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; Veletsianos and Kimmons deem 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.

+ Von Krogh, Georg, and Eric Von Hippel. 2006. “The Promise of Research on Open Source Software.” 

Management Science 52 (7): 975–83.

Von Krogh and von Hippel discuss how the open source phenomenon has developed utility for research 

findings in many fields. Research is categorized into three areas: motivations for open source software 

projects; governance, organization, and the process of innovation in open source software projects; and 

competitive dynamics enforced by open source software. The authors create a table chart that 

amalgamates all available research (as of 2006) on open source software. They break this table into 

research focuses, special issues, and contributions. Open source software contributors have created a new 

economic model that can spread to other areas of economic and social activity. The authors express pride 

in having published some of the studies related to open source software.

+ Weber, Steven. 2004. The Success of Open Source. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Weber’s book-length study surveys the success of software and source code that is freely distributed. He 

discusses how property underpins the social organization of cooperation and production in the digital era, 

and how older models of production can no longer be followed in the advent of the success of systems 

such as Linux and Apache. The success of open source software in this highly competitive industry 

subverts several assumptions about how software firms should be run, as well as the distribution and 

circulation of product. Weber discusses the history of open source in addition to basic definitions of the 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315742298
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.10.001
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field and its methods of distribution, circulation, and production. The interactions between open source 

software and the disciplines of business and law are also examined, with Weber suggesting that these 

have all changed drastically with the advent of open source code distribution.

Φ ▲ Willinsky, John. 2006. The Access Principle: The Case for Open Access to Research and Scholarship. 

Digital Libraries and Electronic Publishing. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. (Φ Knowledge Commons as 

Sites of Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Wonders, Brooke J., Frederic I. Solop, and Nancy A. Wonders. 2012. “Information Sampling and 

Linking: Reality Hunger and the Digital Knowledge Commons.” Contemporary Social Science 7 (3): 247–

62. https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2012.683447

Wonders, Solop, and Wonders examine how the practice of digital “sampling”—recycling and revising 

content produced by others—has impacted information practices since the Web 2.0 revolution. They 

maintain that digital social networks and information-sharing platforms have transformed our relationship 

to information by implicating us in the increasingly interconnected processes of creating, sharing, and 

consuming information. As the authors suggest, this paradigm shift has many social, legal, and other 

implications, and not just within their own areas of study in the humanities and social sciences. Indeed, 

they use David Shield’s Reality Hunger as a point of departure for a much broader discussion of the ways 

in which our lives are contingent on the socially and technologically conditioned information we 

encounter in the vast digital knowledge commons of the Internet. This globally distributed digital 

knowledge commons offers exciting new possibilities for the democratization of information and its 

production, they suggest, but more must be done to understand the viability of digital networks and the 

role that trust or other factors play in shaping our relation to them.

+ Zheng, Ye, and Yu Li. 2015. “University Faculty Awareness and Attitudes towards Open Access 

Publishing and the Institutional Repository: A Case Study.” Journal of Librarianship & Scholarly 

Communication 3 (1): 1–29.

Zheng and Li study the awareness of Texas A&M University (TAMU) faculty regarding open access 

publishing. The authors assess their attitudes toward and willingness to contribute to institutional 

repositories and investigate their perceptions of newer open access trends and resources. The survey 

results suggest that tenured faculty have a higher engagement rate with open access journals in their 

fields. A lack of awareness, however, surrounds processes to deposit materials in institutional 

repositories: 84% of respondents did not know the institutional repository deposit process at all. 

Similarly, a quarter of the respondents indicated that they did not know enough about open access to form 

an opinion on institutional repositories and could not see depositing their work as counting toward merit 

raises, tenure and promotion, or annual evaluation. Attitudes remain the greatest barrier toward 

increasing open access publication in academic settings.

https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2012.683447
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Community Engagement
† Ang, Ien. 2004. “Who Needs Cultural Research?” In Cultural Studies and Practical Politics: Theory, 

Coalition Building, and Social Activism, edited by Pepi Leystina, 477–83. New York: Blackwell.

Ang ruminates on the current relationship between cultural studies, the university, the public, and society 

at large. She argues that not only do individuals benefit from cultural studies work, but they in fact rely 

on this sort of work to navigate, comprehend, and meaningfully contribute to an increasingly complex 

world. Ang advocates for the detachment of cultural studies from corporate-based funding, as she worries 

that these sorts of partnerships will, by catering to popular will and interest, falsely skew and 

inadequately represent the field of cultural research. Ang asserts that social knowledge production must 

be supported by a knowledge infrastructure that holistically approaches the study and creation of culture.

Φ + Arbuckle, Alyssa, Alex Christie, and Lynne Siemens. 2016. Introduction to Scholarly and Research 

Communication 10 (2). Special Issue: Canada’s Education Journals. (Φ Forms of Connection and 

Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

+ Bennett, W. Lance, ed. 2008. Civic Life Online: Learning How Digital Media Can Engage Youth. John 

D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Series on Digital Media and Learning. Cambridge, MA; 

London: 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.

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

Community Partnerships: Concepts, Models and Practices. Hershey, PA: IGI Global, 1AD. http://www.igi-

global.com/gateway/book/47442

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 

http://www.igi-global.com/gateway/book/47442
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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.

* Brennan, Sheila A. 2016. “Public, First.” In Debates in the Digital Humanities 2016, edited by Matthew 

K. Goldman and Lauren F. Klein, 384–90. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/83

As a public historian, Brennan advocates for the importance of understanding that digital humanities does 

not necessarily mean public humanities just because of its extended possibility of outreach and access to 

scholarly outputs. She emphasizes that undertaking public humanities work requires one to consider the 

public as real people, by identifying, inviting, and addressing their needs, and to share authority, either on 

analog or digital practices. Brennan draws on the genealogy of public history—including the work of 

Denise Meringolo, Robert Townsend, and Roy Rosenzweig—as a basis to elaborate what “public” should 

mean in public digital humanities. She asserts that in order for public digital humanities projects to be 

successful, they must consider the abilities of the audience, as well as their languages, symbols, and 

navigational paths.

Δ Burg, Jacob. 2020. “Pedagogy of and for the Public: Imagining the Intersection of Public Humanities 

and Community Literacy.” Community Literacy Journal 14 (2): 130–37.

Burg discusses how a pedagogy of and for the public, constructed at the intersection of university and 

community, implements the digital frameworks and organizational tools of public humanities to enliven 

practices of community literacy. This type of literacy aims to foster sustainable models of multimodal 

learning, social justice, and community listening. The author relies on the concepts of concrete 

utopianism and community listening to refocus the humanist’s work around the cultivation of publics and 

counterpublics. One way to implement this approach is through new graduate student conferences that 

expand their audience, are reimagined beyond the university context, and root interactions between 

organizers, presenters, and the public. Cultivating rooted spaces, Burg concludes, can be a ready-to-hand 

tool to expand individual and community literacy.

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

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

edited by Lorraine McIlrath, Ann Lyons, and Ronaldo Munck, 81–99. London: 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. He also argues 

http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/83
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that there is economic benefit to engaged scholarship, thereby connecting community engagement with 

the sustainability of universities as organizations.

* 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.

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

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital 

Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

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

Contemporary Challenges.” In Institutional Change, edited by Hiram E. Fitzgerald, Cathy Burack, and 

Sarena D. Seifer, Volume 1:9–24. 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 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 present 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.

 Gold, Matthew. 2011. “Beyond Friending: BuddyPress and the Social, Networked, Open-Source 

Classroom.” In CUNY Academic Works. Publications and Research, CUNY Graduate Center. 

https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/291

Gold recounts his experiences using blogs, and later BuddyPress for WordPress, to create meaningful 

connections and opportunities for public engagement for his students. He claims that BuddyPress, which 

is an open-source platform and suite of plug-ins, offers many benefits as a pedagogical tool: it provides 

https://doi.org/10.1632/pmla.2013.128.2.289
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an accessible and ready-made social networking solution; it facilitates peer-to-peer and group 

connections in ways that similar tools or blogs do not; and it allows students to share their thoughts using 

a variety of methods. Crucially, as Gold observes, BuddyPress also recreates many of the features of 

commercial social networking sites, but it does so while also protecting students, their data, and their 

metadata from being exploited, commodified, or shared inappropriately. Accordingly, BuddyPress 

effectively addresses some of the concerns around privacy, openness, and pedagogy currently being 

raised by scholars in fields such as the digital humanities, educational technology, digital media, and 

scholarly communication, providing both instructors and students with new opportunities for social 

connection in and beyond the classroom.

+ Hart, A., and D. Wolff. 2006. “Developing Communities of Practice Through Community-University 

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

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.

Φ + 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 (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge 

Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

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

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

of Minnesota Press. http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/75

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 Gayatry Spivak to state that humanistic practices of 

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

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n3a223
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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 

members are closer to the centre of decision-making power, and collaborating with community is a way 

to have a dialogue across lines of power.

* Jay, Gregory. 2010. “The Engaged Humanities: Principles and Practices of Public Scholarship and 

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

Jay argues that public scholarship and community engagement should be more attached to the humanities 

and proposes some points for reflection on challenges and opportunities for this. He argues that reducing 

in-funding and budget cutbacks for humanities may be seen as a need for reorienting the area to a more 

locally and community-based perspective, with outreach for social causes. The author compares this 

change toward a more engaged scholarship with the disciplines of arts. Jay relies on critical theory and 

cultural studies to explain how scholarship in humanities should not only change to address more the 

public interest, but also become more collaborative with members of the larger community. He highlights 

the importance of higher education politics and institutional support for these changes, and the 

opportunity that new media and digital culture have in making humanities outcomes more accessible and 

to allow wider interaction and collaboration, including due to the increasing interest in the digital 

humanities.

Φ + Jordan, Mary Wilkins. 2015. “Public Library History on the Lewis and Clark Trail.” Public Library 

Quarterly 34 (2): 162–77. (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and Theoretical 

Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Φ + Lane, Richard J. 2014. “Innovation through Tradition: New Scholarly Publishing Applications 

Modelled on Faith-Based Electronic Publishing & Learning Environments.” Scholarly and Research 

Communication 5 (4). http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/188 (Φ Forms of Connection and 

Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

Δ McGrath, Jim. 2020. “Teaching Digital Public Humanities with the Public Library.” In Doing Public 

Humanities, edited by Susan Smulyan, 39–54. New York: Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003058038-3

McGrath describes digital public humanities in specific contexts to document how digital spaces and 

tools should vary depending on audiences and objectives. He uses the collaboration between his graduate-

level course on public digital humanities and the Providence Public Library as a case study to document 

the benefits of approaching digitization and publication through the lens of public humanities. McGrath 

http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/188
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argues that digital public humanities should require institutions to reassess their approaches to staffing 

and training, their ideas about labour and expertise, and their methods of collaboration. Furthermore, he 

encourages public humanities practitioners who are new to digital initiatives to learn from the people, 

projects, and publications that have been debating the value of public and digital humanities efforts over 

the last few decades.

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

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. She 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.

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. Rotterdam: 

SensePublishers. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6091-967-1_8

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.

* 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. UK: 

Facet. https://doi.org/10.29085/9781856049054.003

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6091-967-1_8
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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. Ross 

suggests that the main applications of social media in digital humanities are crowdsourcing, enhancing a 

community of practice, and co-creating of 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, 

it is necessary that universities incorporate social media into their approaches to engage communities in 

scholarly debate and knowledge sharing.

Φ + Saklofske, Jon, and INKE Research Group. 2016. “Digital Theoria, Poiesis, and Praxis: Activating 

Humanities Research and Communication through Open Social Scholarship Platform Design.” 

Scholarly and Research Communication 7 (2/3). http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/252 (Φ 

Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and 

Social Knowledge Creation)

¤ 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 

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.

Commons-based Approaches to Teaching and Research
* Behbehanian, Laleh, and Michael Burawoy. 2014. “Appendix: Global Pedagogy in a Digital Age.” 

Current Sociology 62 (2): 285–91. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011392113515799

Behbehanian and Burawoy introduce two online undergraduate courses on sociology organized at 

Berkeley. They mention that unlike elite universities that have enough money to develop courses and 

lectures, public universities have to use less expensive online courses in the educational process of their 

students. However, they claim that online education can be a good choice for countries in the Global 

South, where classrooms are overcrowded and teachers are underpaid and unprepared. On the other hand, 

http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/252
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it can cause further disinvestment in national higher education. The main aim of those online courses was 

to develop another approach to online education and to increase engagement of students that have 

different knowledge and social backgrounds. Behbehanian and Burawoy used Skype conversations and 

conferences with scholars in different locations to create a global dialogue among sociologists.

Δ Broekman, Pauline van Mourik, Gary Hall, Ted Byfield, Shaun Hides, and Simon Worthington. 2014. 

Open Education: A Study in Disruption. London: Rowman & Littlefield.

Broekman et al. develop a strategic philosophy about open education. They claim that open education 

represents both a chance to critically experiment with new ideas and approaches to higher education and 

a direct challenge to the future of the university. The authors rely on the concept of disruption, 

understood as a means of creating innovation, but also as a means of generating new forms of critique 

and creating different alternatives to the current state of higher education. According to the authors, the 

primary challenge open education faces is in instituting approaches that are pragmatic and ambitious, yet 

critical and creative, while also keeping open the question of what open education is and can be. To 

nurture critical open education, the authors propose a list of speculative principles, which include framing 

open education as social and socialising; connecting with other movements dealing with issues of 

openness; and collaborating with international partners.

Φ + Brown, Susan. 2016. “Towards Best Practices in Collaborative Online Knowledge Production.” In 

In Doing Digital Humanities: Practice, Training, Research, edited by Constance Crompton, Richard J. 

Lane, and Ray Siemens, 47–64. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in 

Digital Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

Φ + Chang, Yu-Wei. 2015. “Librarians’ Contribution to Open Access Journal Publishing in Library and 

Information Science from the Perspective of Authorship.” Journal of Academic Librarianship 41 (5): 660–

68. (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship 

and Social Knowledge Creation)

Δ Croxton, Rebecca A. 2020. “E-Learning in the Digital Humanities: Leveraging the Internet for 

Scholarship, Teaching and Learning.” In Routledge International Handbook of Research Methods in 

Digital Humanities, edited by Kristen Schuster and Stuart Dunn, 384–98. London: Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429777028-27

Croxton contends that the time is ripe for a convergence between digital humanities and e-Learning, 

which would provide opportunities to reach a broader audience of learners, and allow students to earn a 

degree without having to attend campus. She believes that, with thoughtful course design and pedagogy, 

integrating digital humanities in an e-Learning context can provide satisfying teaching and learning 

experiences that may supersede those achieved in the traditional face-to-face classroom. The author relies 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429777028-27
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on social cognitive theory and social constructivist theory to explore how learning occurs in online 

courses. These two theories were used to design two online digital humanities courses at a university in 

the southeastern region of the United States. Croxton concludes that applying sound pedagogical 

principles grounded in educational theory can develop students’ professional identities, promote higher 

order thinking, and allow students to learn in a convenient context that also aligns with careers in digital 

humanities.

Φ CUNY Academic Commons. “CUNY Academic Commons.” Accessed July 16, 2021. 

https://commons.gc.cuny.edu/ (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Noteworthy Examples of 

Digital Knowledge Commons)

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

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

edited by Lorraine McIlrath, Ann Lyons, and Ronaldo Munck, 81–99. London: Palgrave Macmillan. (Φ 

Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Community Engagement)

Δ Davis, Rebecca Frost, Matthew K. Gold, and Katherine D. Harris. 2020. “Curating Digital Pedagogy 

in the Humanities.” Humanities Commons. Modern Language Association. https://doi.org/10.17613/55a0-

am43

Davis, Gold, and Harris describe the collection Digital Pedagogy in the Humanities, a publication that 

provides concrete teaching materials so that faculty can expand their pedagogical practices. The 

collection has materials relating to 59 keywords. Each keyword contains a statement by the scholars who 

curated it and a list of 10 annotated resources about the keyword. The authors explain six key concepts of 

digital pedagogy—openness, collaboration, play, practice, student agency, and identity—and how they 

are manifested across the collection. By publishing the collection online and in open access, the authors 

hope it can be used for guidance to expand teaching practices and to inspire more research on pedagogy.

Φ Glass, Erin R. 2018. “Engaging the Knowledge Commons: Setting Up Virtual Participatory Spaces 

for Academic Collaboration and Community.” In Digital Humanities, Libraries, and Partnerships: A 

Critical Examination of Labor, Networks, and Community, edited by Robin Kear and Kate Joranson, 100–

115. Kent, UK: Elsevier Science & Technology. http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uvic/detail.action?

docID=5317457 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to 

Knowledge Commons)

Φ Gold, Matthew. 2011. “Beyond Friending: BuddyPress and the Social, Networked, Open-Source 

Classroom.” In CUNY Academic Works. Publications and Research, CUNY Graduate Center. 

https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/291 (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital 

Knowledge Commons > Community Engagement)

https://commons.gc.cuny.edu/
https://doi.org/10.17613/55a0-am43
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uvic/detail.action?docID=5317457
https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/291
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* Gold, Matthew K. 2012. “Looking for Whitman: A Multi-Campus Experiment in Digital Pedagogy.” 

In Digital Humanities Pedagogy: Practices, Principles and Politics, edited by Brett D. Hirsch, 151–76. 

Cambridge: Open Book Publishers. https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0024.07

Gold describes the experience of working on a digital pedagogy project called Looking for Whitman. The 

experiment was a collaboration between four academic institutions in the United States and one in Serbia 

from 2009 to 2010, which had the purpose of connecting multi-campus students to explore the 

relationship of Walt Whitman’s poetry to local geography and history. The author highlights the 

collaborative aspect of the proposal and the use of digital technologies for achieving its goals, while also 

reporting the evaluation made by the students who participated in the project. Gold relies on the ideas 

about education present in the poems of Walt Whitman himself as basis to advocate the project design of 

an open and networked pedagogy, using popular open-source platforms to connect the multiple 

campuses. Thus, as the poet calls in the poem Leaves of Grass for “unscrewing the locks and the doors” 

and “destroying the teacher,” the project aimed to displace the teacher from the centre of the learning 

process and to move it outside the walls of the classroom. He also bases his arguments on the evaluation 

survey the students submitted, concluding that although the connection between institutions has been less 

than expected, the learning and interest in both Whitman's work and digital technologies have been very 

positive. Therefore, Gold proposes that the experiment can serve as a model for developing other cross-

institutions collaborative educational projects.

Φ Gold, Matthew, and George Otte. 2011. “The CUNY Academic Commons: Fostering Faculty Use of 

the Social Web.” On the Horizon 19 (1): 24–32. https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121111107681 (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

 Δ Green, Cable. 2017. “Open Licensing and Open Education Licensing Policy.” In Open: The 

Philosophy and Practices That Are Revolutionizing Education and Science, edited by Rajiv S. Jhangiani 

and Robert Biswas-Diener, 29–41. London: Ubiquity Press.

Green provides an overview of the Creative Commons licenses and explores how public policymakers 

can leverage open licensing policies as a solution to high textbook costs. He argues that educators and 

governments supporting public education have a moral and ethical obligation to share education materials 

with the world for almost no cost. Creative Commons licenses are the legal foundation for most of the 

Open Education movement, since they are required for an educational resource to become an open 

educational resource (OER). Thus, for OERs to go mainstream, it is necessary to have a broader adoption 

of open education licensing policies, especially for educational resources produced with public funding.

 Hensher, Martin, Katie Kish, Joshua Farley, Stephen Quilley, and Katharine Zywert. 2020. “Open 

Knowledge Commons versus Privatized Gain in a Fractured Information Ecology: Lessons from 

COVID-19 for the Future of Sustainability.” Global Sustainability 3. https://doi.org/10.1017/sus.2020.21

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0024.07
https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121111107681
https://doi.org/10.1017/sus.2020.21
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In this intelligence briefing, Hensher, Kish, Farley, Quilley, and Zywert explore how the COVID-19 

pandemic has revealed serious problems, both for the public and for researchers, with the ways that 

knowledge is currently produced, shared, protected, and monetized. They argue that open knowledge 

commons are essential to global efforts to address these problems and their root causes. In the process, 

their briefing bridges the fields of health and medical sciences, information studies, sustainability, and 

information policy, with particular attention to conversations about COVID-19 and intellectual property, 

knowledge scarcity, and misinformation. However, the authors are equally concerned with other 

problems that are already apparent alongside—or that may emerge in the wake of—COVID-19. They 

advocate for open, publicly funded research and knowledge commons as the most promising means of 

improving global responses to such crises.

Δ Huang, Ronghuai, Ahmed Tlili, Ting-Wen Chang, Xiangling Zhang, Fabio Nascimbeni, and Daniel 

Burgos. 2020. “Disrupted Classes, Undisrupted Learning during COVID-19 Outbreak in China: 

Application of Open Educational Practices and Resources.” Smart Learning Environments 7 (1): 19. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-020-00125-8

Huang et al. explain how to employ open educational practices (OEPs) and open educational resources 

(OERs) during the COVID-19 lockdown, focusing on China, where 270 million students were unable to 

return to universities and schools because of the pandemic. They discuss OERs and OEPs as possible 

effective solutions to overcome the challenges of lack of preparation time, isolation, and pedagogical 

approaches. After presenting several OEP definitions, they identify five conditions to create their own 

open educational practices framework: OERs, enabling technology, open teaching, open assessment, and 

open collaboration. Finally, the authors present their recommendations to enhance the future adoption of 

OERs and OEPs in China and internationally, which are: building the capacity of stakeholders to work 

with OERs; developing supportive open education policies; encouraging inclusivity and equity through 

open education; nurturing sustainability models for open education; and facilitating international 

cooperation.

Δ Israel, Maria Joseph. 2015. “Effectiveness of Integrating MOOCs in Traditional Classrooms for 

Undergraduate Students.” International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning 16 (5): 

102–18. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v16i5.2222

Israel reviews five studies that incorporated massive open online courses (MOOCs) in blended format in 

traditional classroom settings. These studies found that integrating the courses had modest positive 

impacts on learning outcomes, no negative effects for any subgroup of students, and lower levels of 

student satisfaction. Israel considers that MOOCs in traditional classrooms can be used as learning 

resources. The challenges are copyright issues, the time commitment to re-design the courses to 

incorporate them in a traditional classroom, and ensuring student engagement and satisfaction. Finally, 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-020-00125-8
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v16i5.2222
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the author recommends that institutions adopting MOOCs have strategic frameworks for course redesigns 

and MOOC implementations to significantly enhance students’ outcomes, while also reducing costs.

* Jones, Christopher. 2015a. “Institutional Supports for Openness.” In Networked Learning: An 

Educational Paradigm for the Age of Digital Networks, 124–26. Cham, Switzerland: Springer. 

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-3-319-01934-5.pdf

Jones asserts that in the interest of their development and sustainability, open educational resources 

(OERs) should be provided with varied institutional support, including on technical and funding fronts. 

Moreover, considering the large amount of information offered by OERs, universities have a 

responsibility to guarantee the quality of the materials they produce. Jones is afraid that without proper 

university support, OERs could become controlled by a technological elite and the business sector. As a 

result, they would lose their main purpose. He claims that OERs still have requirements for institutional 

structures, even taking into account the fact that they can replace, reform, or create new institutional 

approaches.

* Jones, Christopher. 2015b. “Openness, Open Educational Resources and the University.” In Networked 

Learning: An Educational Paradigm for the Age of Digital Networks, 120–24. Cham, Switzerland: 

Springer. https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-3-319-01934-5.pdf

Jones explains the concept of networked learning and presents opinions regarding OERs from different 

scientists. He claims that the main feature of networked learning is the connection between students, 

learning communities, and learning resources. He argues that a benefit of the use of digital technologies 

is that it’s possible to copy and share materials without paying any charges. Usually, the creation of OERs 

happens at universities, as they are predominant educational and scientific centres. Apart from the 

benefits of OERs, he also points to their disadvantages, including the limited outcomes of open 

production processes and the mass consumption of openly produced products. He concludes that through 

development, production will move into practices, in such a way that OERs should change to open 

educational practices (OEPs).

Δ Keskin, Nilgün Özdamar, Apostolos Koutropoulos, Inge de Waard, David Metcalf, Michael Gallagher, 

Yayoi Anzai, and Köksal Buyuk. 2018. “National Strategies for OER and MOOCs From 2010 to 2020: 

Canada, Japan, South Korea, Turkey, UK, and USA.” In Administrative Leadership in Open and Distance 

Learning Programs, 188–212. Hershey, PA: IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-2645-2.ch008

Keskin et al. explore the adoption of massive open online courses (MOOCs) and open educational 

resources (OERs) in six countries distributed across the globe. They applied the Gartner hype cycle—a 

graph that visualizes the maturity and adoption of technologies—to trace the evolution of open resources 

since the 2000s, and they contend that after 2015, MOOCs reached the plateau of productivity. Each of 

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-3-319-01934-5.pdf
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-3-319-01934-5.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-2645-2.ch008
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the countries analyzed faces particular challenges in the adoption of OERs and MOOCs depending on 

their national contexts, but they all recognize the necessity of developing and using open resources. The 

authors conclude that there is room for growth in efficient OER use that ensures quality and 

implementation. Meanwhile, research into the efficiency and efficacy of MOOCs is growing across the 

countries, but the approach differs depending on national policy or the country’s previous experience and 

capacity, such as having a MOOC platform or partnerships with other countries.

Δ King, Monty, Mark Pegrum, and Martin Forsey. 2018. “MOOCs and OER in the Global South: 

Problems and Potential.” The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning 19 (5). 

https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v19i5.3742

King, Pegrum, and Forsey examine whether a “culture of learning” can be fostered in the Global South 

using massive open online courses (MOOCs) and open educational resources (OERs). They performed a 

literature review of 96 academic documents to identify the problems restricting the use of these resources 

in the Global South as well as their potential. The results pointed to five major themes limiting MOOC 

and OER uptake: access to the Internet; participant literacies (possible lack of English language 

proficiency and digital literacy); online pedagogies (finding the best pedagogical approaches and 

addressing resistance to online learning); the context of the resources; and the imbalances of knowledge 

flows between the Global North and South. However, the authors also think that these forms of online 

learning can meet at least some of the demand for education with the help of developments such as the 

increase of mobile Information and Communication Technologies use, opportunities for blended learning, 

and MOOC models that incorporate OERs.

+ 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 

that there is need for further similar investigations.

Δ Ossiannilsson, Ebba. 2021. “Some Challenges for Universities, in a Post Crisis, as Covid-19.” In 

Radical Solutions for Education in a Crisis Context: COVID-19 as an Opportunity for Global Learning, 

edited by Daniel Burgos, Ahmed Tlili, and Anita Tabacco, 99–112. Lecture Notes in Educational 

Technology. Singapore: Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-15-7869-4_7

https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v19i5.3742
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-15-7869-4_7
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Ossiannilsson explores the impact that COVID-19 school closures will have on university students, 

academics, administrators, and managers. She argues that the pandemic showed the need for policies that 

support universal access to learning resources, while the surge of new open educational resources (OERs) 

during the pandemic demonstrated the value of openness and its potential to achieve inclusive education. 

To increase the support for online education beyond the pandemic, the author distinguishes between 

emergency remote learning, which was a temporary solution to the crisis, and online education, which is 

a complex process that requires careful planning and design. Ossiannilsson concludes that the pandemic 

will lead to a paradigm shift among higher education institutions around the globe, while initiatives in 

using OERs are now widely practiced by both academics and learners.

Δ Raposo-Rivas, Manuela, Esther Martínez-Figueira, and José Antonio Sarmiento-Campos. 2015. “A 

Study on the Pedagogical Components of Massive Online Courses.” Comunicar 22 (44): 27–35. 

https://doi.org/10.3916/C44-2015-03

Raposo-Rivas, Martínez-Figueira, and Sarmiento-Campos explore the pedagogical concepts of 117 

massive open online courses (MOOCs) delivered in the Spanish language on 10 different platforms to 

establish which course features are platform dependent. They found that platforms determine the 

pedagogical design of courses in five key areas: learning, activities and tasks, means and resources, 

interactivity, and assessment. The authors created the Instrument for Educational and Interactive 

Indicators in MOOCs (INdiMOOC-EdI). This instrument is a data sheet that the authors employed to 

collect information provided in the full description of the MOOCs focusing on four main components: 

identification data, descriptive features, educational features, and interactive features. The data obtained 

implies that the platforms constrain and restrict online courses, although some deploy a degree of 

flexibility among the different features of the instrument.

Δ Ruipérez-Valiente, José A., Sergio Martin, Justin Reich, and Manuel Castro. 2020. “The UnMOOCing 

Process: Extending the Impact of MOOC Educational Resources as OERs.” Sustainability 12 (18): 7346. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su12187346

Ruipérez-Valiente et al. present a process called unMOOCing, which refers to making all the educational 

resources of a massive open online course (MOOC) available to download by the learners. The authors 

propose this process because these types of courses have pivoted toward more private directions that limit 

the retrieval and reuse of course materials. To apply this process, the authors taught a MOOC on open 

education that had all the materials (videos, presentations, questionnaires, and additional materials) 

available to download. The learners rated this component of the course the highest, with 90% of them 

downloading the materials. The authors believe that this sends a powerful message for bringing back the 

MOOC concept of openness through unMOOCing to contribute to the wider dissemination and 

democratization of education.

https://doi.org/10.3916/C44-2015-03
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12187346
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Δ Shen, Chien-wen, and Chin-Jin Kuo. 2015. “Learning in Massive Open Online Courses: Evidence 

from Social Media Mining.” Computers in Human Behavior 51 (October): 568–77. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.02.066

Shen and Kuo employ various social media mining approaches to investigate Twitter messages related to 

MOOC learning. They applied trend, sentiment, and influencer analysis to 402,812 tweets containing the 

word “MOOC” and to 39,889 tweets with both the words “MOOC” and “learning” posted between June 

2013 and May 2014. The authors found that people are five times more likely to tweet about MOOCs on 

weekdays than at the weekend. Their sentiment analysis shows that there is mixed public opinion around 

them, while the influencer analysis identified the critical Twitter accounts that disseminate positive or 

negative information about MOOCs. The accounts with the highest number of retweets in their messages 

about the courses were related to technology, education, business, and news media. The authors contend 

that this study can elucidate how MOOCs can be effectively improved based on the users’ perceptions 

and their social media habits.

Δ Toven-Lindsey, Brit, Robert A. Rhoads, and Jennifer Berdan Lozano. 2015. “Virtually Unlimited 

Classrooms: Pedagogical Practices in Massive Open Online Courses.” The Internet and Higher Education

 24 (January): 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2014.07.001

Toven-Lindsey, Rhoads, and Berdan Lozano explore the extent to which MOOCs provide students with 

high-quality, collaborative learning experiences by examining the pedagogical tools employed in 24 such 

courses of different disciplines and platforms. The authors rely on a framework developed by Arbaugh 

and Benbunan-Fich to analyze teaching in online education by its epistemological dimension (objectivist 

or constructivist) and its social dimension (individual or group). Their findings suggest that MOOCs tend 

to use objectivist-individual pedagogical practices, which involve the transfer of information from an 

expert to a novice. However, at least half of the courses they analyzed also incorporated an objectivist-

group approach or a constructivist-individual approach, with components like discussion boards or 

independent activities related to content. The authors conclude that this study raises concern about 

MOOCs’ reliance on pedagogical strategies tied to objectivist and one-directional views of knowledge 

instead of more empowering forms of open online learning.

Δ Van Allen, Jennifer, and Stacy Katz. 2020. “Teaching with OER during Pandemics and Beyond.” 

Journal for Multicultural Education 14 (3/4): 209–18. https://doi.org/10.1108/JME-04-2020-0027

Van Allen and Katz address the inequalities in student access to learning during the COVID-19 

pandemic. They propose increasing the use of open educational resources (OERs) to lessen these 

disparities and close the achievement gap during and beyond the pandemic. Even though the pandemic 

led to the adoption of more online resources, much of the commercial content made temporarily available 

for free is at risk of becoming unavailable again once the pandemic ends. To prevent this, the authors 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.02.066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2014.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/JME-04-2020-0027
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state that the pandemic is the opportune time to introduce educators to OERs and advocate for their use 

over commercial materials made available for free during the crisis.

+ 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.

Velatsianos 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 

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.

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 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 the 

resources.

Δ Weinhardt, Justin M., and Traci Sitzmann. 2019. “Revolutionizing Training and Education? Three 

Questions Regarding Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs).” Human Resource Management Review 

29 (2): 218–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2018.06.004

Weinhardt and Sitzmann highlight strengths and weaknesses of the research on massive open online 

course (MOOC) effectiveness by asking three questions regarding these types of courses: Who enrolls in 

them and why? Are students self-aware and able to self-regulate their learning? Are MOOCs effective 

https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.7.3.206
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09840-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2018.06.004
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and how can their effectiveness be maximized? The authors found that wealthier, English-speaking 

countries have the most access to MOOCs. Regarding self-regulation, they consider that future research 

should study how students establish goals, perform in the class, and subsequently modify their learning 

strategies or abandon their goals. With regard to the last question, the authors think that researchers must 

compare the effectiveness of MOOCs with other instructional approaches, considering that the online 

courses are free and more global, but they have high drop-out rates.

Δ Wiley, David, and John Hilton. 2018. “Defining OER-Enabled Pedagogy.” The International Review of 

Research in Open and Distributed Learning 19 (4). https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v19i4.3601

Wiley and Hilton argue that the wide range of definitions of open pedagogy make it difficult to conduct 

research on the topic. Therefore, they propose the term OER-enabled pedagogy to define the set of 

teaching and learning practices that are only possible or practical in the context of the 5R permissions 

(retain, reuse, revise, remix, and redistribute) which are characteristic of open educational resources 

(OERs). The 5R permissions rely on Creative Commons licenses to allow saving and sharing copies of 

the content, building upon work previously done, or constructing new materials that can be publicly 

transformed and adapted without asking the copyright holder for permission. The authors offer a set of 

criteria to determine whether a particular approach is OER-enabled pedagogy. They conclude that as 

faculty come to understand the benefits of OERs for open pedagogy, its adoption will accelerate, which 

in turn will increase the quality and affordability of education.

Φ Winter, Caroline, Tyler Fontenot, Luis Meneses, Alyssa Arbuckle, Ray Siemens, and the ETCL and 

INKE Research Groups. 2020. “Foundations for the Canadian Humanities and Social Sciences 

Commons: Exploring the Possibilities of Digital Research Communities.” Pop! Public. Open. 

Participatory 2 (October 31). https://popjournal.ca/issue02/winter (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of 

Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Δ Zhang, Ke, Curtis J. Bonk, Thomas C. Reeves, and Thomas H. Reynolds, eds. 2019. MOOCs and Open 

Education in the Global South: Challenges, Successes, and Opportunities. New York: Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429398919

Zhang et al. edit this book that discusses issues related to the implementation of massive open online 

courses (MOOCs) and open education in 47 countries of the Global South. The authors state that there is 

insufficient knowledge about the landscape of MOOCs and open educational resources (OERs) in the 

Global South, with over 82% of published empirical MOOC research through 2015 coming from North 

America and Europe. Therefore, they collect first-hand accounts of MOOC and OER initiatives, projects, 

and policies across Asia, Africa, Latin America, the Caribbean, the Middle East, and the Pacific. The 

chapters cover historical perspectives of MOOCs, current practices and designs, MOOCs for professional 

development, multi-country collaboration, government policies, organizational innovations, and the 

https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v19i4.3601
https://popjournal.ca/issue02/winter
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429398919
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future of these courses. According to the authors, the Global South must no longer rely on such courses 

from English-speaking countries or Ivy League universities because their success lies in developing 

courses specific to the needs of the local citizenry. Finally, the authors predict that MOOCs and open 

education will be an expected part of the learning journey of many people around the world and that 

Global South participants will be the majority of participants in this type of learning by 2040.
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Commercialization, Commodification, and the Common Good
Φ ▲ Adema, Janneke. 2016. “Don’t Give Your Labour to Academia.edu, Use It to Strengthen the 

Academic Commons.” Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106882533/Don%E2%80%99t%20Give%20Your%20Labour%

20To%20Academia_edu%20Use%20It%20To%20Strengthen%20The%20Academic%20Commons (Φ 

Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Adema, Janneke, Gary Hall, Fitzpatrick Kathleen, Aventurier Pascal, and Parry David. 2015. 

Really, We’re Helping To Build This . . . Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Φ Bollier, David. 2002. “The Enclosure of the Academic Commons.” Academe 88 (5): 18–22. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/40252215 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and 

Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Φ Bollier, David. 2006. “The Growth of the Commons Paradigm.” In Understanding Knowledge as a 

Commons: From Theory to Practice, edited by Charlotte Hess and Elinor Ostrom, 27–40. Cambridge, 

MA: MIT Press. http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uvic/detail.action?docID=3338502 (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Boyle, James. 2008. The Public Domain: Enclosing the Commons of the Mind. New Haven, CT: 

Yale University Press. (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and Theoretical 

Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Burke, Peter. 2000. A Social History of Knowledge: From Gutenberg to Diderot, Based on the First 

Series of Vonhoff Lectures given at the University of Groningen (Netherlands). Cambridge, UK; 

Malden, Mass: Polity Press ; Blackwell Publishers. (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > 

Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Burke, Peter. 2012. A Social History of Knowledge. II: From the Encyclopédie to Wikipedia. 

Cambridge, UK; Malden, MA: Polity Press. (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical 

and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

 Chan, Leslie. 2019. “Open Infrastructure: From Monocultures to Bibliodiversity.” Introduction to 

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

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106882533/Don%E2%80%99t%20Give%20Your%20Labour%20To%20Academia_edu%20Use%20It%20To%20Strengthen%20The%20Academic%20Commons
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files
https://doi.org/10.2307/40252215
http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/uvic/detail.action?docID=3338502
https://doi.org/10.4000/books.oep.9050
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Chan’s introduction to Connecting the Knowledge Commons: From Projects to Sustainable 

Infrastructures draws together papers from the 2018 Electronic Publishing (ELPUB) conference, which 

has increasingly brought questions about open access to bear on the work of its diverse and 

internationally distributed members. Chan notes that recent efforts to theorize and implement open access 

publishing practices have foregrounded instances of epistemic injustice and inequity, as well as the extent 

to which open access remains both a disputed term and an internally conflicted area of scholarly activity. 

What is more, open access poses many still-unresolved questions about the future of academic publishers 

and their negotiation of public and private interests. In response, Chan embraces bibliodiversity as a 

productive, necessary entry point into broader discussions of publishing, information studies, and 

scholarly communication. This lens allows us to account for issues of structural and infrastructural 

imbalance that the author argues are central, not peripheral, to increasingly common discussions about 

openness in knowledge economies in a variety of global and institutional contexts.

Φ De Angelis, Massimo, and David Harvie. 2013. “The Commons.” In The Routledge Companion to 

Alternative Organization, edited by Martin Parker, George Cheney, Valérie Fournier, and Chris Land, 

280–94. London: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203725351-23 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites 

of Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Duffy, Brooke Erin, and Jefferson D. Pooley. 2017. “‘Facebook for Academics’: The Convergence 

of Self-Branding and Social Media Logic on Academia.edu.” Social Media + Society 3 (1). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117696523 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) 

Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Eve, Martin Paul. 2015. “Academia.edu’s Peer Review Experiments.” In Really, We're Helping To 

Build This . . . Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106646922/Academia_edu%E2%80%99s%20peer%20review%

20experiments (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as 

Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Fitzpatrick, Kathleen. 2015. “Academia, not Edu,” Really, We're Helping To Build This . . . 

Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106424037/Academia%2C%20Not%20Edu (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Geltner, G. 2015. “Upon Leaving Academia.edu.” Billet. Mittelalter. Interdisziplinäre Forschung 

und Rezeptionsgeschichte (blog). https://mittelalter.hypotheses.org/7123 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites 

of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203725351-30
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117696523
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106646922/Academia_edu%E2%80%99s%20peer%20review%20experiments
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106424037/Academia%2C%20Not%20Edu
https://mittelalter.hypotheses.org/7123
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Φ ▲ Hall, Gary. 2015. “What Does Academia.edu’s Success Mean for Open Access?” In Really, We're 

Helping To Build This . . . Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Φ Hensher, Martin, Katie Kish, Joshua Farley, Stephen Quilley, and Katharine Zywert. 2020. “Open 

Knowledge Commons versus Privatized Gain in a Fractured Information Ecology: Lessons from 

COVID-19 for the Future of Sustainability.” Global Sustainability 3. https://doi.org/10.1017/sus.2020.21 

(Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Commons-based Approaches to 

Teaching and Research)

Θ Kranich, Nancy. 2006. “Countering Enclosure: Reclaiming the Knowledge Commons.” In 

Understanding Knowledge as a Commons: From Theory to Practice, edited by Charlotte Hess and 

Elinor Ostrom, 85–122. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Nancy Kranich argues that digital knowledge commons offer an alternative to existing scholarly publishing 

models that is necessary for economic reasons and for ensuring democratic participation in society. Although 

sharing information widely is easier than ever before, digital technologies have tended to centralize 

information sources, for example in commercial publishers or in government. These technologies provide the 

ability to restrict access as well as increase it, such as, in the United States context, making information 

classified or otherwise restricted or unavailable. Digital knowledge commons provide an opportunity for the 

scholarly community to redefine how the knowledge it produces is shared and circulated, taking on the role of 

active participants in the knowledge ecosystem, a role now primarily held by scholarly publishers. This 

paradigm shift requires collaboration—not just cooperation—between individuals and among groups of diverse 

stakeholders in the scholarly community, as well as sustainable infrastructure for supporting it in the long term.

Φ Levine, Peter. 2002. “Building the Electronic Commons.” The Good Society 11 (3): 1–9. 

https://doi.org/10.1353/gso.2003.0008 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and 

Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge Commons)

 Ossewaarde, Marinus, and Wessel Reijers. 2017. “The Illusion of the Digital Commons: ‘False 

Consciousness’ in Online Alternative Economies.” Organization 24 (5): 609–28. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508417713217

Ossewaarde and Reijers examine digital commons—and specifically the hospitality exchange platforms 

Airbnb, Couchsurfing, and BeWelcome—to challenge the widespread assumption that digital commons 

premised on sharing function as truly emancipatory spaces set apart from capitalist culture. They claim 

that, as technologically mediated platforms, digital commons are in fact very susceptible to market 

pressures, and that there is a disconnect between the seemingly non- or even anti-capitalist practice of 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files
https://doi.org/10.1017/sus.2020.21
https://doi.org/10.1353/gso.2003.0008
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508417713217
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“commoning” (open, digital sharing) and the economic pressures that inevitably act on and constrain 

digital commons themselves. This tension, they argue, can ultimately engender profound cynicism. 

Invoking sociologist Georg Simmel on the topic of economic exchange and Peter Sloterdijk on cynicism, 

their discussion focuses on hospitality exchange platforms while gesturing, via media and technology 

studies criticism, to the relevance of these ideas in discussions of digital commons and practices of digital 

commons more generally. By way of conclusion, they briefly sketch out two possible solutions to the 

problems they introduce: vigilant, democratic governance of digital commons, and further self-reflexive 

examination of the ways technology mediates our lives.

Φ ▲ Pooley, Jefferson. 2018. “Metrics Mania: The Case Against Academia.edu.” Chronicle of Higher 

Education (January). https://hcommons.org/deposits/item/hc:17533/ (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of 

Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Rushforth, Alex. 2015. “The Facebook-ization of Academic Reputation? ResearchGate, 

Academia.edu and Everyday Neoliberalism.” In Really, We're Helping To Build This . . . Business: The 

Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Φ ▲ Tennant, Jon. 2017. “Who Isn’t Profiting Off the Backs of Researchers?” Discover Magazine. 

https://www.discovermagazine.com/technology/who-isnt-profiting-off-the-backs-of-researchers (Φ 

Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Governance and Conduct in Digital Knowledge Commons
Digital Citizens Alliance. 2017. “Trouble in Our Digital Midst: How Digital Platforms Are Being 

Overrun by Bad Actors and How the Internet Community Can Beat Them at Their Own Game” (June). 

https://www.digitalcitizensalliance.org/clientuploads/directory/Reports/Trouble-in-Our%20Digital-

Midst%20Report-June-2017.pdf

In April 2017, the Digital Citizens Alliance—a non-profit, consumer-oriented coalition based in 

Washington, DC—conducted a poll of American consumers to determine their level of trust regarding 

online services and platforms. Their poll, whose results are summarized in this report, found that the 

public’s trust in these services and platforms has decreased significantly, despite recent steps taken by 

Facebook, Google, Twitter, and other major players to combat bad actors, fake news, and other issues that 

continue to plague digital communities. The authors assert that digital platforms must adopt a holistic 

approach, working together with cybersecurity experts, law enforcement agencies, and civil rights and 

consumer protection groups in order to proactively restore trust and make the Internet—including their 

own websites—a safer place. Although the poll and accompanying report focus on American consumers, 

https://hcommons.org/deposits/item/hc:17533/
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files
https://www.discovermagazine.com/technology/who-isnt-profiting-off-the-backs-of-researchers
https://www.digitalcitizensalliance.org/clientuploads/directory/Reports/Trouble-in-Our%20Digital-Midst%20Report-June-2017.pdf
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their call for solutions to issues of digital security, safety, and trust are relevant in other national contexts 

as well.

Dyer, Harry T. 2017. “Interactivity, Social Media, and Superman: How Comic Books Can Help Us 

Understand and Conceptualize Interactivity Online.” In Digital Sociologies, edited by Jessie Daniels, 

Karen Gregory, and Tressie McMillan Cottom, 77–101. Bristol: Policy Press.

Dyer examines the concept of digital interactivity from a sociological perspective, summarizing and 

synthesizing the three most common theoretical approaches to interactivity. Exploring each of these 

approaches in turn, he ultimately argues that comic book studies can serve as a lens through which critics 

better understand individuals’ unique narrative traversals—and corresponding experiences—of media 

forms in relation to the larger sociological assumptions and expectations that govern them. Responding to 

live discussions in the fields of digital sociology, media studies, and science and technology studies, he 

also extends comic book studies’ concept of “closure” with reference to critics such as Bruno Latour and 

Michel Foucault. While Dyer acknowledges that design and other technological factors can positively or 

negatively influence conduct, he stresses that human actions and interpretations must be given greater 

consideration in future conversations about digital interactivity.

Geek Feminism Wiki. n.d. “Mitigating Internet Trollstorms.” Geek Feminism Wiki. Accessed February 

4, 2021. https://geekfeminism.wikia.org/wiki/Mitigating_internet_trollstorms

Published by Geek Feminism Wiki, this evolving community-driven resource offers concrete advice and 

support for anyone who has experienced, or fears they may be subjected to, personal online attacks and 

trolling. It includes a detailed security checklist, security best practices regarding topics such as 

passwords and identity theft, advice for working with law enforcement, mental health and self-care 

information, resources to be shared with friends and family, and other recommended readings. 

Throughout, it also emphasizes the intersection of attacks and abusive behaviour in shared digital spaces 

with issues of sexism and racism.

Φ Madison, Michael J., Brett M. Frischmann, and Katherine J. Strandburg. 2019. “Knowledge 

Commons.” In Routledge Handbook of the Study of the Commons, edited by Blake Hudson, Jonathan 

Rosenbloom, and Dan Cole, 76–90. London: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315162782-7 (Φ 

Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge 

Commons)

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 Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge 

Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

https://geekfeminism.wikia.org/wiki/Mitigating_internet_trollstorms
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315162782-7
https://doi.org/10.7264/N3319T5T
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Φ ¤ Morrison, Aimée. 2018. “Of, By, and For the Internet: New Media Studies and Public Scholarship.” 

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

New York: Routledge. (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > 

Community Engagement)

Φ Ossewaarde, Marinus, and Wessel Reijers. 2017. “The Illusion of the Digital Commons: ‘False 

Consciousness’ in Online Alternative Economies.” Organization 24 (5): 609–28. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508417713217 (Φ Maintaining Connections and Fostering Care in Digital 

Knowledge Commons > Commercialization, Commodification, and the Common Good)

Φ ¤ Veletsianos, George. 2016. Social Media in Academia: Networked Scholars. New York: Routledge, 

2016. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315742298 (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) 

Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion in Digital Spaces
¤ 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. 

Albornoz, Okune, and Chan 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. The authors 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.

Φ Chan, Leslie. 2019. “Open Infrastructure: From Monocultures to Bibliodiversity.” Introduction to 

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 (Φ Maintaining 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508417713217
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315742298
https://doi.org/10.4000/books.oep.9050
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Connections and Fostering Care in Digital Knowledge Commons > Commercialization, Commodification, and 

the Common Good)

Φ Joranson, Kate. 2008. “Indigenous Knowledge and the Knowledge Commons.” International 

Information & Library Review 40 (1): 64–72. https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2008.10762763 (Φ 

Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge 

Commons)

† Liu, Alan. 2012. “Where Is Cultural Criticism in the Digital Humanities?” In Debates in the Digital 

Humanities, edited by Matthew K. Gold, 490–509. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

https://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/read/untitled-88c11800-9446-469b-a3be-3fdb36bfbd1e/section/896742e7-

5218-42c5-89b0-0c3c75682a2f

Liu surveys the state of the digital humanities in relation to the humanities at large. He argues that, thus 

far, digital humanities projects have often lacked the self-reflexivity and cultural criticism necessary for 

the ethical development of humanistic projects—thereby denying the digital humanities a real or full 

position in the humanities. Because the digital humanities avoid cultural criticism, they frequently 

become subservient or merely instrumental to the humanities as a whole, functioning as either a 

moneymaker or tech support. Liu claims that the digital humanities could deconstruct the hierarchy by 

becoming both self-reflexive and invaluable, thereby leading the humanities into the academic future.

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 Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge 

Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

† McPherson, Tara. 2012. “Why Are the Digital Humanities So White? Or Thinking the Histories of 

Race and Computation.” In Debates in the Digital Humanities, edited by Matthew K. Gold. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press. https://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/read/untitled-88c11800-9446-469b-a3be-

3fdb36bfbd1e/section/20df8acd-9ab9-4f35-8a5d-e91aa5f4a0ea#ch09

McPherson explores how to knit together distinct issues in the humanities and the digital humanities. She 

argues that the ethnically homogenous computational culture that came out of World War II caused the 

current, fraught intersection of race and technology. McPherson narrates two fragments from history in 

the 1960s to illustrate her argument: computer scientists working to develop UNIX/MULTICS, and the 

assassination of Malcolm X. She argues that while these two events are parallel in time and are deeply 

related, they appear siloed because they attract separate audiences. McPherson urges that race and even 

post-structuralism be put in conversation with technology as fundamental factors in the shaping of the 

discipline. She does not argue that technological innovations consciously encode racism, but rather that 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2008.10762763
https://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/read/untitled-88c11800-9446-469b-a3be-3fdb36bfbd1e/section/896742e7-5218-42c5-89b0-0c3c75682a2f
https://doi.org/10.7264/N3319T5T
https://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/read/untitled-88c11800-9446-469b-a3be-3fdb36bfbd1e/section/20df8acd-9ab9-4f35-8a5d-e91aa5f4a0ea#ch09
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information responds to racial justice in many registers. McPherson encourages scholars to educate 

themselves on the machines and networks that shape our lives, and to acknowledge the role of computers 

as coders of culture.

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

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

New York: Routledge. (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > 

Community Engagement)

Φ 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 (Φ Forms of 

Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social 

Knowledge Creation)

Ethical and Responsible Data Management
+ Akers, Katherine G., and Jennifer Doty. 2013. “Disciplinary Differences in Faculty Research Data 

Management Practices and Perspectives.” International Journal of Digital Curation 8 (2): 5–26.

Akers and Doty conduct a survey on disciplinary differences in faculty research data management 

practices and perspectives. The authors divide faculty members into four broad research domains: arts 

and humanities, social sciences, medical sciences, and basic sciences. The percentages of faculty per area 

are considered, as well as attitudes toward open access data and familiarity with basic terms of data 

management. The survey also seeks to understand faculty attitudes toward digital documentation and 

preservation. Both authors worked to create Shibboleth authentication access for Emory University 

researchers to the DMPTool that walks researchers through the creation of data management plans for 

grant proposals. The authors also point out that OpenEmory, the current institutional repository, does not 

warrant further research data development and that more effort could be focused on facilitating the 

deposit of data in disciplinary repositories or setting up instances of the Dataverse Network. Serious 

consideration of both similarities and dissimilarities among disciplines can guide academic librarians in 

the development of a range of data management-related services.

+ Fear, Kathleen. 2011. “‘You Made It, You Take Care of It’: Data Management as Personal Information 

Management.” International Journal of Digital Curation 6 (2): 53–77.

https://doi.org/10.4000/books.oep.9050
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Fear’s article explores data management at the University of Michigan, investigates the factors that have 

shaped the practices of researchers, and seeks to understand the motives for extending or inhibiting 

changes in data management practices. She argues that institutions should have an interest in protecting 

the data of their researchers. For Fear, improving infrastructure for data sharing and accessibility is one 

way of improving data management standards. She conducts a survey with questions such as whether the 

researcher believes data to be personal information, how researchers manage their data over the short 

term, what kind of data management plans are provided when researchers apply for funding, what are the 

methods for preserving data over the long term, and the extent of their general familiarity with the basics 

of data management. The study concludes with the observation that data management is part of a 

continuum of processes that tend to blur together as researchers move from document to document. 

According to Fear, researchers regard separating data management from other research activities as 

confusing and counterproductive.

Φ ▲ Fortney, Katie, and Justin Gonder. 2015. “A Social Networking Site Is Not an Open Access 

Repository.” In Really, We're Helping To Build This . . . Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

Φ Gold, Matthew. 2021. “Beyond Friending: BuddyPress and the Social, Networked, Open-Source 

Classroom.” In CUNY Academic Works. Publications and Research, CUNY Graduate Center. 

https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/291 (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital 

Knowledge Commons > Community Engagement)

Φ ▲ Hall, Gary. 2015. “What Does Academia.edu’s Success Mean for Open Access?” In Really, We're 

Helping To Build This . . . Business: The Academia.edu Files. Liquid Books. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files (Φ Knowledge 

Commons as Sites of Connection > (Academic) Social Networking Sites as Knowledge Commons)

+ Henty, Margaret, Belinda Weaver, Simon Bradbury, and Simon Porter. 2008. “Investigating Data 

Management Practices in Australian Universities.” APSR. http://eprints.qut.edu.au/14549/1/14549.pdf

Henty, Weaver, Bradbury, and Porter conduct a survey on changing expectations for the provision of data 

management infrastructure in Australian universities. Most of the respondents are academic staff, with 

significant postgraduate student participation and a low response rate from emeritus or adjunct 

professors. The questions asked of respondents are oriented toward researcher awareness of digital data, 

the types of digital data collected, the sizes of the data selections, the software used for analysis and 

manipulation of digital assets, and research data management plans. The questions also concern 

institutional responsibility and structure for data management, such as whether researchers outside the 

team are allowed to access shared research data, and how the data is accessed and used. Henty et al. 

http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files
https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_pubs/291
http://liquidbooks.pbworks.com/w/page/106236504/The%20Academia_edu%20Files
http://eprints.qut.edu.au/14549/1/14549.pdf
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compile data from the Queensland University of Technology, the University of Melbourne, and the 

University of Queensland.

Φ Joranson, Kate. 2008. “Indigenous Knowledge and the Knowledge Commons.” International 

Information & Library Review 40 (1): 64–72. https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2008.10762763 (Φ 

Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Historical and Theoretical Approaches to Knowledge 

Commons)

+ Krier, Laura, and Carly A. Strasser. 2013. Data Management for Libraries: A Lita Guide. Chicago: 

ALA TechSource.

Krier and Strasser’s guide to data management for libraries is intended for libraries that are in the early 

stages of initializing data management programs at their institutions. The opening chapters provide 

definitions of data management, different types of research data, curation, and lifecycle. The guide 

contains advice on how to start a new service and point-form questions to help the reader decide what 

kind of plan works best for their institution. The authors suggest identifying researchers who are 

receptive to working with the library and request assistance with data management plans or curation 

services. An overview of descriptive, administrative, and structural metadata is provided, along with an 

explanation of its role in data management. The differences between storage, preservation, and archiving 

are discussed, along with definitions of domains and institutional repositories. The authors then briefly 

describe the preservation process. The final chapters loosely cover access and data governance issues that 

have caused problems with data management in the past.

 Local Contexts. n.d. “TK Labels.” Local Contexts. Accessed July 25, 2021. 

https://localcontexts.org/labels/traditional-knowledge-labels/

An initiative of the Local Contexts project, TK Labels are intended to provide Indigenous communities 

control over how traditional Indigenous knowledge is used and shared with others. The TK labels, which 

account for a wide range of factors relevant to the responsible transmission of culturally sensitive 

materials (such as provenance, cultural protocols, and permissions), were developed in partnership with 

Indigenous communities; they can be used for knowledge or data shared through digital repositories, 

digital exhibits, websites, and more.

 Research Data Alliance International Indigenous Data Sovereignty Interest Group. 2019. “CARE 

Principles for Indigenous Data Governance.” The Global Indigenous Data Alliance. 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5d3799de845604000199cd24/t/5da9f4479ecab221ce848fb2/1571419

335217/CARE+Principles_One+Pagers+FINAL_Oct_17_2019.pdf

The Research Data Alliance International Indigenous Data Sovereignty Interest Group outlines four 

principles—Collective Benefit, Authority to Control, Responsibility, and Ethics (CARE)—intended to 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2008.10762763
https://localcontexts.org/labels/traditional-knowledge-labels/
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5d3799de845604000199cd24/t/5da9f4479ecab221ce848fb2/1571419335217/CARE+Principles_One+Pagers+FINAL_Oct_17_2019.pdf
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promote and foster Indigenous data sovereignty. This document was developed in part because, as it 

observes, other data guidelines and initiatives may have improved data sharing in recent years, but they 

have not adequately taken into account the rights and particular data needs of Indigenous Peoples; the 

CARE Principles, by contrast, emphasize the key roles data and ethical data stewardship play in 

empowering, protecting, and contributing to the well-being of Indigenous communities. The document’s 

sub-sections provide detailed descriptions of the four principles as well as specific, actionable 

recommendations for anyone working with Indigenous data.

+ Research Data Canada. 2013. “Research Data Canada Response to Capitalizing on Big Data: Towards 

a Policy Framework for Advancing Digital Scholarship in Canada.” http://www.rdc-drc.ca/wp-

content/uploads/Research-Data-Canada-Response-to-the-Tri-Council-Consultation-on-Digital-

Scholarship.pdf

Research Data Canada looks at foundational elements for scholarship in Canada: stewardship, 

coordination of stakeholder engagement, and development of capacity and future funding parameters. 

The document emphasizes the importance of coordination and the need for it to have clear guidelines and 

policies in order to achieve exemplary digital scholarship in Canada. The authors suggest that addressing 

the four following areas would strengthen the paper: long-term data curation, development of data 

professionals, data generated by government-based research and private research data, and engagement 

with the international data community. The authors conclude by committing to full engagement in the 

ongoing discussion on behalf of Research Data Canada.

+ Romary, Laurent. 2012. “Data Management in the Humanities.” ERCIM News (April). https://ercim-

news.ercim.eu/images/stories/EN89/EN89-web.pdf

Romary describes several data management tools in the humanities. The first tool described is HAL, a 

multi-disciplinary open access archive for the deposition and circulation of scientific research documents, 

regardless of publication status. The author then shifts focus to the Digital Research Infrastructure for the 

Arts and Humanities (DARIAH) project, which aims to create a solid infrastructure to ensure the long-

term stability of digital assets and the development of wide range services for the original tools. This 

project depends on the notion of digital surrogates, which can be metadata records, scanned images, 

digital photographs, or any kind of extract or transformation of existing data. A unified data landscape for 

humanities research would stabilize the experience of researchers in circulating their data. Laurent 

suggests that an adequate licensing policy must be defined to assert the legal conditions under which data 

assets can be disseminated and researchers involved with initiatives such as the Digital Research 

Infrastructure for the Arts and Humanities project need to converse with data providers on how to create 

a seamless data landscape.

http://www.rdc-drc.ca/wp-content/uploads/Research-Data-Canada-Response-to-the-Tri-Council-Consultation-on-Digital-Scholarship.pdf
https://ercim-news.ercim.eu/images/stories/EN89/EN89-web.pdf
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+ Wilson, James A. J., Luis Martinez-Uribe, Michael A. Frazer, and Paul Jeffreys. 2011. “An 

Institutional Approach to Developing Research Data Management Infrastructure.” International 

Journal of Digital Curation 6 (2): 274–87. http://ijdc.net/index.php/ijdc/article/view/198

Wilson, Martinez-Uribe, Frazer, and Jeffreys suggest that the University of Oxford needs to develop a 

centralized institutional platform for managing data through all stages of their life cycle that mirrors the 

framework of the institution in its highly federated structure. The Bodleian Libraries are currently 

developing a data repository system (Databank) that promises metadata management and resource 

discovery services. Researchers are given the role of guiding and validating each strand of data 

development as projects progress. Institutional data management is favoured over the establishment of 

national repositories. The authors conclude with the suggestion that data management might be better 

placed in, or integrated with, cloud-based services that are implemented in institutions but do not belong 

to them.

Relevant Licenses, Policies, and Guidelines
+ African Copyright & Access to Knowledge Project. 2016. “African Copyright & Access to Knowledge 

Project.” https://www.idrc.ca/en/project/african-copyright-and-access-knowledge-network-aca2k. 

Archived at https://perma.cc/V5FX-SHXY

The African Copyright & Access to Knowledge Project, active from 2007 to 2011, was committed to 

investigating the relationship between African national copyright environments and access to learning 

materials. The African Copyright & Access to Knowledge Project probed this relationship within the 

context of A2K: a framework that protects user access to knowledge. The project conducted five 

environmental scans of copyright contexts across African nations and used the collected data to draft 

country reports, a comparative review, and executive policy briefs.

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. (Φ Forms of 

Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social 

Knowledge Creation)

+ Asmah, Josephine. 2014. “International Policy and Practice on Open Access for Monographs.” 

Federation for the Humanities and Social Sciences. http://www.ideas-idees.ca/sites/default/files/aspp-oa-

appendix.pdf

Asmah presents an overview of international open access policies and practices. The objective of this 

report is to inform the Federation for the Humanities and Social Sciences to what extent international 

government policies address open access, especially in terms of open access monographs. Asmah begins 

http://ijdc.net/index.php/ijdc/article/view/198
https://www.idrc.ca/en/project/african-copyright-and-access-knowledge-network-aca2k
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with a history of the Open Access movement and a summary of the importance of open access 

ideologies. She conducts a survey of open access policies across global markets and gives a brief but 

detailed summary on how various countries handle open access issues (including Austria, the United 

Kingdom, Australia, Belgium, France, the United States, Japan, and South Africa). These countries were 

chosen specifically to represent the organizations that Asmah considers to be the major global open 

access players. She concludes by suggesting a position for Canada in the Open Access movement.

Φ + Ayris, Paul, Erica McLaren, Martin Moyle, Catherine Sharp, and Lara Speicher. 2014. “Open 

Access in UCL: A New Paradigm for London’s Global University in Research Support.” Australian 

Academic & Research Libraries 45 (4): 282–95. (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital 

Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

Φ + Canadian Association of Research Libraries. n.d. “Open Access.” Canadian Association of Research 

Libraries (blog). Accessed February 22, 2017. http://www.carl-abrc.ca/advancing-research/scholarly-

communication/open-access/ (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > 

Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

Φ Creative Commons. n.d. “When We Share, Everyone Wins.” Creative Commons. Accessed July 25, 

2021. https://creativecommons.org/ (Φ Knowledge Commons as Sites of Connection > Noteworthy Examples 

of Digital Knowledge Commons)

+ Government of Canada, Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council. 2015. “Tri-Agency Open 

Access Policy on Publications.” Science and Technology for Canadians. 

http://www.science.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=F6765465-1

The Tri-Agency Open Access Policy on Publications provides a preamble in which the authors discuss 

the importance of agencies, such as the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC), in 

advancing research. It highlights the role played by barrier-free access to research and knowledge, as well 

as how the Internet has contributed to open access, multi-disciplinary, and collaborative scholarship. The 

webpage contains the policy objective and statement, which addresses peer-reviewed journal publications 

(online repositories and journals) and publication-related research data. The authors also provide 

information about the implementation date and compliance with the policy, and a policy review. They 

conclude with links to additional information resources.

Φ Δ Green, Cable. 2017. “Open Licensing and Open Education Licensing Policy.” In Open: The 

Philosophy and Practices That Are Revolutionizing Education and Science, edited by Rajiv S. Jhangiani 

and Robert Biswas-Diener, 29–41. London: Ubiquity Press. (Φ Forms of Connection and Collaboration in 

Digital Knowledge Commons > Commons-based Approaches to Teaching and Research)

http://www.carl-abrc.ca/advancing-research/scholarly-communication/open-access/
https://creativecommons.org/
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Φ + International Council for Science. 2015. “Open Data for a Big Data World.” 

https://council.science/publications/open-data-in-a-big-data-world/ (Φ Forms of Connection and 

Collaboration in Digital Knowledge Commons > Open Social Scholarship and Social Knowledge Creation)

Φ Local Contexts. n.d. “TK Labels.” Local Contexts. Accessed July 25, 2021. 

https://localcontexts.org/labels/traditional-knowledge-labels/ (Φ Maintaining Connections and Fostering 

Care in Digital Knowledge Commons > Ethical and Responsible Data Management)

¤ Morrison, Heather, Leslie Chan, Michael Geist, Stevan Harnad, Christian Vandendorpe, Olivier 

Charbonneau, Andrew Feenberg, et al. 2010. “Require Open Access to Results of Research Funded by 

Canadian Taxpayer.” http://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/028.nsf/eng/00352.html

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.

Φ Research Data Alliance International Indigenous Data Sovereignty Interest Group. 2019. “CARE 

Principles for Indigenous Data Governance.” The Global Indigenous Data Alliance. 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5d3799de845604000199cd24/t/5da9f4479ecab221ce848fb2/1571419

335217/CARE+Principles_One+Pagers+FINAL_Oct_17_2019.pdf (Φ Maintaining Connections and 

Fostering Care in Digital Knowledge Commons > Ethical and Responsible Data Management)

¤ 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/

https://council.science/publications/open-data-in-a-big-data-world/
https://localcontexts.org/labels/traditional-knowledge-labels/
http://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/028.nsf/eng/00352.html
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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.

Δ Wilkinson, Mark D., Michel Dumontier, IJsbrand Jan Aalbersberg, Gabrielle Appleton, Myles Axton, 

Arie Baak, Niklas Blomberg, et al. 2016. “The FAIR Guiding Principles for Scientific Data Management 

and Stewardship.” Scientific Data 3 (1): 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.

https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2016.18
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