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Introduction: What the panellists are concretely dang in the field of OA

Projects I'm involved with of particular relevaniethis session are as follows:

I’'m co-founder ofCulture Machine (http://www.culturemachine.netCulture

Machine is an umbrella term for a series of expents in culture and theory.

Among other things it consists of:

» The Culture Machine open access journalor cultural theory and cultural

studies ittp://www.culturemachine.netEdited by myself and Dave Boothroyd

of the University of Kent, th€ulture Machine journal is nearly 9 years old

Nnow.

» The Culture Machine book seriesI’'m mentioning to show that, despite some
of the things I'm going to say later, ink-on-papeinks are important and that
I’m not against commercial publishers. Publishedyyg, this includes:

1. Paul Virilio, City of Panic (2005)



2. Charlie GereArt, Time & Technology (2006)

3. Clare Birchall,Knowledge Goes Pop: From Conspiracy Theory to Gossip
(2006)

4. Jeremy GilbertAnti-Capitalism and Culture: Radical Theory and the Global

Justice Movement (forthcoming)

* The Culture Machine open access archiveCSeARCH
(http://www.culturemachine.net/cseajch
CSeARCH was launched in March, 2006 and stand8uitiural Studies electronic

Archive. CSeARCH is the only subject-based repogik@am aware of to focus on

cultural studies and cultural theory.

» Like Sigi Jottkandt, I'm a co-founder of the Opeunrrfanities Press.

» Lastly, I'm the author oDigitize This Book! The Politics and Ethics of New
Media and Open Access which is being published by University of Minnesot
Press at the beginning of 2008. This looks at @gmeess specifically from a

humanities-orientated perspective.



‘Ask Not What Open Access Can Do for the HumanitiesAsk What the
Humanities Can Do for Open Access’

Researchers in the humanities have developed vigeyeht professional cultures
and intellectual practices to those in the scientiéchnical and medical fields
(STMs) who have dominated the discussion arounch@peess (OA) so far.
What I’'m going to do is look at some of these d#éfeces, and point to a few of the
challenges the OA movement is likely to face asdteasingly impacts on the

humanities, and as the humanities in turn impagat.on

Monographs

One major difference between the STMs and the hitr@ais the greater
emphasis the latter place on books. To date, OAbas championed most
extensively in the sciences. This has meant tleatibvement toward OA has been
concentrated on the most valued mode of publicatidinat field: the peer-
reviewed journal article. In the humanities, howevalthough there are of course
differences between disciplinest’simonographs published by respected
international presses that tend to be the mostigiass. As OA is taken up in the
humanities it will therefore be accompanied byrareased emphasis on the

publicationof monographs.

Nor is it the case that the authors of these mapdg are unlikely to consent to
publishing OA. In marked contrast to those of acaidgournal articles, book

authors have been presented within debates aroAres@lways seeking royalties



or fees in exchange for their writings. This is ti@o reason the OA movement has

not focused too much on the self-archiving of bobks

Yet academic titles in the humanities often onligiace sales of somewhere
between 200 and 600 copies. So very few book asithaiually have much in the
way of royalties to lose. Like ‘royalty-free autBgrthey too are for the most part

writing for impact!
Added to this are:

a. what's been called the ‘crisis in scholarly puhingh, as many publishers move
away from producing monographs and even edite@cidins of new research,
and focus on readers, introductions and referewoess instead,;

b. the associated shift to publishing books in harcklanly — which cost £50/$99
a copy, and which very few people except instindidibraries and the author’s
parents are likely to buy;

c. short prints runs;

d. the closing of independent book stores due to ctitiggefrom Amazon at one
end of the market and the large supermarkets aitkies;

e. and the fact that the major high street book charesncreasingly reluctant to

stock academic titles.
All of which means OA has the potential to be exteéy attractive to the so-called

for-profit authors of books in the humanities, lasyttoo stand to gain from the

increase in potential readers and exposure ‘giguugy’ their work OA can bring.

New Forms of Writing



Another important difference between the STMs dedhumanities is that
scholars in the latter are more likely to see thedwes as writers, and to view their
texts, not just as vehicles for the expressiormeirtideas, but as pieces of writing
in themselves. In other words, the writing itsel@lty matters here; it's not just a
neutral means of conveying ideas. As the movenmevdrd the online publication
of the research literature impacts on the humaniae will therefore see an
increased interest in exploring new kinds of wgtonline, many of which may
raise difficult questions for conventional waysnadiintaining academic authority

and professional legitimacy, including peer review.

Peer Review

For example, when it comes to peer-review, manyeahes of OA in the STMs
are self-confessed conservatiVeshis is partly strategic: it's a way of combating
one of the main arguments levelled against OA lplipher trade associations and
lobbyists: that if governments adopt OA policiewill undermine peer-revieW:.
And many in the humanities set great store by peaew, too. Others, however,
are inclined to view such conservativism as thenait by a professional group to
maintain a certain identity and authority ‘in tleeé of an extremely dynamic,
unsettling, and powerful reorganization... of socieffter all, if electronically
reproduced textare positioned as being beyond the reassuring coatrible
traditional systems of peer-review, they would ape Stevan Harnad’s words,
as unreliable, their ‘quality uncontrolled, unfriéel, un-sign-posted, unknown,
unaccountable”. As such they would create a sense of anxiety artfong
profession. Is this one of the reasons perhaps @Acates are so obsessed with
peer-review? Is their insistence on defending drticle after article, email posting

after email posting, an attempt to cope with tmsiety over their identity and



authority? (As Sijbolt Noorda said in his keyngpesch at the beginning of this

conference, ‘knowledge is our game’, so peer reviewst be done.)

One significant way in which the humanities hawe platential to impact on OA,
then, is through their very openness to the chgdlehat is presented to academic
authority and professional legitimacy by digitalses of reproduction. This is not
just a matter of exploring less traditional fornigeer-review (as Noorda
suggested}' it also involves a certain readiness to embradepanformatively
assume the kind of paradoxes and ambivalencesdeadc authority that lie at

the heart of much of the OA community’s defenceeér review to date.

For instance, the reliance of certain flavours éf @ established peer-reviewed
journals of ‘known quality’ to provide accreditatiovith regards to the contents of
e-print archives, means that a lot of OA acadenmittng is restricted to that which
can be reproduced — at least potentially — in kapy form"™ But what happens if
and when academics write texts that are ‘bornaligaéind which are therefore

perhaps not necessarily recognisable as text®imkion-paper sense?

A very obvious and rather tame example alreadygoexplored within the OA
community is weblog¥.Yet for all their popularity, it remains unclea ®

exactly how scholarly blogare to be evaluated and assessed. Should academics
who publish their research in the form of blogsextgo have such work taken

into account when it comes to hiring, promotiong &eing included in e-print
repositories in the same way as those who pubilisefereed journals do? Or
should such writing be dismissed as less serioddegitimate because it is

difficult to certify by the established peer revipwocesses? In which case do we
need to develop new forms of quality control capaidlgiving credibility and

authority to academic blogging?



The Future of the Academic Journal

This prospective shift away from purely papercentnodes of certification need
not necessarily signal the end of the academiapgdunor peer review. But it will
involve us in devising new mechanisms for the neiance of 'quality control’
that do not approach digitally reproduced reseascth it were more or less a
prosthetic extension of print. Instead, standandsaiteria will need to be
developed which are capable of responding to teeipity of texts thatare ‘born

digital.

This applies not just to blogs but to all those riesns of scholarly writing and
publishing which may eventually come to sit alodgsor even replace the
conventional journal and book formats: those culyeassociated with podcasts,
wikis, p2p file-sharing, YouTube, Facebook, Sechifd and so on. (Could we
have a distributed, networked, participative, ceraive means of communicating

academic research based on an open source pZ2msiaténstance?)

The End of the Author?

Will this bring about the end of the academic autmwe know it? | doubt it. The
idea of author is too tied up with ideas that atansic to liberal democracy, to
modernity, and to late capitalism: the subjectjiiaial, human and so on. A lot
of other things will therefore have to change befee witness the end of the

author.



But we will withess increasing attempts to expeningith ideas of academic
authorship. We are already seeing something okthiin the shape of those
textsco-authored by large groups of often anonymous legdmm a certain

perspective, at least) using free content and epémg principles.

Wikipedia is the most well-known, but in a moveeditly inspired by Wikipedia,
The Institute for the Future of the Book recentlyged McKenzie Wark'’s then
work-in-progressSAM3R 7 "30RY online in a series of webpages, each of which
contained a paragraph from the book and a box wiewple could post their
responses to Wark’s writifgwWark’s project was more a form of open peer
commentary and open peer review than the kind ehagaliting found on
Wikipedia. But in 2006 the writer Douglas Rushkeatis reported to be apparently
exploring writing a wikified PhD at the Universiof Utrecht in which either the
basic skeleton of his thesis is built upon by védens, or his original content is

WXi

‘nested within layers of material contributed byl@borators”.

Piracy

This in turn may encourage certain elements witthenOA community to be a
little bolder and more experimental when it conessues around intellectual
property. Of course, distinguishing OA from digipatacy, peer-to-peer file
sharing and so on has been another way of provitimigh an aura of professional

legitimacy™

But here again, as OA is taken up by the humangied especially as more and

more battles against publisher lobbyists are wenspect a range of rather



different approaches will begin to emerge. Alreadigt of people in the
humanities have a very positive attitude towaradaied ‘internet piracy’. In his
recent booKnformation Please, Mark Poster even looks to a future in which peer-
to-peer networks make possible a ‘new regime dtioellin which copyright laws
have been changed and media and publishing coipusdiave either disappeared

or completely transformed themselVés.

Conclusion

| want to end by stressing that the challengesanl@mic authority and
professional legitimacy I’'m describing here in t&la to changing ideas of
scholarly writing, peer review, authorship, intetigal property and so forth should
not be interpreted negatively. Texts and authove ladways been unreliable. It's
worth remembering that up until the middle of tighéeenth century the book was
an extremely unstable object, with Shakespeanessfblio including more than

six hundred typefaces, along with numerous discreipa regarding its spelling,
punctuation, divisions and page configurationsaAssult, readers had to make
critical decisions regarding particular manuscripts, tieintity, dependability and
trustworthiness, and about what a book is and wima¢ans to be an author, a
reader, a publishéY. Since then, the development and spread of theepoiaf the
author, along with mass printing techniques, unifgstandard, multiple-copy
editions, copyright, established publishing hows®&s so forth has meant that texts
have taken on the appearance of being much maex'fiConsequently, we are
no longer asked to form judgements about a textlsaity and legitimacy. Such
decisions are see as having in efedoeady been made. They have thus been
repressed, ignored, or just taken for granted argbften. From a humanities point

of view, however, the digital mode of reproductiath it's loosening of much of
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the stability, permanence and ‘fixity’ of textsppmises to place us in a position
where we ar@gain called on to actively respond amdke such judgements and
decisions. In this respect, one could argue theashift to online open access
publishing offers ua chance to raise precisely the kind of responsible questio
regarding the authority and legitimacy of scholaviyting, authorship, peer review

and intellectual property, that we really shoulddneen asking all along.
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