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Introduction

By Janneke Adema & Tobias Steiner

This report explores how publishers and authors can promote, nurture, and
facilitate interaction with openly available books. Open access (obviously) opens up
scholarship, but it also offers scope to enhance interactions between books, scholars,
publishers, resources, librarians, and of course readers. This might take the form of creating
communities and conversations around books, of gathering comments and hyperlinks, or of
enabling updating, remixing and reusing, translating, modifyin g, reviewing, versioning, and
forking of existing books. Open access, in short can create additional value and new avenues
and formats that go beyond openness, by changing how people interact with books.
Research shows that making books available in open access enhances discovery and online
consultation (Snijder 2019), but the short outline above makes clear that there is still a lot to
be done to stimulate, explore, and practice the full range of book inte ractions made possible
by open access.

This report will explore some of the ways i n which both publishers and authors can start to do
so. The first part of this report provides a literature overview that identifies the opportunities
that digital technologi es and enhanced interactions with open access books can provide for
scholarship; it outlines some of the main types of interactions around scholarship @ and
around and as part of open access books more in particularQ that scholars are involved in;
and it showcases some of the experiments within humanities book publishing with reuse and
remix; finally it presents some of the main (technological and socio -cultural) inhibitions that
have prevented further uptake of these practices. The second part of this report more closely
explores the technical dependencies that the introduced interactions and affordances rely
upon. Doing so, it outlines and showcases various open source tools, ! software, technologies,
platforms, infrastructures, guidelines and best practices, that lend themselves to being
adopted by publishers and authors (or by publishers and authors working in collaboration with
each other) to facilitate interaction around their book(s). The third part of this report then
summarises the findings of the previo us parts and provides recommendations, guidelines, and
strategies (again, both socio-cultural and technological) for publishers and authors to further
open up their books and collections to community interaction and reuse.

! For more on our positi on towards open source tools see Adema, Mars, and Steiner, 2021:
https://copim.pubpub.org/p ub/books -contain-multitudes -part-3-technical-workflows-tools-experimental -
publishing/release/3#on -open-source-tools


https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/books-contain-multitudes-part-3-technical-workflows-tools-experimental-publishing/release/3#on-open-source-tools
https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/books-contain-multitudes-part-3-technical-workflows-tools-experimental-publishing/release/3#on-open-source-tools

Experimental Publishing and COPIM

This report has been written as the second re
package 6 (WP6), which focuses onExperimental Publishing and Reuse and looks at ways to
more closely align existing software, tools and technologies, workflows, and infrastructures for
experimental publishing with the workflows of open access book publishers. To do so, it is co -
producing several pilot projects of experim ental books (which we are currently developing
with communities of scholars and technologists and partner presses Open Humanities Press,
Mattering Press, and Open Book Publishers), which are being developed with the aid of these
new tools and workflows. As part of these pilot projects, relationship s will be established with
open source publishing platforms, software providers, and projects focused on experimental
long-form publications, and outreach activities will be conducted with open access book
publishers and authors to further promote experime ntal publishing opportunities. This work
package also explores how non-experimental open access books are (re)used by the scholarly
community, which is what this report focuses on. As such, it examines those technologies and
cultural strategies that are most effective in promoting open access book content interaction
and reuse. This includes building communities around content and collections via
annotations, comments, and post-publication review (e.g., via the social annotation platform
hypothes.is) to enable more collaborative forms of knowledge production. As explained
above, to achieve this this work package will map both existing technological solutions as well
as cukural barriers and best practices with respect to reuse and other emerging book
interactions enabled by open access.

COPI M©s WP6 wi I | al so produce an online resourc
experimental books. The first report we wrote fo r WP6, Books contain multitudes. Exploring
Experimental Publishing, is a three-part research and scoping report that has been produced

to support the dev elopment of this online resource. The third part of this first scoping report

reviews existing resources on tools, platforms, and software used in the production of
experimental books, and sketches a roadmap and methodology towards the creation of the

online resource mentioned previously. It also e xplores two key practices within experimental
publishing and the creation of experimental books that will feature within this online resource,
collaborative writing and annotation. The latter will also play an important role in this report,

hence connections will be made between both reports as they further develop.

Similar to the variety of other reports and outputs produced in COPIM, this report will make

use of PubPub®s advanced v elhsupdating thigdodumentcover o n a | i
the next 1.5 years, thus allowing us to incorporate user feedback and new technological
developments. We very much welcome feedback on the report. Please feel free to add
comments to the PubPub version directly (account/lo gin required), or contact us at
wp6@copim.ac.uk


https://copim.pubpub.org/work-package-6
https://web.hypothes.is/
https://copim.pubpub.org/books-contain-multitudes-exploring-experimental-publishing
https://copim.pubpub.org/books-contain-multitudes-exploring-experimental-publishing
https://collab.copim.ac.uk/6.2.0-123/web-apps/apps/documenteditor/main/wp6@copim.ac.uk

About COPIM

COPIM (Community-led Open Publication Infrastructures for Monographs) is a 3-year project
led by Coventry University as part of an international partnership of researchers, universities,
librarians, open access book publishers and infrastructure providers and is funded by The
Research England Development Fund and ArcadiaQ a charitable fund of Lisbet Rausing and
Peter Baldwin. COPIM is building community -owned, open systems and infrastructures to
enable open access book publishing to flourish, delivering major improvements in the
infrastructures used by open access book publishers and those publishers making a transition
to open access. Theproject addresses the key technological, structural, and
organisational hurdlesQ around funding, production, dissemination, discovery, reuse,
and archivingQ that are standing in the way of the wider adoption and impact of open access
books. COPIM will realign open access book publishing away from competing commercial
service providers to a more horizontal and cooperative knowledge -sharing approach.

As part of seven connected Work Packages, COPIM is working on 1) integrated capacity -
building amongst presse s; 2) access to and development of consortial, institutional, and other
funding channels; 3) development and piloting of appropriate business models; 4) cost
reductions achieved by economies of scale; 5) mutually supportive governance models; 6)
integration into library, repository, and digital learning environments; 7) the re -use of and
experimentation with open access books; 8) the effective and robust archiving of open access
content; and 9) knowledge transfer t o stakeholders through various pilots.

Who is this Report for?

The main communities we want to reach with this report are publishers and authors/scholars
(or communities of scholars), to explore how they, by experimenting and often just making
simple adjustments, can start to open up and stimulate interactions around their books.
Larger (commercial) publishers often have the resources to develop tools and workflows for
interaction in-house (which are often proprietary). Scholar-led publishers, although they have
often been at the vanguard of more ex perimental forms of publishing, have indicated that
they still lack expertise and familiarity with more experimental forms of publishing and with
the tools available to support them ( Adema and Stone 2017). We therefore focus in this report
on open source tools and openly and freely available resources and guidelines that can help
small-scale and not-for-profit book publishers that cannot afford to build their own custom
platforms, to stimulate engagement around books. We also show various examples
throughout this report of how publishers, publishing collectives and platforms, authors, and
scholarly communities already are stimulating interaction around books in interesti ng ways
and the tools and practices they have adopted to do so.



This report focuses on interactions with books and on books within the humanities and social

sciences in particular. Many of the types of interaction and interactive practices we describe

within this report (such as for example open peer review and data mining), are being used and
adopted more commonly within the STEM fields (where their uptake is also more widely

researched). The humanities (and to a lesser extent the social sciences) in geneal have lower
adoption rates where it concerns these types of practices and also have field specific
preferences (as well as prejudices) towards many of these practices, which will be taken into
account and further discussed in this report.

Note on Termino logy

This research focuses oninteraction with books as we deem this term sufficiently overarching
to capture the various practices that we explore and promote within this report. Similarly, a
term such as engagement with books would work well to capture t he general attempt to
promote t henvweGrseatti oGiof of schol arship that we
within the humanities and social sciences. Within these fields, theories around intertextuality
(Kristeva, Bakhtin) and the social text (McKenzie, McGann) have already explored in depth on
a theoretical level how texts respond to each other, are connected and interwoven, and how
social and dialogical links are made between them. Within a print context a clear and well -
established research and publishing workflow and apparatus has already been set-up to
enable and stimulate this conversation and make these connections visible and transparent,
from citations and footnotes to bibliographies and indexes, and from book reviews to
response articles and review essay® not to mention the elements of feedback we have set up
through conferences, seminars, mailing lists etc. In an online environment this is increasingly
supplemented by social media and by personal websites and blogs, but digital tools offer us
the opportunity to also interact more direct ly with the books themselves. From annotations in
the margins to open peer reviews, our scholarly conversations can increasingly be connected
to, feedback into, and perhaps even reorganise our (networked) publicat ions.

Beyond Finter act idtenfisedto eharanterisd firther engageeent practices

are Freusef and Fremixf. These ter ms, drawn fr
become familiar to many authors and publishers due to their use with in Creative Commons
licenses, especiallytho s e t hat all ow the Freusef of a work

commercial reuse or derivatives), or through the focus within the open access movement on
the difference between gratis and /ibre access Guber 2008). This ties in with another focus
within open communities, namely that on open and social scholarship, which focuses on
stimulating the conversations around open scholarship. The issue is that for a long time within
the open access movement, strategically the focus has been on providing access to books
where reuse and i nter ac tgorous critchl explerationsof tree sormvoe | | a



the book itselff have seen | ess wuptake (Adema
depth in part 1 of this report .

Community Knowledge Production and (Alt)metrics

This lack of a more rigorous engagement with what our system of knowledge p roduction
could be in a digital environment, . e. one
practices (quality control procedures, preservation structures, textual format) we are
accustomed to from a print environment, might have to do with the lack of benefit scholars
derive from more communal and interactive forms of knowledge production within our
standard research quality and assessment systems. Although the main form established within
a print environment to showcase scholarly interaction (i.e., references/citations) has been
heavily quantified and metricised, new forms of digital interactions around texts have not
necessarily been quantified in the same way (yet). Although many scholars have welcomed the
development of altmetrics, or even humetrics, to capture these forms of digital social
engagements around texts, many others have seen this transition period as an opportunity to
further question the quanti fication (and monetisation) of the conversations we have around
our research (Joy 2018).2 This report focuses on and promotes communal and commons -
based forms of scholarship and knowledge production, away from (a focus on) metrics and
impact-based assessments and a view of scholarship or books as a commodity. Howeve we
are not naive to the importance metrics continue to play within reputation and reward
systems, also within the humanities, and especially in the perception of (humanities) scholars
to what constitutes quality scholarship, which will be reflected in wh at follows.

Interaction and the Publishing Function

How is it in the interest of or the responsibility of publishers or authors to enable, support,

and stimulate interactivity around books Q does this need to be a shared interest and
responsibility? As we will outline more in depth at various points in this report, the roles and
responsibilities of authors and publishers are changing in an online environ ment, and
especially smaller and scholarled publishers might have an important and advantageous role

to play in rethinking publishing workflows when there is (depending on their open access
business model) less commercial pressure to sell print books or derive revenue from digital

ones, which is what most marketing endeavours within a print or commercial envir onment
have traditionally focused on. The Fmarketingf
focus our endeavours much more on interactions with the publication, which we perceive in

2Note in this respect how commercial publishers are increasingl
intel 1 i gencef trscholarymnteractions, while offering proprietary solutions for the whole pipeline of research
production (Posada and Chen 2018, Lariviere, Haustein, and Mongeon 2015).


https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/interactions-with-open-access-books-part-1-interaction-in-context
https://www.altmetric.com/
https://humetricshss.org/
https://doi.org/10.4000/proceedings.elpub.2018.30
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127502

this context as a shared function that publishers and authors mig ht want to take on, where
scholars and their social networks have already started to play a large role in promoting and
facilitating interactions aro und research.

Types of Interaction

As part of our research we have identified several types of scholarly interaction taking place
around books. The first part of this report is structured around some of the more common
kinds of interaction that open access books afford: open annotations, open peer review, remix
and reuse, open and social scholarship, and emergent practices (including versioning, forking,
and computational i nteractions). This report C
around books but has chosen to focus on the kinds of interactions that publishers and
scholars would be able to promote and recreate with relatively simple adaptations to their
workflows, systems, practices, and licensing. Each of the above identified types of interact ion
around books will be discussed in the next section, including how we can stimulate them and
what obstacles currently exist towards their more general implementation. Throughout the
next part of this report we will also be providing examples from within humanities book
publishing to illustrate the different kinds of interaction.
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Part 1: Interaction in Context

Janneke Adema, Sam Moore, and Tobias Steiner

Open Annotation

Web-based annotations of digital b ooks enrich a scholarly text through overlays and filters
that sit on top of the text in order to show additional commentary and feedback.
AnnotationsQ in short, a form of readerly or writerly interaction that consists of notes (in any
medium) added to text s (of any medium)®@ already have a long history in a print and
manuscript context (e.g., marginalia, errata, rubrics), but the immediacy of two -way discussion
between users is a notable feature of digital open annotations, both of comments at the
bottom of a text and in-line text annotations. Bertino and Staines therefore liken annotation to

a Fconversationf bet ween aut hor s and audi en«
interactive (Bertino and Staines 2019). In addition to this, for Tara McPherson annotations (of
e. g., digital visual archives) may al soarch aci |

materials and scholarlyanal ysi sf through a c¢cl oser presentat
object studied (McPherson 2010). This is particulaly useful in a scholarly communication
environment where annotations enable discussions to take place in direct proximity to the

material that is under consideration, for example with linguistic markup of text corpora.

Open online annotation fulfils several functions that can be beneficial for scholarly
communication. Kalir and Garcia summarise the common purposes of annotation quite
succinctly: Fto provide information, to share
power, and to aikKdlrdne @arcmi2b2d).fBer(ino and Staines mention that in
addition to enabling collaborations and the opportunity to engag e more directly with authors

atop of research materials, open annotation allows feedback from readers, corrections and
updates, enables inline (open) peer review, augmentation of publications with additional
(multimedia) information, connections to related resources, further context around citations,

and it offers opportunities within pedagogical settings. 4 They also point out that, beyond

human generated annotations, there are also opportunities to enhance content through auto -
generated annotations which, as they state, Fn
identifiers, controlled vocabulary, or reco mme nd at iBerims #ind Gtaines 2019). In this
context they explain that there are also opportunities for various sema ntic applications where

According to the Cambridge Dictionary, FAnnotationf refers to
the act of adding short explanations or notesf (Cambridge Dict

4 For an excellent overview of the possibilities and drawb acks of social annotation in open educational sections, which this
report doesnd®t engageBrownsel Chft2620t h i n depth, see

10


file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-bertino_enabling_2019
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-mcpherson_scaling_2010
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-kalir_annotation_2021
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-bertino_enabling_2019
http://doi.org/10.5334/jime.561

the open annotation of documents all ows annot at
possibleto i dentify the type of Batmmand Haineso20l9, aangei t s
2020).

In 2017, the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C), the standards body for the web, published

its recommended standards for web annotation in order to create, organise, and share
annotations in an open way (previous annotation systems were often proprietary and closed).

Their vision is for a standards-based, decentralised, and open interoperable, annotation
infrastructure where open wshdied betwaen seavicas,arackeff c a n
back to their origins, searched and di scdheer ed,
Hypothes.is organisationQ which designs annotation overlays for the WebQ likens this
standard, in which an annotation will be a we b document itself, identified with its own URI

(i1 .e., as t hey say Fseparating di scussion a
Fe@mocratisationf whereby users are able to shart
all to see, without permission from website gatekeepers (van den Broeke 2014).

This speaks of the participatory approach to annotated content and its potential to undermine
traditional notions of proprietary authorship and authorial control over open content.

Cameron Neylondescr i bes the potenti al of annotation i
rather than the author, at the centre of attention in a way that allows the content to evolve

over time based on a range of author -reader interactions (Perkel 2015). Annotation, and
collaborative writing more generally, are also what Montgomery et al. describe in the
introduction to their book Open Knowledge Institutions as an opportunity to
process of knowledge creationf ibtyf efxrtoenm da untgh otrhse
review and revision (Montgomery et al. 2018 ). There is thus an interesting interplay within

open annotation between its ability to simultaneously foreground social processes of
authorship while also questioning the very nature of authorial authority.

For Janneke Adema for example, annotation has the ability to enrich a document through its

ability to Finterweavef itself with the other vo
multi-perspective publication in one do cument (Adema 2018). But at the same time, for

Adema, annotation poses questions about where the document ac tually begins and ends.®

Drawing on Derrida, she poses questions about how to locate the text itself once it has been

annotated: Fas Derrida has ar gwhdre thewmaigih manegn generalt h e r
takes in a liminal inside/outside position Q forms a means of resistance, a disruption or blurring
of the |l ine between the central ma iAdemd #)%8). and

% See https://www.w3.0rg /annotation/

¢ Also see Lukas Zimmer's and Anthon Astrom's project Linesas a good example of the ever -expanding book (thanks to
Rebekka Kiesewetter for pointing out this project): http://lines.thecafesociet y.org/
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https://www.w3.org/annotation/
http://lines.thecafesociety.org/

Annotation therefore points to a level of liquidity and intertextuality within a publication tha t
disrupts what it means to have a fixed and final publication.

Rather than taking an understanding of annotation as revolutionary, some researchers of
annotations have situated it as part of a continuation of the traditional standards of print

publishing. For exampl e, Kalir and Dean argue that al
or political f 1 mplicatoilmars hofp,anrmetsaet iacgres ufl dr me
traditional media practicesf rat hers atnbtation ofent i r

scholarship simply Fcomplements everyday actiywv
literacy, such as how people access media, curate resources, converse, and critique ideas and

p o we Kafir aifd Dean 2017). As Kalir and Garcia argue therefore, annotation is essential to
developing knowledge communities, where collaborative annotation technologies and
practices are seen as an i mportant soci al practic
research processes more transparent, to participate in peer review, and to communicate with

var i ous kalrbridiGersiaf2010). Kalir and Dean see annotation as a chance to fully

explore the possible democratisation of media, rather than simply assuming that annotation

leads to democrati sation. They therefore see annotation as performative in the sense that it

both Faccentuates and hel p give rarcsaliend quaitiesnabautb e r 0
perf or mance i n scholarly pkelio drul cCteano2017),asuch as nt er
authorship, peer review, and fixity (among others). Annotation does not presuppose any

specific practice, then, but may allow us to stret ch the limits of certain taken -for-granted

practices in scholarly publishing.

For example, through exploring the technical capaci ties of the born -digital monograph,
Humphreys et al. show how notions of private note -taking can be upended through
annotations. Marginalia, as mentioned above, is traditionally a deeply personal act whereby

the reader describes their thoughts without an e xternal reader in mind (Humphreys et al.

2018). But through digital technologies, readers are now able to export, s hare, and preserve

their annotations for a range of audiences. It is perhaps worth mentioning the project
Derri dadsattMairg/ panctur e, a project by Katie C
personal marginalia (including post-it notes, bookmarks, index cards, and correspondence

notes) into publicly -accessible annotations (Chenoweth 2018). Alongside exploring this
tension between public and private, De r r / d a S $€ighlights the/tectmical affordances of

the digital to reimagine the physicali ty not just of a book but of
too.” There is thus a material component that experimental publishing through annotations

sheds light on.

7 Also see the importance of pre -digital forms of (private) note -taking such as index cards and zettelkasten (e.g.,
https://niklas -luhmann-archiv.de/) (McCarty 2020).
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As Kalir and Garcia note though, the power relations that determine who can and does write
annotations and whwho gessnw®annotate)d Fdiosn @b ound by so
cul tur al practices, and enforced policiesf, w h
we think about how we can cultivate participation and interaction around texts , especially

within a scholarly communications realm (Kalir and Garcia 2021). This might explain why, as

Lyle Skains set out, notwithstanding several trials in the humanities, annotation as a form of
public discourse Fhas not been a resouégkdiisngl vy
2020) . As Skains outlines, the culture of academi
about bei ng 3Is cawbapgke ab&ut domireeringt contmenters, and lack of time
coalesce to result inext r emel y poor participation in this
particular Fti me, effort, and accessibilityf [
academic engagement, especially in a context where annotations usually cannot be cited,
whichmeans t hat in the scholarly reward and rep
benef it to the contributor I n e $khiresr202@ kekkelu r a |
2015). At the same time, as Skains points out, the issue might have to do more with how
publications themselves are perhaps not the be:
already ubiquitous social media (such as Twitter and mailing lists) on which publications are

shared and discussions around them take place (next to our already established print -based
environments dedicated to discussing books and research, e.g., conferences and book

reviews). In this sense as scholars such as Kains and Faulkes argue, why would scholars
duplicate that effort for specific platforms or on specific publications with more restricted
audiences, with limited visibility, and with no benefit to their standing or career? ( Faulkes

2014, Skains 2020)

To ensure annotations are citable research outputs, Bertino and Staines outline how
preservation is both crucial and a challenge, as it should include clear practices around
Fstoring annotations, sharing annhbeyexplainpcersain and
organisations or knowledge communities would want to host annotations on their own servers

(for example in hypothes.is they are by default stored on the hypothes.is servers), which is

already being explored by some publishers. ¢ Similarly, discoverability of annotations remains

an issue, where wider discoverability might to some extent address the issue Skains
mentioned around the trouble with creating publics around texts. As Bertino and Staines

explain, within the HIRMEOS project they worked on enhanced discoverability options for
annotations made through hypothes . i s . With HIRMEOS® Annotatio
made on content that has a digital object identifier (DOI) or that refer to content that has a

DOI (or both), are shared with Crossref Event Data for indexing by Google and end user

4 Hypothes.is can be configured to store annotation data somewhere else, which is what the HIRMEOS project and publishers
such as OpenEdition Books (together with DOAB), Lever Press, and Pressbooks have done (see Part 2 for furtherdetails).
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discovery. This expands the visibility of annotations and their associated content beyond the
immediate context of the annotator, making them part of a wider scholarly communication
infrastructureand again placing them i Bertitolael Swioer 2089x t o f

In this respect, the promise of a platfo rm such as hypothes.is, and with that for the uptake of
digital marginalia, is exactly its ubiquity. In addition to that, what makes this system
potentially attractive to scholars is its options for, as Skains states Fanonymi ty (
conversely, identification), permanent discourse records, public and private options, in -text
linking,and the ability to t og§HKaes202f.8hedssue of ananymitp n  an
comes with both drawbacks and b enefits though. As Skains explains it, where anonymity can
stimulate participation (for example in peer review contexts where there is an imbalance of

power ), idemcodi ages onagtef ul participationf. F
ability to cite or have a permanent record of discourse in the form of annotations, (i.e.,
permanent, identifiable, citable d or published dr ecor ds) can be hel mful f

the field, for career progress, and for impact statements.

To ensure the power imbalances in open annotation do not lead to bullying, spam, micro -
aggressions, or the domineering of certain voices, moderation of comments and annotations

will be crucial, as well ag in certain academic settingsQ code of conducts or clear instructions

for interaction. Kalir and Garcia outline how organisations such as Hypothes.is have been
involved in facilitating conversations arsgwnd
with recommendations that include developing opt -out technologies for authors and
strategies that bal ance aut hor [PalreahceGasin 202ls wi t
Whaley 2016, Gunn 2016) . There i s a balance to be struck
aut horso© ability to control how their content
protect s annolyst 200/ph f where many authors also see
Similarly annotation can both designate which voices get to count (i.e., further inscribing

already dominant voices) as well as expand which voices count within a given discourse (e.g.,

by opening up scholarly discourses for wider public participation).

Increasingly publishers are accommodating annotation either on top of their open collections

or on specific open titles, and annotations (either in the authoring environment or the reading

environment) are also becoming a standard feature of long -form publi shing platforms, from
CommentPress to Manifold, Scalar, and PubPub. One example of a press that has tried to
accommodate annotation and conversation on some of its open access books is the MIT
Press, who has been releasing various open access titles, for «kample from its MIT Press Open
collection, on the PubPub platform to open them up for annotation and pre - or post-

9See for example Audrey Wattersd® argument on why dSVaersdoe’di ded t c
in her blog.
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publication feedback. Part of this is done via their Works in Progress programme, which
involves works in early stages of their development that could benefit from community
feedback to further develop ideas. The first work to pilot this service was Opern Knowledge
Institutions, a book co-aut hored by 13 scholars as part of a
hosted the manuscript via Works in Progress. But the press has also released titles for formal
assessment via their Community Review programme, which includes manuscripts of MIT Press
contracted books, for example the manuscript for Data Feminisms that are posted for public
comment prior to entering the publication process. But beyond these open and community
review experiments they also make a selection of previously published titles available via
PubPub where the content is the same as the final published version available from the Press,
including a COVID 19 collection, and a selection of books from Goldsmiths Press (Ahearn
2020).

Open Peer Review

The term Fpeer reviewf did not come into wide
describe processes of Fref er e eqibasgdf on art bdaorial or i g
systemQ developed by scholarly societies and communities of scholars to evaluate the
intellectual merit of scholarly work. As Fyfe et al. outline, in the 60s and 70s the control of the
measures of academic prestige (from the management of peer review to the development of
metrics) was increasingly transferred from these communities of scholars or society publishers

to commerci al publishing organisations, who he
(Fyfe 2015), (Fyfe et al. 2017)). AsFyfeetd . st at e, Ft hashessoveren@ie toi a | [
colonise new sub-di sci plines by adapting the societies:
academics to act as editor s, edi tor i-gted abdbar d

rebranded Fpe eem turnedvintceawpst indystry and became a way for these
publishers to legitimise their publications as venues for high -quality original research ((Fyfe
2015), (Fyfe et al. 2017), (Godlee 2000)).

This context is of particular interest if we look at the current changes again taking place and

being proposed with respect to evaluation processes in a digital environment, as it makes

clear, as Fyfe argues, that peer review is not inevitable and not the only possible marker of
guality, but only Fthe currently dominant prac
pr act iFdee281f). The digital environment has made us question what authority is in an

online setting, while at the same time offering potential opportunities to improve the

evaluation and development of scho larship. This has led to various experiments with online

and open peer review that focus on discussing the scholarship under review, which is what we

will be focusing on in this section. We will support the argument that beyon d evaluation and

quality control, review practices within the humanities have been equally or more focused on
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constructive review and on community knowl edg
coll aborative i mprovement of r ersteaa rofc beifig used Kn 0O
predominantly as a gatekeeping practice (Knochelmann 2019). How can new forms of peer

review further contribute to this co -production of knowledge?

RossHellauer and Derrick, similarly moving away from a focus on quality and gatekeeping,
state that peer revi ew-gbsemangmreaetirmal alpli | saholo
(RossHellauer and Derrick 2019). Yet they also acknowledge that it plays a central role in
academic reward systems (from metrics to esteem and impact) as an audit and regulatory

tool. They see the evolution of certain peer review practices in the humanities and social
sciences derived from the sciences (e.g., its supposed role as a guarantor of facts and validity)

as Fa f or m caohisatpnm ef E8Halby STEM vd ues and notions of
regulating what counts as quality or excellence in the humanities, this is altering how these
disciplines can self-govern and are able to determine what counts as qualitative independent

from STEM disciplines (RossHellauer and Derrick 2019). Knéchelmann argues in this respect

how it is important that the humanities at large should have their own discussions around the

future of peer review and around opening up peer review in a digital environment, and not

leave this to be adapted from the STEM fields @ or even from for example the Digital
Humanities alone (Knochelmann 2019).

Open peer review has been defined in various (sometimes contrasting) ways but in general it

consists of a series of practices that aim to rethink how we conduct quality evaluation within
scholarship, or otherwise filter research content. As RossHe |l | auer states Fope
(OPR) is an umbrella term for a number of overlapping ways that peer review models can be

adapted in line with the ethos of Open Science, including making reviewer and author
identities open, publishing review reports and enabling greater participation in the peer

revi ew pRoesel@lsusr £017).22 Not all of the practices they list under the banner of

open peer review (such as open identities for example, or open review reports) necessarily
stimulate online interactio n with open texts. Open peer review does stimulate interaction

when it takes place on the same online platform the publication has been published on, or

10 The full list of open peer rev iew traits RossHellauer mentions includes:

Openidentites: Aut hors and reviewers are aware of each otherd9s identit
Open reports: Review reports are published alongside the relevant article.

Open partici pation: The wider community are able to contribute to the review process.

Open interaction: Direct reciprocal discussion between author(s) and reviewers, and/or between reviewers, is allowed and

encouraged.

Open pre -review manuscripts: Manuscripts are made immediately available (e.g., via pre -print servers like arXiv) in advance of

any formal peer review procedures.

Open final-version commenting: Revi ew or commenting on final Fversion of recorc¢
Open platforms: Review is de-coupled from publis hing in that it is facilitated by a different organ izational entity than the

venue of publication.
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when it involves review on a more granular paragraph or sentence level. In this sense in a
public setting, open peer review has been one of the more common applications of open
annotation in scholarly communication. Here, annotation takes the form of open and

collaborative peer review whereby researchers are invited to critique a work published online

(most commonly pre -((formal) publication) using line-by-line commentary.

In comparison to the sciences, where, often in combination with the practice of publishing
preprints, open peer review has really taken off, in the humanities and in the context of book
publ i shing we havenot seen a similar deveaédopmen
exampl e of open review by an PlannedtObsolescencs alloakt h| e e
published and reviewed online on the MediaCommons platform that allows line -by-line public
annotation of texts (Fitzpatrick 2011).2 Fitzpatrick, as part of her experiments with open,
community, or peer-to-peer review, has also formulated some strong critiques of the
Ftrardalt fi oo r-blisdgeeb deveew model as it has been increasingly applied in the
context of humanities book publishing too. For one, anonymous peer review, Fitzpatrick
arguesfFef fectively c¢closes the author out o fhicht he r

instead becomes a backchannel di scus s iFigmiridket we
2011). The anonymity of authors and reviewers, implemented to prevent bias, is also seen by
her and others as overrated in this system. As

that author s ar e assessed or judged Vi a reviewer s
anonymous r eview Fhas the effect of givingGodleevi ew:
20000 . This Fveil o f assessroent\ofmasearnchf by anty d vety Bedect group of

experts has contributed to what Ross-He | | auer calls Fthe Dblack ©bc
review, f and i tescy and ackountbility {Rossidedapea P017). Knéchelmann

similarly talks about how double blind peer review is ideali sed as impartial and objective with

respect to gender, nationality, institutiona | affiliation, or language (Knochelmann 2019). As

many scholars have already indicated though, blind peer review does not protect against

reviewer bias, as the system has not been very effective in masking authorial identity (Godlee

2000, Eve 2013, Fitzpatrick 2009).

Fitzpatrick talks about abdsedadutvlerorfiogantsi @i f Fa
review, that happen after publication ins tead of before. This opens review up beyond the
opinions of a small selection of often senior scholars, which also runs the risk of being a
system that breeds conservatism (e.g., towards emerging forms of knowledge). Open
dialogue, as Rowe and Fitzpatrickar gue Fof fers the possibility (-
theoretical assumptions and biases rather than allowing them to remain covert points of

1 Fitzpatrick has since repeated this process for her book Generous Thinking.: The University and the Public Good, which was
available for open or community p eer review on the Humanities Commons platform, again using CommentPress. The revised
version was published by Johns Hopkins University Press in 2019.
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contenti on witzpdirickrandfRbves PCd®. fn this context Martin Eve highlights the

possible benefits of open peer review in the humanities for shedding light on what is often a

secretive and opaque process where two or three reviewers have the ultimate say over

whether a manuscript is published (Eve 2014). It may reveal some of the biases and unfair
assumptions that can take place within traditional, closed peer r eview, potentially working in

favour of more equitable methods of assessment.?? | t comes down to Fl ay
mechanisms of review, making this more transparent, Fitzpatrick argues (Fitzpatrick 2012), and

this includes being transparent over who the reviewers are. Their reputation might a Iso add to

the authority of the comments and with that the book under review.

An additional benefit is that readers and authors are placed in a conversation with each other,
further, as Fitzpatrick calls it, Fdeepeaudpgenmntd
(Fitzpatrick 2012). In this sense for Fitzpatrick open peer review of long-form text can help

build a community around a publication in a way that starts to elide the difference between

author, reviewer, and reader. Open review necessitates a collegiate approach to review,
being Fhel pful f rat her t han d e nirdzpesritkr Z11). By hov
facilitating a conversation between author and reviewer in the open, editorial feedback can be

a collaborative process rather than one necessarily grounded in antagonism or gatekeepi ng.

In a similar vein, Nawrotzki et al. employed open peer review on their monograph Writing

History in the Digital Age i n or der to Freexamine our establi:
with ou r s c hol ar Doyghenyaand leasvpizki(2013). Katherine Rowe talks in the
context of open commurtirtoywdr esswiugw i ifg fFavher e t he
remainsasclol arl'y one, it i snd9t Fjust anyonef comme:t
of practicef oneCohes 20609 rYet & alsoiopegs pubbcations up beyond
communities of practices, and to people from outside of academia, which can further enrich

the dialogue.

Finally, open peer review offers improv ed options for the evaluation of digital scholarship. For

Roopika Risam, digital scholarship necessitates a reassessment of peer review practices,
particularly because it differs from traditional single-aut hor wor k. Digital sc
collaborati ve, f Frarely finished, f and W methpdseoht | vy
assessment may be needed and appropriate (Risam 2014). As Odell and Pollock state in

rel at i on indepre-publicasion pegrlrdview does not work for a digital project that (by
necessity) may be required to gr owQdeleandFolweE and
2016). Our common linear publishing and evaluation workflows therefore might need to be

adapted. This would involve less assessment, validation, or gatekeeping, and more feedback

12 Eve notes though that the problems with peer review are socia/i n nat ur e and cannoftetbies Hii sxmfd (byv
2014: 146). There is therefore no guarantee that open peer review will not rehearse the biases of closed review or even lead
to new forms of bias.
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to roll into the next phase of the d igital project. Risam argues that these qualities are
affordances rather than limitations of experimental digital scholarship, meaning that it should
be Fbest wunder st ood tesdinpeademic difcoursenprevalerg enoughgto

require rethinking of t he product i ofisand0ldacademi c valuef

One of the main drawbacks of open peer review is the tension betwe en anonymity and
openness, where open peer review can lead to the introduction of bias (e.g., gender bias) and
of self-censorship, where reviewers might blunt their critique and opinions in an open setting
out of fear to cause offence. The anonymity in dou ble-blind peer review can also serve as a
means to further protect early -career or untenured reviewers and authors and can provide a
protective function for them in an open forum. But on the o ther hand, as Rowe and Fitzpatrick
al so indicates Fgruemimar esilcyhopanrt of a tradit
sense open peer review might offer them more exposure to and experience with the review
process (Fitzpatrick and Rowe 2010). Nonetheless this power imbalance in open peer review
needs to be taken into consideration and should be seen as a cle ar challenge within open
peer review practices, how can we create an online space safe for interaction?

Another clear problem is creating a sufficiently large community around a scholarly book or

publication, where scholars such as Skains have also indicaéd that this remains an issue in
open review. This relates back to what we discussed in the previous section on open
annotation, that there exists a general reticence to take part in open peer review having to do

with the fact that (next to time -restraints) it is not sufficiently acknowledged in reward and
evaluation systems. Yet at the same time the argument can be made that open peer review
makes more visible the academic labour and service work that is actually done by reviewers to
support their fields. In general, however, a more substantial cultural switch might be needed,
in which we start to focus more on seeing review as a contribution to collective knowledge

production.

A challenge that also needs to be taken into consideration is the amou nt of editorial labour
that comes into play with setting up open peer review systems and with moderating the
process. From designing and implementing a new workflow, to bringing together a
community to review, there is substantial labour involved in curati ng this process. As Rowe
and Fitzpatrick s,t atthee ¢edint otrhdss rcoolnet eexntt ai |
what is required when processing two reader reports, since publication decisions may involve
arbitrating between multiple competing revi e w s Fitzpétrick and Rowe 2010).

What is clear is that in order to develop new systems of review online and rethink peer review
both for a digital environment and in the context o f the humanities and academic book
publishing, the maintenance of a community around publications or publication platforms, or
the creation of scholarly communication and publishing networks, might be key to any future
publishing system. Scholar-led presses might have an important and privileged role to play in

ona


file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-risam_rethinking_2014
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-fitzpatrick_keywords_2010
https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/interactions-with-open-access-books-part-1-interaction-in-context/#open-annotation
https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/interactions-with-open-access-books-part-1-interaction-in-context/#open-annotation
https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/interactions-with-open-access-books-part-1-interaction-in-context/#open-annotation
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-fitzpatrick_keywords_2010

this scenario as they are often deeply embedded already within certain research communities

and fields. In addition to more communal fo rms of review, a move to forms of continual

review, or review at different points of the research process, might also be needed (especially

in the context of digital scholarship and experimental book publishing). This move might

again also involve an invesment in more formative forms of review. The Public Philosophy

Journal already practices this type of peer review, which focuses, as they state on their
website, on Ftransparency, community engagen
conver sat i on s.pifocesk lneolves supponing doth the publications as they go

through their development and the people involved in the formative peer review process.

They do this by setting up Freview teamsf whic
which ideas are expl ored and refined col | abofrfoamative el vy f
review and publishing is a way to create a publics and to support collegiality and academic

service work.”? The focus here is shifted to producing knowledge as a community, which w ill

prove essential to making this earlier mentioned cultural shift, where, as Fitzpatrick explains

Ffor n-kased publishing to succeed, the communal emphasis of network culture will

have to take the | ead over atzpathiekmiO®). cul t ur ed®s i

One research and publishing project that deserves highlighting here as it looked at
annotation and op en peer review as a means to foster communication between scholars, is
the HIRMEOS project (High Integration of Research Monographs in the European Open
Science Infrastructure). As pat of this project hypothes.is was implemented as an annotation
service on the OpenEdition Books platform to conduct an open post -publication peer review
experiment. The objective of this experiment was to create a space both for scientific
conversation around publications and to stimulate new forms of peer review. The project has
been really well-documented, among others via an extensive article and a project report
(Bertino and Staines 2019, Dandieu and HIRMEOS Consortium 2019). The open peer review
experiment included 13 open access books from four publishers an d took place over several
months. The publications selected for this experiment were monographs already published
and peer-reviewed and the annotations were public and open to everyon e to contribute.
Publishers were involved directly to act as moderators (with the aid of a project assistant),
write guidelines, and suggest reviewers. Some of the more interesting takeaways of this
project include the importance of community outreach acti vities (involving both publishers
and authors) and the formulation of cle ar guidelines, user guides, and rules of good conduct.
Wor kl oad was one of the biggest inhibitions to
ti med® was t he meviewers. rAeraviewen corintunity was created by both
publishers and authors mainly through promoting the book on social media (e.g., Twitter,
blogs). One issue potential reviewers seemed to be concerned about when they were initially

13 See https://publicphilosophyjo urnal.org/overview/ and https://publicphilosophyjournal.org/instructions -for-participants/


file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-fitzpatrick_peer--peer_2009
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-bertino_enabling_2019
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-dandieu_report_2019
https://publicphilosophyjournal.org/overview/
https://publicphilosophyjournal.org/instructions-for-participants/

approached was that authors might not be aware that their books were being annotated,

which, as the report outlines, highlights the focus on interpersonal exchanges in these kinds of
experiments. This direct exchange with the author was also exactly what reviewers
appreciated mo st about their participation. Two further observations from the publisher s © s i de
include how publishers mentioned that their first priority was to include open access in their

editorial policy and workflows, where the practice of open annotation was not se en as a

priority and more as something maybe for a next phase. Secondly p ublishers questioned
whether accommodating open peer review and annotation in this way went beyond the scope

of their mission as publishers. The project report has formulated various recommendations,

which we will come back to in part 3 of this report .

Reuse and Remix

In addition to annotation and open peer review, digital technologies afford the opportunity to
reuse publications in a variety of ways through remix, reuse, and other post-publication
experiments. Much of this is predicated on openly licensed research objects that enable reuse
of scholarly publications. As Sarah Lippincott writes:

Digital publishing tools have emerge d with a low barrier to entry and excellent user
experience for both content creators and audience. These allow scholars to focus on
making new forms of digital media -enhanced knowledge, rather than struggling with
software. These tools work best when they exist on the open web d that is, when
they can interoperate with other tools and systems, and when they facilitate reuse
and remixing. Open texts facilitate creative use, reuse and e ngagement (Lippincott
2016).

For Li ppincott, the Flow barrier to entrthef t h;
open licensing of digital texts, has created a breeding ground for ex perimentation through
reuse and remix of long -form works.

Reuse and remix are probably most well-known within a scholarly environment through their
connection to open licenses, brought on by the increasing adoption of Creative Commons
licenses that allow (commercial) reuse or derivatives within academic publishing.Z* In the
context of the open access movement, reuse falls under the distinction introduced around
2006 by Peter Suber and Stevan Harnad between gratis and /ibre open access,”” capturing a
positive connotation (describing kinds of access rather than kinds of access barriers) in relation

14 Lawrence Lessig research on remix las also been influential in this context where he refers to remix as a Read/Write (RW)
culture, as opposed to a Read/Only (RO) culture (Lessig, 2008, 2).

As Suber expl ai nogesnofpeémissionibarrie® And libee @A remo ves one or more permission
barriers.( Bot h of them r emdwber2@@d).i ce barriers) f (
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to the removal of price and permission barriers as formulated in the 2002 B udapest Open
Access Initiative (part of the BBB definition of open access). But the focus on reuse rights
ultimately derives from computer science and from the open software movement, where the
original gratis/libre distinction concerns software Q or code. ¢

But reuse and remix can also be seen as lying at the basis of scholarly research and the
academic writing process in general, where scholars build upon and extend the works and
arguments of other scholars when they cite, reference, critique, analyse and reuse existing
sources, and in this sense Fderived usnewhichcan |
scholarship builds on what has been published before and further progresses based on this.

There are also specific reuse and remix practices that are already embedded in our publishing

systems, such as the practice of including, republishing, or reworking previously published

work in edited collections or into a monograph. And beyond that our publications themselves

rework and incorporate different snippets of feedback from the various agencies involved in

their production (from scholars to typese tters and designers). As Cullen and Bell argue in this

context, Fin its complex weaving and invocatior
afertiereposi t ory of i deas, knowl edge, and Culensielar ¢ h;
Bell 2018).

Reuse and remix are practised in various ways in academia and are known under a variety of
terms and concepts. Adaptation and appropriation are terms that are quite commonly used
within an art and literature context, where they are mostly applied in a critical way to engage
or critique issues of authorship, originality, intertextuality, ownership, and copyright. Within a
legal context the terminology used most often is open licensing, which includes modifications,
derivatives, fair use, or transformative use of texts, data, and resources, for example. And
finally, within an open education context, the term Open Educational Resources (OER),
indicating resources that are freely available for reuse by others, is most commonly used.
Reuse and remix can include a variety of practices within humanities communication and
publishing, including fairly common ones, such as republishing (as discussed earlier),
translations, adapting books to new media (e.g., audiobooks), and the incorporation or mixing
and sampling of different forms of media con tent (texts and images or videos for example);
but they also include digital humanities deri ved methods of text and data mining, and data
reuse (for example to create visualisations or image and media libraries or to adapt graphs,
images, or diagrams). More experimental practices of remix and reuse include those in which
open texts, images, or videos (e.g., vidding) are cut or mashed up or are re -interpreted as a
form of critical engagement with the source texts, or are published with libre licenses to allo w

16 Open source describes a model of peer production in which users are free to a ccess and use gratis), and modify, reuse,
and collaborate on code ( /ibre), for example to build new software following the reusability principles.
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audiences to do so, or to explore and promote forms more equitable and collaborative forms
of knowledge production.

Yet, as Martin Eve highlights, these practices are quite distinct or substantially differ from how
reuse is perceived within computer science, and hence the argument for open licensing is
different within the humanities Q less about freedom of information and code, and more about

the fact that existing copyright provisions (e.g., fair use) are not adequate to accommodate

existing humanities research practices Eve 2014). Yet beyond current copyright legislation

not covering existing (collaborative and digital) research practices, many researchers also
experiment with reuse and remix as a critical practice exactly fo challenge existing liberal
humanist copyright regimes and established ways of doing and publishing research and the
connotations of individual authorship, originality, and the ownership of research that comes

with them.

There are various reasons wly open licensing might be beneficial for humanities research. For
one, it can lead to a wider uptake of research, for example through translations of works.
Vézina explains this as follows:

For instance, ND licenses prevent translations. Hence, given that English is the
dominant language of academia, ND licenses plac e barriers to accessing knowledge
by non-English speakers and limit the outreach of research beyond the English-
speaking world. ND licenses also prevent the adaptation of the graphs, images or
diagrams included in academic articles (unless separately licersed under a license
permitting their adaptation), which are essential to achieve wider dissemination of
the ideas expressed therein (Vézina 2020).

Peter Suber (2012) provides a quite extensive list of the benefits of academic reuse, or of libre
open access, many of which involve increased accessibility:

I to quote long excerpts

| to distribute full -text copies to students or colleagues

| to burn copies on CDs for bandwidth -poor parts of the world

| to distribute semantically -tagged or otherwise enhanced (i.e., modified) versions
| to migrate texts to new formats or media

|  to keep them readable as technologies change

| to create and archive copies for long -term preservation

I to include works in a database or mashup

| to make an audio recording of a text
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I to translate a text into another language

| to copy a text for indexing, text -mining, or other kinds of processing

What is also important is that with open licensing reuse becomes possible without needing to

request permission from the publisher or right owner. This permissi on seeking, as Martin Eve
explains, exposes the power that publishers have to decide what gets published while at the

same time putting researchers off f nssianseekngi t i m
puts copyright holders in a position to exercis e veto power over the publication of research,
especially research that deals with contemporary or popular media. These results demonstrate

that scholars in communication frequently encounter co nfusion, fear, and frustration around

the unlicensed use of copyrighted material. These problems, driven largely by misinformation

and gatekeeper conservati sm, i nhi bit researche
and to develop creative methodolo gi e s for t h e Evd i2@4).t Snlilarlya it f (
legislation differing worldwide, clear open licensing (for example in the form of Creative
Commons licenses) supports the further uptake or reuse and remix practices in research.

Due to technological advancements, data -mining and associated technologies, such as
visualisation and re-use of collections (e.g., large electronic text collections via methods of

distant reading (Moretti 2000) ) ar e now within the reachwelbf ev
versed in computational methods. However, as Matthew Kirsc henbaum points out,
deep tradition of scepticism towards quantitative and empirical techniques among humanists,

which too often smack of positivism and objectivity in domains for wh ich interpretation,
ambiguity, and argumentation are prizedfar above ground truth and de
(Kirschenbaum 2007). Yet as Kirschenbaum makes clear, these methals are rooted in long -

standing humanistic methods of reading and communication and are simply being further

developed with the aid of the digital medium.

What is currently preventing the adoptio n of reuse, remix, and collaboration within the
humanities is predominantly researcher inhibitions perpetuated by institutional structures and
requirements. As Kathleen Fitzpatrick writes, academics are extremely conservative in their
publishing practiceand r esi stant to changing t heierNeverays ¢
Done It That Way Before® as a go0o0d Fimmiidk@aolf).or t I
One of the main critiques put forward by humanities scholars towards reuse and remix

practices and open licensing is that they interfere with the academic integrity of their works,

especially in cases where thes practices concern perceived misuse of research (e.g., libel,
plagiarism, false attribution, piracy). Yet as Vézina argues, copyright and open licensing in

general are not the best frameworks to address issues of misuse of research, as this is mainly
addressed through institutional and social norms and moral codes of conduct around
plagiarism and misappropriation (\Veézina 2020). Neither traditional copyright, nor open

licensing protect again s t research misuse, as Eve argues:
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has expired (therefore holding none of these protections and which the law explicitly permits

anyone to use in any fashion) are still subject to these intra-academic norms. Conversely,

others have sometimes built valuable, digital, scholarly projects around such works;
enterprises that would be practically iIimpossib
(Eve 2014).

Others go even further in their critique of these practices, where it is not only misuse that they

condemn. For example, the historian Peter Mandler outlines how any remixing or reusing of
humanities texts is problematic where he stands by the unique origi nality of our words as
researchers. As he explains, Four form of words
and mixed with the wor ds of others. f This he states woul
allow us to distinguish anymore (through quotatio ns) which words are owned by whom.

Related to this is the strong normative assumptions of the proprietary nature of scholarship, or

the idea that (the level of) reuse should be determined by the individual author of a
publication. Many of these objections to reuse arise in the literature around Creative
Commons licenses, particularly CC BY, that provide blanket permission to reuse scholarship (if
attribution i s provided). Ma+# d lagrs fddé oar ihhuemsa nti It
that are embedded with the CC BY license, particularly the ability of a scholar to remix

content in ways of which the original author does not approve:

Often it is very difficult to work out how the work has been changed, and meanwhile

the new work acquires authority not on ly from the name but from the words of the

original author. There are lots of reasons why humanities scholarsd and indeed many

scientt sts, who when given a choecievibmsepoe®ften p
CC BY d have promoted other CC licenses that facilitate open access but not this

kind of reuse. For one thing, we do not have full ownership of our texts ourselves d

we use others' words and images, often by permission (Mandler 2014).

Mandler posits an association with CC BY, reuse, and a lack of control over what happens to
their work once it has been reused, where remixing and reusing scholarship for him
undermines the authority of the original author. Such scepticism of the CC BY license is
common within the humanities, particularly in response to policy consultations that mandate
CC BY as the default license for open access (Kingsley 2016, The British Academy 2018, Arts
and Humanities Alliance 2019).

Gary Hall interrogates the scepticism with CC BY from an alternative perspective that it

affords foo much control to the original author by requiring attribution and thus associating

the work as property of the author. This works against reuse by preventing the creation of a
Fcommon stockf of digital materials to be wused
|l nstead, CC BY presumes that t he di gndsoaoffersmat er
merely a reformist take on intellectual property instead of a fundamental critique of it ( Hall
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2016). For Hall, then, the kinds of reuse and remix encouraged (but not completely
support e d) by CC BY would thus depend on the

in academia (t) have the potenti al to shake
not managed to dethrone the traditional acad emic author-godQ and in some cases, they even
reinforce AhdemaZ2202ia).hi mf (

In practice though, many humanities scholars find potential remix of their books problematic
as it interferes with their propriety and sense of ownership of their texts. This is not surprising
given how authorship functions within academia, where, as we outlined previously, single
authored, origin al thoughts and publications are preferred, and remix, reuse, and other more
collaborative forms of research (e.g., creating databases) are not as readily acknowledged as
scholarly research, meaning there is little incentive for scholars to (further) experiment with
these forms and practices.

Another complication with reuse is in cases where it concerns the reuse of indigenous or

di ¢
propri et or iHall20168).uSmjlaeyct gfn ek e Adema writes Faltho

up

community knowl edge, for exampl e I n ant hropol

ownership, control, access, and possession (OCAP) of intellectual property and cultural
materials are key considerations for Indigenous communities, who since the time of contact
with settler populations have seen their cultural content stolen, misappropriated, and
mi sr epr e sCelert &d Bell O18). In addition to this traditional and indigenous
knowledge often has its own cultural and access protocols, determining if and how that
knowledge can be (re)used and circulated, by whom, and und er which conditions, which also
further complicates common open -closed binaries (Christen 2012). As Bell and Cullen point
out, the publishing process, with its focus on copyright, single authorship, and the bound
book (which implies knowledge is not always easily available for further remix by the

community ) often doesndt accommodate col |l abdesat i

on

As t hey expl ain, Faut hor s and | ocal communi t

coll aborations often end once a manuscript
assumes full responsibility for seeing the book through the editorial and production processes
to publication. And when authors and publishers do attempt to do justice to the rich content
at their disposal (audio files, film, images of cultural artefacts), they run up against a
publication process that reinstates old authorial hierarchies and the limitations of the printed
b o o k(fullen( and Bell 2018). Indigenous and traditional knowledge is often audio-visual,
which modern digital recording, transmission, and preservation technologies lend themselves
wel | t o. I n this sense, as t hey seedforea:diffegfehtn
kind of publishing, both for collaborative authorshi p and for more flexible, interactive
publ i ¢ aCGuliemans Fell Z018). What is important in this context, as Okune et al. have
outlined, is that clear research contracts with indigenous communities are set-up and co-

t

S

h e
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designed with the communities Fto define when,

i's used by ext e@konaettalr2el8)ear cher s f (

Cullen and Bell explain how the books they are publishing at UBC Press, which draw upon
indigenous resources or databases, can, through open licensing (in their case through the use

of Traditional Knowledge Licenses) be accessed, shared, and repurposed while respecting
cultural protocols and different understanding s of OCAP. For them, even though the books
and the collections they draw upon remain separate, it proved essential to link the books back

to the project or materials they were researching, to ensure the books themselves again
become part of the indigenous c o mmons: FlIt was <critical to t
the books remain a part of the proj €dénausdBéllul |
2018). The reuse of resources included in books also remains an issue within other settings in
relation to third -party rights, for example in the case of images, and/or musical, or
choreographical scores included within books. In many arts and humanities disciplines the
rights to research materials are owned by others who need to provide permission for their
reproduction. This has made it more difficu It to attach open licenses to books as a whole.

Due to these (often perceived) legal and moral difficulties around reuse and remix in the
humanities and for books in particular, within the open access movement /ibre access has
often (as a matter of strategy) been de-prioritised in order to focus first and foremost on
making the majority of the research accessible online without a paywall (gratis open access)
(Adema and Hall 2013). Once this is achieved, activists such as Stevan Harnad have argued,
libre forms of open access can be explored (Harnad 2012). Yet many others fear that this
strategy has led to a reduced uptake of reuse and remix within the humanities and further
strengthens the general tension within open access between access and openness (Vloore
2017). A further complication might be that the libre open access strategy has in most
settings combined commer cial reuse with the right to derivatives and modifications (i.e. a
focus on the CC BY license), where for example in the context of much publishing in Latin -
AmericaQ where, different national and regional contexts notwithstanding, the focus is

predominantly on non-commercial scholarship and publishingQ there is a distrustof CC B Y ©s

focus on commercial reuse (Lujano 2017).

Other literature on inhibitions towards reuse and collaboration focus on more technical
considerations around software design and implementation. Writing about University of

Mi n n e s Man#od ssoftware, Kasprzak and Smyre highlight how experimental practices
need to be embedded within a publishing workflow from the outset . As reuse tends to occur
after a work has been published, workflows for iterative publishing need to adopt a more
holistic approach to experimental publishing that recognises different st arting points within
each publishing process pgbtcatien nfae lbedthe peginmng pf o f
another). Publishers need to therefore get involved with the editorial workflow in order to
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Ffeel comfortablef with t hkesprzaét end Smyfe 2@ jnBall bned e ar
Eyman explore similar issues from the perspective of the editorial workflow, or the lack of

Fany editori al management sy &t ems odv gpiulbd biseni hao
management system design requires consideration of a host of new practices of open review,

citation, version control and collaborative review of what they ter m Fwe bBaé artds f  (
Eyman 2015).

One often-cited example of reuse and remix is the Living Books About Life book series
published by Open Humanities Press and edited by Clare Birchall, Gary Hall, and Joanna

Zyl i nska. This series Frepackagedf previously
edited collections on particul ar tfheinne st.h eT hsee nbs
they are Fopen t o o0ngo isofgvritingodditing, pmatiagt remixang gnd 0 C € S S
commenting by readersf (Birchall, Hal | , and Z
showed the ability of reuse to deconstruct some of our preconceptions of what a book

actually is, leading Gary Halltopose the question: FWhat do we h

3 b o oHa®13). As Janneke Adema writes, Living Books About Lifedi s pl ays a Fcol
theoretical reflection on issues of fixity, authorship and authority, both by its editors and by its
contributors in various spadess 205D SBame obsesvdtions 0 t h
from the original project included the lack of familiarity of the editors of the collection  with

open licensing and which publications they were allowed to reu se, next to a lack of actual

remixing taking place on the level of the wiki -books (which might have partly to do with how

they were stildl presented as F lpageskon the platfornt). c | e e
However, on the level of conceptual experime ntation with the aim of stimulating
conversations around what a scholarly book is and can be (amongst others on the project

blog) the project can be said to have made quite some impact ( Adema 2021a). It has also
stimulated experimentation with living books by other publishers and author communities,

including at least three further adaptations of the model, namely 77/e Living Bibliography of

Animal Studies, Living Books about History, and En busca del quelite perdido .

Within the COPIM project we have been experimenting with still other practices of remix and

reuse, including as part of one of our Pilot Project's, Combinatorial Books: Gathering Flowers,

which explores and encourages the revisiting and rewriting of books within the Open
Humanities Press catalogue as a means of generating radical new responses to them. This

Pilot Project wants to create a research and publishing workflow that enables the creation of

new combinatorial books out of existing open access books (or collections of books) that are

available for reuse. For its first iteration, a group of Mexican scholars and technologists is

rewr i ti ng-coampdo s iheg €hernobyl Herbarium: Fragments of an Exploded
Consciousness by philosopher Michael Marder and artist Anais Tonde u r Ft hr ouc
disappropriation as much as appropriation f ( f ol |l owing Cristina RivV
writing team is envisioningre-wr i ti ng as an Fexposing the inco
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any text; it is about making time and taking the time, and it is about relating to others in
account ab®demawtéy, anfl Cota 2021).

Open and Social Scholarship

The opening up of scholarship (beyond gratis and libre ope nness) includes making sure that

books and publications are connected or networked more directly and that conversations

around scholarship can arise. For many scholars Fopennessf does nrher¢is mean
no actual engagement around a work or if no further connections are being made with related
scholarship. Open access, or making books openly available, is in this respect not an end in

itself in a scholarly communication context, where openness might also have to include
Factive coll amon gt ibawn | de¢ ommu and Kk Arlouakle eVetrgeees, mo b i
and Siemens 2019). Scholarly conversations are party reflected in our referencing systems,

but digital tools and networked environments open up the possibility for our books to be

engaged with more extensively and directly. However, this engagement can be hampered by

the sheer volume of work being publishe d and the lack of time available to scholars to

interact with it in a meaningful way, which means filtering for relevance has become an

essential knowledge management strategy (for example by publishing i n certain venues). But
beyond preventunegf fFfautaor$daiand publishers mic¢
presenting open scholarship in such a way that others want to engage with it. As Alyssa
Arbuckl e argues: Fstr ai g hceforeal reagarsg hoavcan evesmesetito e s
research in ways that our colleagues across disciplines and institutions, as well as other
members of the gener al publ i ¢ Arbuzlkder?018)i How can wen d e r ¢
facilitate Fsoci al knowl edge creation, public e
that Arbuckle and her colleagues from the INKE partnership have formulated as a move from

open access to open, social scholarship, or scholarship that is more socially engaged?

Social media has been very influential in this context, as has the increasing networked state of

our knowledge, which has enabled us to create communities around our scholarship, and

likewise open and digital books have played an active role in the creation of communities
(Fitzpatrick 2011; Hyde 2016; McHardy 2021) . As Maxwel | argues in th
is not making things available to a pre -existing public; it is the very constitution or gathering

of that p u bNakwelf 201(). Creating these relationalities around books to be able to

connect with others also partly determ ines their relevance, where, as Maxwell argues,
relevance is not only defined by our publication venues, but it is much more dynamic and is

defined in an ongoing way by the engagement of readers. In this sense, as he argues, we can

increase the relevance of our publications by F nea g&hareable, i t n
portabl e, commentabl e, c o nvidaxwell B018., McGregar and r an s |
Guthrie are similarly interested in exploring how beyond offering free access to our
publications, we can enable more Fproductive u


file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-adema_combinatorial_2021
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-arbuckle_introduction_2019
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-arbuckle_introduction_2019
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-arbuckle_open_2019
https://inke.ca/
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-fitzpatrick_planned_2011
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-hyde_facilitators_2016
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-McHardy2021Tentative
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-maxwell_beyond_2015
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/b021e5e7-dd8f-446b-b093-73eeec3c24bb-1.docx%23ref-maxwell_beyond_2015

factors, from promoting literacy and awareness, to access to technology), where Maxwell
focuseson howwe can enabl e more Ftransformati onal us
(McGregor and Guthrie 2015 ; Maxwell 2015).

Within the humanities and social sciences, most marketing, dissemination, and discovery has
traditionally been done by publi shers. But increasingly scholars themselves through their

net works and via soci al medi a, and through th
Fentrepreneurs of t hems el v e enfecomomy, Iplaynan impogants ¢ h o |
role in the promotion of research (Hall 2013). Digital tools and networked environments make

it easier to create communities around books, where a project or platform such as for example
CommentPress was set up to channel the social and participatory strengths of the blog

format into a (book) publication platform. Fitzpatrick asked specifically wh ether we could
refashion the bl ogcialfideragiontamund-leng & mlr en < &txphtrscf  (
2007). The digital text in this sense isverywellsui t ed t o, as Fitzpatrick
greatest possible readerly and writerly engagement, that enables both the intensive
development of an idea within the bounds of the electronic text and the extensiv e situation of

that idea within a network of ot her such i déiamitrica n0d7). Hypertexs &s a(
networked data structure, has been crucial in creating this interaction, for example by de -
linearising text, and by promoting readerly interaction and interconnections between texts via

hyperlinks. Hypertext, as Fitzpatricedkingameyyes W
more active relationship between t he reader and the textf, whe
to fulfill this need of situatinglong -f or m t ext Fwithin a soci al net w

readers who wish to interact with that text, and wi th one another through and around that
t e x(Eitfpatrick 2007). In a way what we want to recreate with our social and networked text,
she argues, isthedigi t al equi val ent of a Fcoffeehousef or

But next to engagements around or connected to books and their publication platforms Q as
exemplified in CommentPress or platforms such as PubRub or via practices such as open
annotation and open peer review Q social interactions and conversations around research also
take place elsewhere (and maybe increasingly so), on different communication platforms.
Similar to how we discuss research at physcal or online conferences, conversations are taking
place on social media or on dedicated and often proprietary platforms, making connections
to the publications being discussed via hyperl:i
Facebook these conversations are also taking place on Social Resarch Sharing Networks
(SRSNs) such as Academia.edu, ResearchGate, and Humanities Commons. Although
academics use of social media goes well beyond conversations or discussions around specific
pieces of scholarship, there is of course a clear opportunity her e for scholars and publishers to
both explore how they can harness these platforms more to increase engagement around
scholarship and how they can make links back to the scholarship under discussion to ensure
these conversations are collected, findable, and archived. At the same time it is a matter of
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concern how these Fexternal conversationsf fo
networks or platforms, some of which (such as for example academia.edu) are directly
invested in creating profits based on s cholarly interactions on these platforms (and often ask

scholars to pay to access their interactive features as part of their business models) (Adema

and Hall ongoing ). Making these kinds of conversations that take place elsewhere visible and

findable is also increasingly being explored by alternative evaluation systems such as
altmetrics that collect and collate these d isparate online conversations, but in the form of a

metric that says little about the actual conversations taking place or the relationalities

between publications that are being woven. As Maxwell argues in this respect, how can we

F r-iescribe the relation bet ween wor ks, publicationb&lgxwednd d
2015). Ft zpatri ck makes c | e arengagement, nioreaveér, isfnotlsimplyi s s u e
about locating the text within the technological network, but also, and primarily, about

|l ocating it wi t hin t he soci al net wor k f and f
accessible and inviting as possible should be the goal in imagining the textual
communi cations ci Figpatridc2007d. t he futuref (

One clear example of long-form scholarship that has made use of the affordances of social
scholarship and social media are hashtag syllabi (#Syllabus), which are found on the Internet

and are Foften compi | eutsiddoythempeademe, mcludimyadtidses anedn d o
scholars and are often People of Co |l dyops 2008 me n ,
Graziano, Mars, and Medak 2019). Other examples include crowd-sourced projects (often

drawing on citizen science and citizen scholarship principles) such as Transcribe Bentham,

where the public was asked to assist with transcribing the manuscripts of the English
philosopher Jeremy Bentham, which were subsequently used in the prod uction of the edition

of The Collected Works of Jeremy Bentham. A great resource to explore additional works of

open social scholarship is the Open Social Scholarship Annotated Bibliography , where the

bi bliography is itself an example of open soci :
Social Scholarshp Annotated Bi bl i ogr aplédgeScreaionaprattieesl in s o c i
the assemblage of this bibliography by collaboratively setting the intellectual direction of the

work, compiling resour cBEshatbaal.®0l@8nnotating themf

Emergent Practices: Versioning, Forking, and Computational Interactions

Various forms of interaction and engagement around texts and publi cations are experimented
with within a STEM or Digital Humanities environment initially, from where they then become

more widely applied and used in general humanities and social sciences contexts too. This is
the case with several of the practices described above, for example (open peer review, open
annotation etc.)Q although the humanities itself also has an established track record of being
at the vanguard of experimenting with hypertext, networked books, and new emergent

genres. This final section describes various interactive practices that are increasingly used in
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STEM and DH but that are making their way into wider scholarly contexts too. One of these is
versioning, also known as processual, iterative, or continuous publishing, which is a practice

that within STEM fields has been initially pioneered with the use of preprints and postprints,

for example. Adema (Adema 2021b) ar gues that as Faversiamngaspgt an
has come to be used within academic research and publishing, refers to the frequent
updating, rewriting, or modification of academic material that has been published in a formal

or informal way. As a practice, it has affinity with software developm ent, in which it is used to

di stinguish the various install ments of a pie
versioning and revision has a rich tradition within the humanities too (see disciplin es such as

textual criticism, for example). Increasingly open publishing platforms that focus on
humanities and social sciences fields have started to formally incorporate versioning and

options to update and revise works. PubPub and the Manifold Scholarship publishing
program are two key examples here, which allow material (text, data, sound, video) to be

added to a publication as it progresses or is iteratively published. With the possibility to keep
changelogs and previous versions available, the modifications, interactions, comments,
annotations, and updates to publications can become more visible, which offers possibilities

to highlight the co -creation of and engagement with scholarship. Various experiments with
versioning in the humanities and social sciences have previously taken place, including

Lawr ence ChoescdmgdsMc k e n z GGaemer Waearnkfé@ gsxample.

Another form of interaction not dissimilar from versioning is the practice of forking, similarly

derived from software development. Forking refers to the creation of a derivative version of a

previously published text or publication to make revisions to it or customise it to a different
context. Sy | | abi are for e x a mto Ibex adaptedrte specifie coursés ar r k e d ¢
educational environments. Where versioning often happens by the same (group of) authors of

the original te xt, forking tends to involve different author communit ies, and can be seen as a

more direct reuse of existing research in this sense. But forking books is also being proposed

as a potential future for publishing by scholars such as Sarah Ciston and Mark Marino, who

describe their experiment in forking Soon and C o0 x © s Aestetr kProgramming as

Fparticipating in the devel opment of their boo
from a static product i nt o Mah MasinograliCietgn,202i)tAsr at i
they describe it their fork both reuses and extends the existing book and as to the

conversation, astheyst at e Ff ol | eawmidnog etthheo sayodfs ng sf icrodtl adu

Previously developed forking and collaborative scholarship projects include Workbench (now
obsolete), a fork of the publishing platform S calar, designed by Jessica Pressman, Mark C

Marino, and Jeremy Douglass in collaboration with Lucas Miller, Craig Dietrich, and Erik

Loyer. Workbench promoted scholarly collaboration by allowing scholar s t o Fcr eat e,
clone online arguments enhanced wi t h mul ti medi a contentf where
scholars to copy entire books so tvhMaynogddas. bui | d
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Beyond versioning and forking, still based on human iterations and adaptations, interaction
with texts increasingly also happens in automated ways (e.g., through automate d discovery)
or through computational interactions. 2 Computational interactions are increasingly
important to establish semantic links in plain texts, but what is needed to support this is that
texts are machine readable, which will allow semantic discovery and the linking of online texts
and data (for example indexes and references in scholarly books) as well as further text and
data mining and distant reading applications ( Kirschenbaum 2007). Yet beyond the lack of
openly available books in the humanities, the prevalence of the static PDF format in open
publishing has been much derided within DH circles and by scholar s experimenting with
networked books and semantic lin king (Walkowski 2019). Notable projects that have explored
linking and networking (collections of) books (or data within and connected to books) include
the Enhanced Networked Monographs (ENM) project, an experimental publishing project
funded by The Andrew W. Mellon Foundati on, which provided an integrated index based on
back-of-book indexes of a corpus of 110 back-list scholarly monographs from various (mainly
humanities) disciplines by extracting topics from indexes, which were subsequently curated
and presented on a platfo rm for reading (Provo 2019).

But beyond the need to situate texts and books into technological networks, there is still the

need to situate them, as the Fitzpatrick quote mentioned earlier, within a social network too,
Fwithin the community of reader s dwhtloonevansther t o |
through and around that 20l xtarfgu®ismitlhaartl yi, ntCehrrs
(uniquely) a function of interface, but sat hel
respect, Christie argues, it is the combination of interactivity as both an aspect of scholarship

and a design principle, that will help us make strategic infrastr uctural investments to ensure

attention and engagement are optimally cultivated. The next section of this report will discuss

some of the ways, tools, technologies and platforms can stimulate this kind of engagement,

while discussing and showcasing examples of publishing projects, best practices, and
guidelines to support this.
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Part 2: Tools and Technologies

Tobias Steiner, and Janneke Adema

The second part of this report outlines and showcases various open-source tools, software,
technologies, platforms, infrastructures, guidelin es, and best practices, that could be adopted

by publishers and authors (or by publishers and authors working in collaborati on with each

other) to support and enable further interaction around their books. For a more general
overview of collaborative tools, platforms, and workflows that support the creation of
experi ment al books, we woul d | i kend scoping redore r y o
Books Contamn Multitudes which we published earlier this year, with a particular focus on the
repobattdgTechWoc &f |l ows and Tools for Experi ment
this report, we decided to limit our exploratory scope to open sou rce solutions so as to
maximise the possibility of re -use, which is what we would similarly do in this report. Similar to

Sa ah Kember ©s assertion that Fle]l] xperimenting
form of political intervention, a direct enga gement with the underlying issues of privatization

and mar keti zat ikembei2fld)academi af (

we see this investigation of approaches of how to re-use digital long -form scholarship as a
similar intervention. Following the different forms of interaction that have been identified in

t hi s rFap o wde emore in this section forms of interaction such as open annotation,
open peer review, remix and reuse, open social scholarship, and various emergent practices,
on which we try and map the corresponding technolog ical dependencies as well as tools and
platforms that facilitate this interaction. Beyond dissecting the technical underpinnings of
these different approaches to foster interaction with open access books, we also showcase
potential re -use scenarios.

In the following paragraphs, we outline some of the affordances @ and linked digital
practicesQ of the tools and platforms we consider in this report, to provide an overview of
their distinctive elements, but also to point to overlaps and conceptual entanglem ents where
clear-cut separation of practices may not be desirable. As will become clear in the subsequent
paragraphs, the tools and platforms presented here often do not directly mirror the forms of
interaction that have been outlined in Part 1 in a one-to-one relationship. On the contrary,
many platforms make a point of seeking to establish an ecosystem that offers and connects
several workflows.

Asout | ined in the first part of this report, we
a set of practices that enhance engagement with a publication and, to borrow from literary
theory, to extend its meaning through, for example, hypertextual mo difications that, as
Kat hl een Fitzpatrick notes, Fproduce texts tha
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and develop as part of a network of oFttzheagrick s u c
2011).

Open Annotation and Open Peer Review

Following the first part of this report, web -based annotation of digital books can be thought

of as Fa way Ilarlytex througtcoverlays andfilieos that sit on top of the text in
order to show additional commentary and feedbac
happens /n situ, i.e., on top of an existing publication. With physical books, this usually

happens in the margins of a book or manuscript. In the digital realm, though, this practice has
proliferated: one common form of /ndirect annotation includes commenting at the end of a
publication, separate from the main text body (see for example the comme nts section of
blogging platforms such as blogger or WordPress or what the W3C describes as being
Fmaintained separately f WeGnDigéganhRublishand Interest Cdooc u me n
2014). Due to the detached nature of this form of annotation, such commentary tends to be

more conducive to summative feedback.

Other more creative forms facilitate direct annotation by adding an extra (digital) layer over
the original publication Q a layer that often allows direct referencing of granular elements
(specific words, segments, paragraphs), thus enabling the reader to provide feedback via
textual or multimedia means, or by adding contextual references such as metadata to enrich
the underlying text, e.g., by creating a semantic network that sets a given publication in

relation to other publications (hyperlinking, linked open data).

As discussedin more detail in Part 1 of this report, Open Peer Reviewi s fFan umbrel | a
a number of overlapping ways that peer review models can be adap ted in line with the aims
of open sciencef, and Fa diverse cluster of T

bring open science principles like transparency, accountability, and inclusivity to the peer
revi ew pRosselalais $017).

Open Peer Review of scholarly books can be facilitated through a variety of means, many of
which make use of commenting, annotation and/or versioning, depending on the chosen
mode of interaction with the publication under review. More traditional forms of peer review
maintained a separation between the review and the book under review, for example by
using structured review forms, or book reviews published post publication. Digital annotation
enables reviewers to write directly in or on the book under review, creating a more immediate
and interactive experience.

In the COPIM Report Books Contain Multitudes (2021), we broadly differentiate between
tools and platforms: on the one hand, we consider tools that facilitate annotation as part of a
larger collaborative environment that mainly focuses on the writing and publishing process
(see platforms such as PubPub, CryptPad, etc. as dscussead in the Collaborative Writing
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overview). On the other hand, there exist a variety of specialist platforms that focus on the

facilitation of annotation as their main purpo
(see e.g., Rescogito, CATMA), or as tools that can be used across platforms and
i ndependently from thei Hypbthes.ig). t ext ©s | ocati ons

Platform -agnostic / Overlay Annotation Tools

The following tools are highlighted here because they work as platform -agnostic/-
independent implementations. Adhering to the Open Annotation Guiding Principles , these
tools facilitate an overlay service that can be used in conjunction with (almost) every existing
website, platform and/or digital document.

hypothes.is

hypothes.is is an open source project that has evolved out of the development work
undertaken in the W3C Web Annotation Working Group. As Mars et al. write,

Fthe project gathered a scholarly d¥pahbhition
group that includes more than seventy scholarly publishers and platforms. Their

mi ssion is to 3ddeploy annotations across muc
very] reasonable and hopefully sustainable [approach]. Hypothes.is has a special

partnership program with pu blishers and educational institutions which often results

in new features and spin-off projects, including a collaboration with the ReadiumJS

team to bring annotations to MaRUBser aidni ti at e
Adema 2021).

Hypothes.is is seeing wide-spread adoption across the Higher Education sector, and is
featured in a variety of ope n publishing as well as open education projects to foster uptake of
social annotation practices (see (Kalir and Garcia 2021),” and Part 1 of this report), which is
supported on a technical level through the provision of a set of tools to help integrate
hypothes.is functionality in a variety of other platforms also used for open access book
publishing such as WordPress, Omeka, Open Monograph System etc.#’

The platform-agnostic nature of hypothes.is makes the tool a versatile candidate for
implementation in third -party environments. One example use case seems particularly
noteworthy in this context. The High Integration of Research Monographs in the European
Open Science (HIRMEOY) infrastructure project (also discussed in Part 1)@ sought to create a

18 See https://hypothes.is/annotating -all-knowledge/ and the FORCE11 Annotating All Knowledge working group.
9 https://mitpress.mit.edu/books/annotation

20 See https://web.hypothes.is/tools -plug-ins-and-integrations/

42


https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/books-contain-multitudes-part-3-technical-workflows-tools-experimental-publishing/release/3#naujco8fzl4
https://www.w3.org/community/openannotation/open-annotation-guiding-principles/
http://hypothes.is/
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/ce489971-6a6f-4cd2-9ab3-1a0f72eefab5.docx%23ref-adema_part_2021
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/ce489971-6a6f-4cd2-9ab3-1a0f72eefab5.docx%23ref-adema_part_2021
http://hypothes.is/
file:///C:/Users/TS/AppData/Local/Temp/ce489971-6a6f-4cd2-9ab3-1a0f72eefab5.docx%23ref-kalir_annotation_2021
https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/interactions-with-open-access-books-part-1-interaction-in-context/
http://hypothes.is/
http://hypothes.is/
https://www.hirmeos.eu/about-hirmeos/
https://copim.pubpub.org/pub/interactions-with-open-access-books-part-1-interaction-in-context/#nytmndctijh
https://hypothes.is/annotating-all-knowledge/
https://www.force11.org/group/annotating-all-knowledge-working-group
https://mitpress.mit.edu/books/annotation
https://web.hypothes.is/tools-plug-ins-and-integrations/

set of services to enhance re-use and integration of monographs into the larger European
open science ecosystem. The project developed the HIRMEOS Annotation service, which
facilitated open annotation for digital books for the publisher OpenEdition, based on
hypothes.is. This service enhances capabilities towards creating annotations with an
implementation of annotation -specific DOIls, and also enables storage and long-term
preservation, re-use and sharing of the annotation record and associated data. % The chosen
approach is described in more detail in ( Bertino and Staines 2019), as well as in the HIRMEOS
Fact SAneomtton JFervice for Digital Monographs f . An over viokssgeleded
for their annotation and open peer review experiment has been made available online.

Another use case that deploys the hypothes.is model for annotation is Fulcrum. This
publishing platform, which is developed by Michigan Publishing and focuses on the
integration of a variety of multimedia content types such as interactive maps, datasets, 3D
models, images, timelines, etc.? into digital open access booksQ while also taking into
account the pre servation of these content types Q announced in 2019 that it would implement
hypothes.is annotation features with books published by Lever Press on the Fulcrum platform,

he

while also hinting at the possibility of making this feature available f or ot her publ i sh

on its platform at a later date.

PressBooksis another interesting use case to mention here because it integrat es hypothes.is
in their WordPresssbased publishing pl atf or sxcelentalugin hee
facilitate reader feedback. As PressBooks is also used as a platform to publish and
disseminate OER textbooks, the integration of an annotation layer is also key to fostering

student engagement with a given text. %

Pundit Annotator

Similar to hypothes.is, Pundit Annotator has existed for quite some time, and is currently in
the early stages of being re-developed from scratch to ensure full implementation of the W3C

Annotation standard that came into effect in 20 17.2# Conceived as a peer-review platform t hat
leverages openly-available open access content via arXiv, OAPEN, and Knowledge
Unlatched, and supported by the European Commission -funded TRIPLE project that is part of

21 See the HIRMEOS Annotation service technical specifications at10.5281/zenodo.1343519
Z2For a presentation of eRgylhttps//vinm@sm/89a5pepdsi | i ties, see

%3 See https://pressbooks.org/ and https://pressbooks.directory/ for a wide selection of exam ples of research monographs as
well as textbooks.

And e.g., https://guide.pressbooks.com/chapter/hypothesis -for-webbook -annotation-comments/ f or Pr essbooks d

implementation of hypothes.is.

?4 See e.g., Grassi et al. 2013, and Di Donata et al., 2013.
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OPERASZ# Pundit will become a service offered as part of the GOTRIPLE platform, which in
turn is conceived to play its part in the European Open Science Cloud ecosystem, and is thus
seeing integration of multi -platform sign-on capabilities, ?® which will allow researchers to use
the annotation service Pundit Annotator. While the project us ed to have its own open-source
repository, it is not clear at this point whether the new version 3.0 will also be made openly
available.?” What is also interesting is the fact that the development team hint at a
collaboration with hypothes.is, which will po tentially lead to more cross-platform
interoperability in this space Q with both tools soon being envisioned to enable re -use of
each other®s annotation dat a.

J St andal o-rcegystem iAnnatation Platforms

Many annotation experiments in scholarly commun ication happened in the early 2010s, when
the development of a key javascript library (AnnotatorJS) meant that an introduction of
annotation functionality would be rather easy to facilitate. Nonetheless, the creation of an
efficient and sustainable annotation environment was not trivial. The subsequent inclusion of
the work that had informed AnnotatorJS into the W3C Annotation framework in 2017 was
welcomed by the community, but al so meant that much of the earlier javascript-based
development work had becom e obsolete. As evidenced in the overviews provided by Max
Planck Institute for the History of Science (MPI WG) and Annotsaowaseh&s ow
many of the platforms that had been established during the early 2010s to enable annotation
subsequently ceased active development, while a smaller subset decided to invest and re -
build their platforms to implement the new W3C annotation standard.

25 Pundit will become part of the GOTRIPLE platform, see https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v9a6vDQYf4Q

26 Login is possible via Facebook, Google, and the federated EGI service, which in turn offers identification via ORCID, the
eduGAI N consortium and its participating HEI ©®s | ogins, GitHub,

27 See https://web.archive.org/ web/20200910111747/https://github.com/net7/pundit2  for an archived version of Pundit 2.0.
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Overview of annotation -specific standalone tools

== ONLYOFFICE B & v ~
H11 Jx regular user (can be used in seminar/classroom settings)
Q 4 A B c D E F G H =
— ANNOTATION ) standalone or Collabo'ratrve/ Annotation as Other forms of Annotation Level of expertise
= Short description Multi-user annotation? (beyond
TOOLS cross-platform . comment . export? to use
1 annotation commenting)
browser-based tool for making
annotations on web pages. Can be
. integrated with other tools / standalone, cross-
hypothes.is platforms, functions as an overlay on platform yes yes no yes, in development regular user
existing content (so the annotation
2 source can live anywhere on the web)
a web-based environment for
collaborative semantic annotation. It
Recogi‘to is open source software, and provides standalone yes? yes yes yes regular user
support for working with either text
3 or image documents.
an online collaborative annctation
tool. You can highlight, colour-code,
wirita nntac and accion tase ta
=+ Sheet1 Sheet1_(2) — Zoom 100% +

Figure 1: Overview of opeisourceannotation platforms. Spreadsheedt https://tiny.cc/copim -annotation-overview

While annotation -specific platforms such as Rescogito, CATMA, Annotation Studio and

eMargin are definitely worthy of further expl o

and highlight three emerging platforms that follow an integrat ed approach to collaborative
writing and annotation and that also specifically accommodate boo ks or long-form texts,
focusing on the social aspect of collaborative interaction with the text, and thus aim to
provide a seamless experience across many steps d the publishing workflow.

Scalar

Scalar, the multimedia publishing platform hosted by the All iance for Networking Visual
Culture (ANVC), provides options to annotate video, audio, images, source code, and text. By
establishing relational links between various kinds of content, Scalar introduces an elaborate
taxonomy to facilitate a wide range of p otential connections between annotations and base
content. In practice, this means that one can establish links between existing content types in
a Scalar book , or add new content (a note, a video commentary, etc.) to an existing content
type.? Scalar al® features an API through whichQ as the manual stateg FYou can
your Scalar content with other data sources, build your own visualizations, or create
complet el 'y new i nter f ac &shilk such ayeatwre mighmanat kerraleaahtfor f
every user, it is noteworthy because it offers possibilities for re -using Scalar content outside of
the platform.

#%See Scalard®s User Gui Aheotating dedi f c u&hdld-Rart Bemtonshipefn s F
#%See Scal ar Wsrleng wiG the APef, F
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Manifold

Developed as a successor to the Debates in the Digital Humanities hybrid print/digital book

publishing platform (Kasprzak and Smyre 2017, Manifold leverages the social aspect of
collaborative interaction through its annotation Reading Groups. As the developers note,
ng Groups Far ®anaotate and cdnment on €eatslas B sohott and is

Read

geared toward classroom and peer-r evi e w

u s Blaniola,shel.9 Atifabagca University

Press and University of Minnesota Press are already using bespoke Manifold instances to
foster engagement with their published books, * and pilot projects between the University of
Washington Press and University of Washington Libraries, at City University New York (CUNY),
and at Affordable Learning Georgia, are using the platform to explore th e potential of

extending student engagement with open texts through social collaborative practices,

including annotation. %

Metagaming

Playing, Competing, Spectating, Cheating, Trading, Making, and
Breaking Videogames

@ Stephanie Boluk, @ Patrick LeMieux

ing uncovers alternative histories of play by exploring the strange experiences and unex
effects that emerge in, on, around, and through vi One of the only books to include
original software alongside each chapter, Metagaming transforms videogames from packaged prod

ucts into instrument ipment, tools, and toys for intervening in the sensory and political

economies of everyday life.

pectating
Waking, and Bre

STEPHANIE BOLUK AND PATRICK LEMIEUX

O’ READ ONLINE
» METAGAMES ON ITCH.IO

> STEPHANIE ON TWITTER > PATRICK ON TWITTER » METAGAMES ON GAME JOLT

#metagaming
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Figure 2: Manifold annotation and peer review casesleiagaming (2017) and theViddlemarch 150th Anniversary

Symposiumcollaborative editionproject (2021).

% Examplesc onsi dered here include a Tedntmobsceana(3014phdrd, e dt of oB oPlaurki kaknad®sL e M

Metagaming (2017)here, and t o the Middl emarch 150t h Annbmwv2021share. An Sy mposi u
of the more than 30 presses and publGosrhunitypgage ni ti ati ves

overview
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e .
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PubPub

As outlined in more detail in Mars et al. 2021, PubPub is a collaborative writing platform that
also integrates an annotation layer to facilitate commentary and peer review. In an exemplary
Open Peer Review process via PubPubh Remi Kalir and Antero Garcia made the manuscript of
theirg now published Q Annotation volume, available online via the PubPub platform, and
invited feedback via in-platform annotations and comment s from the wider scholarly

community.

Students IIrst arait 1S IMproved tNrougn exXpert [eeapack, and NOW a report 1s
co-authored thanks to professional processes. The addition of notes while
reading a book, revising a school assignment, or authoring a report

communicates an importag

pe: To add a note is to act with agency.

atin verb ago meaning to act, to do, or
p we're not referring to the type of

e an advertising firm ora

prested in how an individual or a

ing an essay or collaboratively

will author a “responsive
ing written words.”!® Our
only responsive writing
) words are annotated
in this discussion of

e exercise agency in

hen we discuss

Omeone has permanently

that people will annotate, that

pr many purposes -

© 7oy Hicks, Jeremy Dean oox

. Troy Hicks
Keeping with my thread from above, if
students are being told that they must
annotate... | wonder if they are truly
acting with agency, and engaging in
genuine work of annotation. Or, are
they merely fulfilling their assignment?

In short, | am afraid that the practice of
having students use reading strategies
to approach texts, while useful in many
ways, can become a mindless exercise
filled with many, many sticky notes and
few genuine interactions with the text
itself

.. Jeremy Dean

Agree with the above.

| wonder though if just complicating
our understanding of agency and
power in these annotation contexts
might allows the focus on agency to
remain, just complicated

Another complication: the various
platforms in which annotation can
happen are themselves not neutral
Even the margin of a page of text has
certain limitations and expectations..
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In a similar vein, with her preprint version released as open access text on PubPub, Sasha
CostanzaC h o c ©&gn Justice. Community-Led Practices to Build the Worlds We Need
invites readers to share thoughts and comment on her MIT Press monograph that has been

published under the same title in 2021 .

And the Frankenbook project, presented by the Center for Science and t he Imagination at

Ari zona State University, &annotatioh capabiliies toengageip| oy e d
a Fcoll ective reading and coll aborative ann
Wol | stonecraft Shel | é&mfRenstanyor, he Madkrn Pragnétieust e x t o f


https://mitpressonpubpub.mitpress.mit.edu/annotation
https://mitpressonpubpub.mitpress.mit.edu/annotation
https://design-justice.pubpub.org/pub/ap8rgw5e/release/1?readingCollection=9eadecb0
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/11969.001.0001
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HOME ESSAYS MEDIA ABOUT ¥ THEMES TEACHER'S GUIDE ¥
Figure 4: Screenshot ofittps://www.frankenbook.org/

As a caveat, i t r emai ansotation framework ilk in the fiiturePalldwP u b © s
export and re-use of its annotation-specific data so as to more formally comply with the Open
Annotation Guiding Principles %2 and corresponding calls to make peer review data available
independently from its publishing platform. Next to that, for the authors of this re port, the
mandatory sign-up / registration step that is required prior to gaining access to the interaction

options of a given base text in PubPub poses an additional barrier that might deter so me
users from interacting wit h supgorof anaatation antl peeret h e |
review on the technical level of the tool and its affordances, but also on the level of fostering

social interaction and community -building on and with PubPub (e.g., through the
Commonplace publication outlet, led by Knowled ge Futures Group, the community tasked to

provide development of and user support for the platform) * makes for a rather convincing

case of an emerging publishing ecosystem.

CommentPress

Leveraging a WordPress + CommentPress plugin setup that had been pioneered by The

Institute for the Future of the Book (If:book, ( Fitzpatrick 2007b) ) , Jason Mittell ©s
publication Complex TV had been publicly available for close to two years prior to its
publicati on MediszZommdns blatfork Dand the manuscript has subsequently
undergone a t hto-Peagh RE®Rmeokf2007a) process together with

publ i sher NYU Press. Al t hough it has already b
still is an interesting exemplar to consider here because it also conceptually combin es a

variety of open source platforms, drawing on Scalar to provide additional digital material to

support the arguments made in the main publication.

2FThe effort f oceabilisydosanmmtations.rts goal is fo allow the sharing of annotations across client s, servers,
and applications. 1t will not, in any way, prescri beWN30)ser inte

%3 See e.g., the excellent Pathways to PubPubdocument that provides guidance and illustrative examples for MIT Pres s
authors and editors using the platform for their publishing workflows.
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Figure5: Review platformi £ * AOT T - EOOAIT 1 & O ComflékHYpowa@dhi Hekli@ComraoAdPiEsS. A OE T 1
The manuscript has been published2015 with NYUPress

Similar processes have been employed for example by McKenzie Wark for her monograph
GAMER THEORY by Jack Dougherty and Kristen Nawrotzki for their 2011 open review
volume of Writing History in the Digital Age (published in 2013 by University of Michigan
Press), and again by Kathleen Fitzpatrick, who had also used this process to invite feedback
on her book Planned Obsolescence (2011) via MediaCommons, while her more recent book
Generous Thinking (Fitzpatrick 2019) has been made available with a more up-to-date
CommentPress setup hosted at Humanities Commons (see below).

Figure 6: Humanities Commons CommentPresdased review procesEl O + AOET AAT &EOUDPAOOEAESO
Thinking, published with Johns Hopkins University Press in 2019.
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