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| agree with many of Blaise Cronin'sassertions in "Scholarly Communication
and Epistemic Cultures," aboutthe humanities as an epistemic culture--for example, itis
truetha in the humanities "the scholarly monogiephisrevered and ... collective
cognition ... [ig] virtudly unknown" (8). It'struethat "sole authorship is still
overwhdmingly thenorm.” Butit'saso true, as Cronin saysin the second paragraph of
this essay, that "a great dedl of ... scholarly communication ... isinformal in nature'--and
tha informal communicationis quite a bit less solitary and monologic than themore
formal, formally published, scholarly communication in the humanities.

Over thelast ten years, I've spent agooddedl of time writing and thinking about
the epistemic culture(s) of thehumanities, and especially abouttheimpact of information
technology onthem. Inwha follows, ingired by Blaise's own example (pp. 4-5), I'm
going to do something I've never donebefore: I'm going to go back and look at some of
wha I've said over the past decade, and seeif | madeany sense. A dangeousgame, butl
have theluxury of selective quottion. Indoingthis, I'll befocusng onthree different
aspects of today's subject. Firgt, I'll talk some aboutinformal scholarly communicationin
thehumanities. Next, I'll talk aboutwaysin which information technology can influence
the content of scholarly communication withoutnecessarily changing its outward forms.
Andlast, I'll talk aboutan emerging genre of scholarly communication in the humanities,
onetha is native to the Web, and raises some interesting chadlenges for the disciplines.
Mog of my time will be spent onthefirst of these three topics, because if we're honest
aboutit, tha'swhere mog of theactionis, at present, in the humanities. The other two
forms of activity do exist, but agan, if we're honest, at present they are mogly indicators
of future developments, rather than trendsthe existence of which we could already
demondrate at any scale. Infact, | think that's my major disagreement with myself, as|
look back at what I've said in the past: | have often spoken as thoughthefuture, which |
saw quite clearly, was already present. Thisexplainswhy, over the past ten years, some

people have thoughtl mightbe hdludnaing.



Informal communication and sodal capital
Robeat Putnam'sinfluential book,Bowling Alone The Collapse and Revival of

American Community (Simon & Schugder, 2000)is worth injectinginto my title and into

this discussion because it offers a conoept to bdance the sort of solitary intellectud

capital that's represented by a scholarly monogiaph, namely sodal capital. In hisopening
chapter, Putnam writes, "sodal capital refersto connectionsamongindividuds -- sodal
networks and the norms of reciprodty and trusgworthiness tha arise fromthem.” The
premise of Putnam's bookis that, in American culture in general, sodal capital is
declining. My argument hereistha, in the humanities, the effect of theinternet has been
to increase sodal capital dramatically, something that is overlooked in amog all of our
discussions of "thecrisisin scholarly pulishing.”

Infact, | findthe comparison of formal/solitary communication to informal/sodal
communication much more useful than the oppostion we usudly draw in these
discussions, between print and electronic communication. On that subject, in 1994 at the
annud convention of theMLA, | said this:

Already, scholarly exchangetakes place at al levels of the network, fromthe

trivial and ephameral to thehighly filtered and presumably durable. In real-time

cha sessions, person-to-person email, networked discussion groups newsletters,
peer-reviewed joumds, multimedia daabases, and any number of other forms, the
network has, for scholars, begunto organize itself into a sort of pyramid: there'sa
great deal of mogly unfiltered stuff at the base, a smaller anountof more
speciaized butstill fairly conversationd discussion groupsin the middle, and an
even smaller amountof tightly condructed, highly filtered material at thetop.

And rather than having to choos oneor the other of these levels, mod of us

paticipaein all of them at onepoint or another. Indeed, for many of us annud

conferences are becoming the supplement to our dissmbodied convesations
during therest of the year--the time when we meet each other, sometimes for the
first time--and usudly feel alittle strangeaboutrecondling the physcal presence
with the networked one | venture tha [many] scholarly projects [have] had [their]

genesis and much of [ther] incubaionin theusudly informal, collaborative



amosphee of theinternet. Asfor presence, any paticipant in aneworked
discussion groupwill testify tha persondity and persond presence are, if
anything, amplified in tha medium.
| still bdieve that this pyramid metaphorworks pretty well, and while in 1994the"mog"
in "mog of uspaticipae" was probably wildly opimigtic, | don'tthink it isan
overestimate any more.
Fast-forward aboutten years. In Januay of thisyear, at the AHA, | gave apgpe
in honorof the10th anniversary of H-Net, in which | returned to this subject. | said:
Email discussion groups like those at theheart of H-Net, have played an
important part in academic life over thelast decade--as Richard Jensen saysin
"Internet’s Republic of Letters,” "[alnnud conferences and conventions|create a
community of scholars] acouple days ayear, rather like Brigadoon. H-Net
communities live every day." And athoughwe don't countparticipaionin these
groupsfor any kind of professiond credit, the contribution to scholarship, andto
academic community, tha's made by throughthese email-based communitiesis
very real. Jensen's1997essay goes onto say that
[tihe hundedsof pages of evaluaion reparts H-Net received from
subscribersindicate [that] . . . . H-Net has sharply increased the quantity,
qudity and diversity of communicationsamong historians, especially
those who otherwise would beremote from the centers of scholarly
activity. While professors at the mgjor graduae universities are already
well-connected, the H-Net lists provide ascholarly lifelineto indgpendent
scholars, librariansand archivists, public historians graduae students, and
teachers at smaller or less well-funded colleges, community colleges and
universities, offeringintellectud stimulation and achance to maintain a
dialoguewith leading scholarsin thar fields of interest.
--from "Internet's Republic of Letters. H-Net for Scholars,” by Richard
Jensen (http://members.aol.comdann0livhais.html)
Today, | would say tha Jensen and | agree tha theannud, phydca conferenceisbeng
supeceded by other, electronic conferencesthat go onall year long | lovehis

"Brigadoon"imagefor thephyscal conference, because it captures the unndural



periodicity (andthe strangewistfulness) of these events so well. But moreimportantis
his observation tha the sodal capital beng developed in networked discussion groupsis
paticularly important to those "at smaller or lesswell-funded colleges, community
colleges and universities.” Thisisvery true andit isaconaete example of wha people
gesture at when they talk aboutthedemocratizing influence of the nework.

In the humanities, in fact, soda capital is probably more important than in some
other areas. What matters, in thehumeanities, is brilliance, usudly measured in citation--
tha is, reputation--not (frankly) efficacy, or proof, or any other outcome. These nework
discussion groups-which are really communities of interest--make it possible for people
to break out of thar undefunded, undecapitalized, unde-recognized inditutiond
contexts, and become recognized for thar own contributionsto the community. This
provides a kind of access and even mobility that formal publication would not, precisely
because of the weakness of the peer review system in the humanitiesN and that's nota
situaiontha will beimproved if peer review is replaced by career review, thehado
effect, or other alternatives mentionad by Blaise in his opening talk today.

A somewha paradoxical development tha follows from the success of these
informal communities isthe need for formal frameworks. Inthe AHA paper, | drew a
contrast, in thisregard, between H-Net, aframework that facilitates alarge number of
informal communities of interest, and stand-alonediscussion groups

Oneof the great strengths of H-Net isthat it congsts of many such
communities, not one and when oneof its congituent communities dies out, there
isaframework that makesit easy for another to spring up to replaceit.

Behind that oneword, "framework," are some carefully crafted doauments

-- thebylaws and congitution of H-Net -- which are thereal key to H-Net's

longerity and success, in my view, as well as beng the objective evidence tha a

virtud community has actudly come into being here. It may strike some of you as

depressing to think that bylaws are evidence of community, but they are--if you
look at the H-Net bylaws, you can ailmog hear the echoes of the community crises
tha broughtthem into beng. For example, consde Section 2.02, Dispute

resolution procedure:



"Academic debae and discourse inevitably, and usudly congructively,
invite controversy. Theeditors of H-Net's networks nomally apply
common, if evolving, professiond standadsin judging thevalue of
content for publication. All network welcome messages will indicate any
departure from or specia application of these standardsto the nework's
mission. Those standadsentail the bdancng of intellectud freedomwith
theneed for civility and restraint. Messages tha in the judgment of the
editors harass, defame, dande, or libd others, that abuse intellectud
propety rights, are subject to rejection or revisionto removetheoffending
passages.”
Here, today, If we look at these informal communitiesindividudly and synchronically,
they might seem unimpartant--a passing fad, producing nothing of lasting value notto be
taken serioudy. At modg, when they riseto thelevel of articulating bylaws, they might
seem self-aggrandizing. But consder the persistence that bylaws imply, and then
congder the diachronic perspective--consder theimpact of such communities over time,
as multipliers and markets of sodal capital. It'sanew thingtha scholarsin adiscipline
can (and do) communicate, in groups onadally basis, over great distances, year in and
year out. Thisintendfication of informal communicationis boundto have an impact on
the culture of the humanities, epistemic or otherwise.
But don't take my word for it. In alecture to beddivered next week in London
(which I received in draft form by email, theday before yesterday), Stan Katz, past
president of the ACLS, writes:

We use eemail daly in order to communicate with our students, mentors
and other scholars. We become colleagues, and sometimes mentors, for graduae
students and scholars whom we have never previoudy met, in parts of the world
we have never visited. We e-mail drafts of papers to colleagues for review, and
read thdrs. We also use Orack ChangesO and comparable technologies to
distribute the editing of our writings and thus use electronic communication to
facilitate collaboration in ways that used to belargely unknown to humanists.

Thekey word in what Stan is saying here, from my point of view, is collaboration. It's

something we have donebefore, butit isnowraised to anew scale, and thusto anew



level of significance, by something as simple but ubiquitousas email. On tha point, |
think | disagree with Blaise's estimate of thelow importance of collaborationin the
humanities, thoughl'd agree tha so far it is mogly happening beneath theradar onwhich
authorship blips
Back in 1996,1 wrote a pgper interrogaing Mark Taylor's claim tha "The Only
Resporsible Intellectud is OneWhois Wired," and in tha pgper, | discussed the shift
toward collaboration:
| think that the character of academic work in the humanitiesis aready in
the process of shifting from a coopeative to a collaborative modd: in the
coopeative modd, theindividud producaes scholarship that refersto and draws on
thework of other individuds; in the collaborative modd, oneworksin
conjundionwith others, jointly produdng scholarship tha cannotbeattributed to
asingle author. Thiswill happen, and is aready hgppening, because of computers
and computer networks. Many of usalready coopeate, on networked discussion
groupsandin private email, in theresearch of othe's: we answer questions
providereferences for citations engagein discusson. From here, it'sasmall step
to collaboration, usng those same channds as a way to overcome geographical
dispersion, thedifference in time zones, and the limitationsof our own
knowledge
Thereis anothe reason, more compdling than the ease of communication,
for predicting that computers will make uswork collaboratively. Computers make
it possible to po% questions to frame research problems, tha would otherwise be
impossible to imagine The computer provides uswith the ability to keep track of
enomousamounts of information, to sort and select tha information rapidly and
in many different ways, and to uncver in reams of mute data the aesthetically
and intellectudly apprehengble paternson which undestanding depends But in
order to take advantage of these capabilities, we first have to gather and structure
thedaa: thisrequires collaboration of two sorts. First, because of the sheer size of
theundetaking, it requires collaboration with colleaguesin onésdiscipline it
takes many handsto assemble the enormousquantities of raw daa on which this

kind of research depends Second, it requires collaboration with professionds of



another sort, namely computer professionds. It may bethe case, at some pointin
the utopian future, tha computers will undestand people; for now, we need to do
thiswork in conjundion with people who undestand computers, and who can
hdp usto make them do wha we want them to. This is more truethe more we
depat fromthekind of opeationsondaatha are currentin theworld of
busness, science, and entertainment. Spreadsheets, daabase programs, and
multimedia authoring systems are tools adapted to theandytical and
communicative practices of those worlds, and to the extent tha our needsfail to
fit those modds, these tools will beuseless. The computer, however, is at bottom
ageneral pumpos modding machine and with theright collaborators, we can use
it to modd andytical and expressive practices not yet imagined by Lotus
Microsoft, or Disney.

Collaboration may well make usunacmfortable, sinceit implies
dependence on others and the consequent loss of autonony. In exchange thoudh,
we get avastly expanded territory of intellectud inquiry: ingead of concentrating
on major events, historians can examine and compare thelives of individuds;
ingead of establishing a single text, editors can present the whole layered history
of compogtion and disseminaion; ingdead of opening for thereader a single pah
throughathicket of text, the critic can provide her with a map and a machete.
Thisis not an abdication of theresponsbility to educate or illuminae: onthe
contrary, it engages thereader, theuser, as athird kind of collaborator, a
collaborator in the condruction of meaning. Thisthird kind of collaborationiis, |
want to emphasize, a game with anet: thereade's participaionis boundel by the
perspective of theresearchers and the availability of information; theresult can be
an undestanding of the practice of thediscipling onthe pat of thereader, tha is
expeientia rather than received; it can also be aconduson unforseen by the
researchers yet suppoted by thedaa. I'd go even further and arguetha it isour
responsbility, not only to providethe oppotunity for this kind of collaborationin
our research, butto teach our students to work collaboratively with oneanother in
our classes: thiswill betheway they work when they leave the university, even if

they enter our profession.



. Digitally-based Print Scholarship

In this 1996essay, | was arguing tha work based on large datasets will lead to our
being able to ask and answer new kindsof questions Tha argument doesn't necessarily
imply tha the scholarship itself will take a new form, thoughat thetime 1 think |
assumed that it mud. Fiveor six yearslater, | was beginning to see tha we might
actudly putthis new winein theold bottles, at |east sometimes, and that there might be
such athing as digitally-based print scholarship. Speakingin 202 to my colleaguesin
the English department at the University of Virginia, some of whomhad embraced digital
scholarship but mog of whomhad not, | asked:

Wha new oppotunities for traditiond scholarship have been created by
the conve'sion of primary resources to digital form, or by thecreation of new,
bom-digital resources, or by theavailability of tools designed to be used with
these digital materials? Do digital resources make possible new answersto old
research questions? Do they make possible entirely new kindsof research
guestions? Do they open theway for new paradigms of humanities research? And
can they do al these thingsin print?

..... Our habits of research in thehumanities, and particularly in literary
study, can be affected--sometimes renovaed, sometimes mooted--by several
kindsof novdty:

* New materials for research

* New perspectives on familiar materials

* New methodsor tools
Digital primary resources are already quite interesting in thefirst way--the
digitization of cultural heritage materials in the US and el sewhere has made much
more available many rare materias, and many underutilized materials as well--for
example, rare historical maps or diaries of daly lifein earlier times(e.g.,
"Cdiforniaas| saw it"). There are many in this department who have embarked
ondigital research projectsin thepast ten years and have faced the problem of
having to create thar own digital primary resourcesfirst, in order to do enable

scholarship, butthat situaionisreally changing now--not everything (by a very



long shot) is available in digital form, but there are now some subdantial
collectionsof primary materials tha were, in thar pre-digital form, difficult to
find, difficult to get to, or difficult to use. These collectionsoffer valuable new
materials for research--usudly not because thos materials were never available
before, butrather because the expense and impracticality of conaulting them made
it extremely unlikely tha research would be doneon them. In this category--new
materials for research--1 would put The Making of America ("adigita library of
primary sources in American sodal history from the antebdlum period through
recongruction. The collection currently contains approximately 8,500booksand
50,000joumd articles with 19th century imprints*') and theLibrary of Congress's
American Memory project ("a gaeway to rich primary source materials relating
to the history and culture of the United States. Thesite offers more than 7 million
digital items from more than 100historical collections'). All of this opensnew
possibilities for archival research projects, especialy for graduae students, who
may lack travel budgés.

New perspectives onfamiliar materials are also available, as aresult of the
creation of digital primary resources. As an example here, | would offer The
William Blake Archive, which presents full-color images, newly transcribed texts,
and editorial descriptionand commentary, onall of Blake'silluminated books
with nortilluminated materials (manuscript materials, individud plates and
pantings commercial engravings etc.) now coming online The Blake Archive
makes it practical to teach Blake as avisud artist, by thesmple fact of the
econonics of image reprodudion on theweb, and thisis afundanental change
fromtheway | was taughtBlake, throughErdman's text-only synthetic edition
(which isalso, by theway, available onthesite). The Blake Archive also offers
some goodexamples of new tools that could provdke new scholarship in print--
for example, theimage search and plate comparison features.

Findly, some new possibilities for print scholarship are presented by born-
digital information and thetools oneuses with that informationN for example,

geographic information systems. See thejud-puldished Past Time, Past Place:

GISfor History, which indudes contributonsfrom some of our colleaguesin




neighboing departments, history and religiousstudies, and which concernsthe
new modes of andysis, new arguments, and new condusonsavailable as a result
of computer techniques tha map all kindsof sodal information onto geographic
gpace. Surely, these same tools and techniques can be applied in literary-
historical research (andin fact, Michael Levenson has taken some stepsin tha
directionin his Victorian Londonproject), in literary criticism (I hear rumors tha
Steve Railton has a new project involving Faulkner@ geography), in bibliography
andin cultural studies. Other tools and techniques are also availableN e ectronic
scholarly editions(like Dug Duggan@ Piers Plowman or Jerome McGann®
Rossetti Archive) enable new kindsof literary criticism; text-andysis tools,
thoughstill clumsy and offputting for thelayman, are turning a corner with the
advent of XML, and we can expect interesting thingshere in thenext few years,
and spatial modding of textud features (as, for example, in Deborah Parker(3
interactive 3D modd of Dante(3 Inferno) suggests al sorts of possibilities for the
discovery of paternsof amog any sort in literary texts. All of these resources
and methodscan and should be patt of thefuture of literary studyN even if, in that
future, we choo to publish theresults of our studiesin print.
A year later, in 2003,1 think there's still much to be doneto bring these new oppatunities
for research to the attention of scholars in the humanities, and | think we will haveto
work harder ontha, if only because we will be asked to judify theinvestment we've
madein digital libraries, over thelast ten or fifteen years, and thefind judification
cannotbethat it makesit possible for scholarsto visit thelibrary withoutgetting dressed.
Infact, | think there is probably agooddeal of invisible use of electronic resourcesin the
production of print scholarship aready. | have only anecdotal evidence, butthat
evidence suggests tha people use digita resourcesto find thingswhich they then citein
their print formN so, for example, people might use the Blake Archive to find and
examineaparticular plate in a paticular work, and then cite the Blake Trug volume
containing that work. Citationisonly pat of theissue though:if thereis such athingas
digitally-based print scholarship, it has to go beyondcitation to become interesting. The
Gl S-for-history book mentioned in the 2002essay (Past Time, Past Place: GIS for
Higtory) isabeter example, because it bringsa new methodobgy into the picture, and
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althoughthe scholarship tha uses this methodobgy takes thefind form of print, the
methoditself is natively digital, and the (print) results are digitally derived.

1. New Genres

So far, we've been talking only aboutchanges to the epistemic culture tha are, in
some sene, behindthe scenes. Thisis notthe sort of thing we were led to expect, by the
rhetoric of revolution that accompanied the advent of g oumds (lo these many years ago)
and (more recently) thewhdping of theweb. | dobdieve tha there are new forms of
scholarship emerging as aresult of information technology, and | do bdieve tha these
raise all thethorny issues tha people have predicted, for the epistemic culture of the
humanities. In 2000, at the NINCH building-blocks meeting, | applied alabd to what
seems to me amajor new genre, callingit the"Thematic Research Collection.” Thisisa
term others have used before me (Danidl Pitti may betheoriginator of theterm; Susan
Schreibman has also used it, and her use could probably betraced to Daniel; Carole
Palmer, at UIUC, has also come up with, indgpendently, | bdieve). In my account,
thematic research collectionshave thefollowing characteristics. They are:

1. Extendve butthematicaly coheent
Structured but open-ended
Designeal to suppot research

Interdisciplinary

o~ 0N

Collectionsof digital primary resources (and they
are themselves second-generation digital resources).
That definition, then, begsanother two namely theddinitionsof "digital primary
resources’ and "Second-Generation Digital Resources.” These are not so much genres of
scholarship as classes of resources. | took astab, in 2001,at defining these classes, in a
talk given at the Digital Resources in the Humanities, given at Shefield University,
where | said tha second-generation digital resources are
vrigindly digital scholarly (or other) creationsthat call digital primary resources
(produced and maintained by others) into play.O That isto say, they are:
1) Borndigita rather than digitized;
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2) Complex, potentially multi-author, potentialy very large collectionsof
multimedia, induding structured data, possibly in SGML/XML or databasesN not
jug primary records butalso commentary, annofation, editorial appaatus and
other GecondayOmaterias;

3) Produced onthebasisof, in respon to, and/or usng digital primary

resources.

[And digital primary resources, in turn,] are Geither digital surrogaes for
physcal artifacts or born-digital @vidence(for a seconday resource.OObvioudy,
then, once second-generation digital resources exist, they may find themselves
playing therole of digital primary resources in someoneelse® scholarship.

A coupleyears later, | till findthese distinctionsuseful. First there are digital
primary resources, which are digital surrogaes or bom-digital evidence; next, built onthe
basis of these, there are second-generation digital resources, which would bethingslike
electronic scholarly editionsor, perhaps thematic research collections These doexistN |
know, because I've he ped to produce quite afew of themN but| would be overstating
the case by quite abit if | claimed tha this new genre was sweeping the naionlike
some new dance craze.

So, we have akind of pyramid, onae againN but actudly, thinking aboutthe
volume of material at each level of tha, | would say tha the narow bit at thetopisthe
second-generation digital resources, and nottheformal print publicationtha mightbe
(and probably increasingly is) based on some use of digital resources. That'sthemidde
layer, it seemsto me, at least in terms of volume. Why? Why isn't the peer-reviewed,
formally published, expensvely printed part thesmallest portion? Because thedange to
onés own professiond fortunes increases as you go from digitally-based print scholarship
to bom-digital scholarship. It's dangerousbecause we don‘'tknow how to formally
evauae it, and often we simply don'ttake it seriousdly. Andit's notonly more dangaous
for all thereasonswe've heard aboutin othe talks today, it's also more expensve and
more difficultN and for those reasons it's still amost unherd of for a publisher to get
involved in publishing bom-digital scholarship inthe humanities. Andlest weinthe
library world pa ourselves on the back too much here, its also ailmos unheard of, for the

very same reasons for libraries to suppot second-generation digital scholarship evenin
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terms of so smple a matter as stable URNSs for electronic resources, much less for
libraries to collect and archive digital materials produced outsidether walls.

No peer review, no puldishers, no archivesN the situation lookspretty grim for
dances with wolves, the collaborative digital humanist. But don'tforget that sodal
capital hes been accumulating, throughhis persistent dally communication with other
suppodly lonewolves, and don'tundeestimate the cultural transormation tha
represents. Dances with wolves doesn't like to bowl aloneany more, and | don'tthink
hes going back. Whether or notthis culture produces the new epistemic behaviors, or
new approvd mechanisms, isanother question. As Dr. Corn said thismorning, | think
we'll beliving with multiple systems of scholarly communication for some time. If
theesareasonto bdieve tha anew epistemic culture will emerge, it isthevery onethat
Dr. Corn cited in connestion with the hurman genome projectN the necessity of
organizing our scholarship differently because of we have decided to focuson certain
kindsof questionsthat can only be addressed usng computers. Andsince | haven't
hdludnaed recently, I'll close by doing so now: | think we're jus arourd the corner from
a set of toolstha, used in conjundion with our existing digital libraries, will make it
possible, and more importantly, compdling and desirable, to ask questionsin the
humanities that can only beanswered with the computerN and I'll go even further, can
only beansvered by working collaboratively. When tha hgppens we'll sort outthe peer

review, the puldishing, andthearchiving.
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