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What promises does processual, non-linear publishing hold for writing and reading, research and collaboration? What potentialities of collectivity, collaboration, and commons can hybrid publishing processes set free? How would that challenge existing roles and practices? Shifting the focus away from a hegemonic modular and object-centered understanding, towards a more relational model of what I and others have elsewhere conceptualized under the rubrics of two concepts, post-publishing and posthumanities publishing (which I will outline more in depth in this presentation), involves an understanding that research, reading, writing and the published text emerge processually from the intra-actions of a heterogeneous constellation of both human and nonhuman actors, many of which are ignored by existing theories of media. Drawing boundaries (as for example is regularly done by calling something ‘published’ or establishing an ‘author-owner’ of a text) is unavoidable, yet for myself and others, it is a matter of drawing these boundaries differently, in a manner that does not impose on such relational intra-actions a version of capitalism’s old, closed, pre-digital and object-based logic. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]What I want to do here in this presentation is discuss a selection of publishing experiments we at the Centre for Postdigital Cultures have initiated or have been involved in, publishing experiments that have emphasised different forms of relationality – forms that do not revolve primarily around the published text-as-object, or indeed the individual human author-as-subject. As Rebekah asked me to do today, I will conclude my presentation by focusing on the implications of this reconceptualization of what publishing is and can be for doctoral students and for the process of thesis writing.
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At the moment there is insufficient acknowledgement of how a cultural object such as a codex print book arises out of the processual and relational intra-actions of a ‘posthuman’ assemblage of both human and non-human actors and entities. This is why as I will argue, a focus on how incisions and interruptions are enacted within books offers a better way of responding to what I will be presenting here as their complex, fluid nature. This can be achieved, not by ignoring the fact that a book needs to be cut at some point in time in order to be understandable as a book (a ‘book’ cannot be a never-ending, continuously emergent project). Making cuts and drawing is unavoidable from this kind of posthuman perspective. Which is why my focus here is on what other boundaries we might emphasise and take responsibility for, highlighting other forms of relationality that do not (solely) revolve around making such cuts in order to produce the book-as-object or, indeed, the individual human author-as-subject. This recognition of, and openness to, the diversity of relations that are at work in contemporary publishing, presents a potential alternative to the hegemony that exists around of specific forms of such relationality, i.e. those in which the logic of the commodity is imposed on all social relations. 
For myself and others then, this might explain why what we understand as the posthumanities, beyond a critical reflection on the concepts and thinking that structure the humanities, really involve experimenting with how we ‘do’ scholarship and media theory: they concentrate on what a posthumanist praxis or performance of scholarship and theory might actually be. 
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This is why, together with a number of others, I have been exploring ways of being and doing things differently as a media theorist, by researching:

· forms of experimental publishing
· alternative forms of distribution 
· and distributed authorship practices. 

The idea is to affirmatively disrupt the humanities in order to create a space for the invention of radically different—but not dialectically opposed—posthumanities systems for the creation, performance, circulation, and ownership of theory. 
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An affirmative and performative posthumanities then asks: ‘What are the implications of the decentering of the human and of the rise of digital technologies for the humanities, for theory, for how we practice the (digital) humanities, for how we create, perform, disseminate and access it? One of the ways I and others have endeavored to address these questions is by focusing on our own practices as academics, and by affirmatively disrupting aspects of the Humanities and Digital Humanities that are otherwise taken for granted. This has involved us in investigating, both critically and performatively, other forms of authority beyond the rational, liberal, human subject (which is also commonly conceived as white, male, and western), and the associated concepts of the author, the book, originality and copyright we have inherited with it. But it has also required that we consider other forms of non-humanistic agency, too, thus decentering both the humanist data-subject and the author-god. In this respect our feeling is that the emergence of new digital technologies presents us with an opportunity to reexamine and reinvent our ideas of the humanities and the human as well as the digital.  So if we want to perform the book differently, in a way that does indeed take on board the lessons of posthumanist theory—in the sense that we accept that the book is a heterogeneous assemblage of humans, trees, industrial communications technologies, and other inorganic elements—then we need to reconsider all those ideas we have inherited with the book. Especially since our current (heavily print-based) forms and practices of scholarly communication are increasingly problematic in the humanities. I am referring to the manner in which the present arrangements tend to sustain the interest of established stakeholders (publishers, universities etc.), inhibiting both wider access to scholarly information and research, and experimentation with new forms of scholarship (which can be digital and non-digital in forms). 
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Together with my colleague Kaja Marczewska I am currently working on a project on Post-Publishing, based here at the Centre for Postdigital Cultures at Coventry University. 
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We understand Post-Publishing as a space of investigation into processual and iterative forms of publishing. Our starting point here is the emergence of new modes of publishing which can be seen as contributing to the progressive blurring of boundaries between publishing and diverse forms of research and writing – be it critical or creative. In this context, research and writing is increasingly being made public, in print and on screen, as well as in hybrid forms, as part of the various stages of its development. Here publishing, as an activity, becomes less about ‘making public’; instead, emphasis starts to be placed on the diverse and multiple reasons why we publish and at what points (for communication and feedback, for impact or promotion, for career-progression etc.). We are therefore interested in ways in which transformation in modes of publishing today contribute to a raised awareness of the publishing process itself. 
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At the same time, the digital environment and the apparent seamlessness of publication today means that publications as bounded and final objects are becoming less fixed and stable. Part of this new fluidity of the publishing process includes the new role that traditional post-publication elements play in the process of publishing. That is, we are interested in ways in which comments, highlights, discussions, reviews, and comments, among others, become part of the publishing process, i.e. in how and why the process of post-publication becomes that of publishing itself. In this project we are interested in exploring ways in which this new centrality of post-publishing erodes the clear distinction between research and publishing and writing and publishing that we have institutionalized. Here we conceive publication-in-process as publication-as-process. We explore ways in which thinking about publishing as post-publishing highlights how publishing itself, and in particular the platforms on which we publish, should be conceived as an integral part of the research and writing process, as inherently shaping it. In this context the choices that we make for where to publish become ever more important.
Is it possible, then, to envision publishing as part of the research process (instead of merely a re-presentation of research), and research as performative, where it is its collective and collaborative aspects as a networked processual event, one which involves a heterogeneous assemblage of actants, which should be highlighted—instead of, as is more common, its appearance as a single-authored output, object or product? Can publishing here be conceptualised as what Sybille Peters characterises as, “an interactive setting of collective knowledge production”? 

To explain how I and others have performed post-publishing and posthumanities publishing, I will next explore 2 publishing projects I have been involved in.
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Living Books about Life, was a ground-breaking series of open access books about life, designed to provide a bridge between the humanities and sciences, published by Open Humanities Press from 2011 onwards. All the books in this series repackage existing open access science-related research, supplementing this with an original editorial essay to tie the collection together.
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This project was designed to, among other things, challenge the physical and conceptual limitations of the traditional codex by including multimedia material, from videos to podcasts and even whole books in the living books, but also by emphasizing the book’s duration by publishing using an open source wiki platform, so these books are themselves a living, collaborative endeavor, open on a read/write basis to add to, edit, annotate, translate and remix. Wikis, as a tool, technology or platform, offer the potential to question and critically engage issues of authorship, work and stability. They can offer increased accessibility and induce participation from contributors outside our often closed academic circles. 
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What both the Living Books about Life and OHP’s earlier Liquid Books project share is a continued theoretical reflection on issues of fixity, authorship and authority, both by its editors and by its contributors in various spaces connected to the project. These discussions have amongst others taken place on the blog that accompanied the Living Books about Life series, and in Hall and Birchall’s multimodal text and video-based introduction to the Liquid Books series, to give just some examples. It is in these connected spaces that continued discussions are being had about copyright, ownership, authority, the book, editing, openness, fluidity and fixity, the benefits and drawbacks of wikis, quality and peer review, etc. It is on this discursive level, that the aliveness of these living books is further ensured. These books live on in continued discussion on where we should cut them, and when, and who should be making the incisions, taking into consideration the strategic compromises—including for LIVBL by adding a frozen version and a book cover, and clearly identifiable editors—we might have to make due to our current entanglements with certain practices, institutions and pieces of software, all with their own specific power structures and affordances. Within a wiki setting, questions concerning what new kinds of boundaries are being set up are important: who moderates decisions over what is included or excluded (what about spam?) Is it the editors? The software? The press? Our notions of scholarly quality and authority? What is kept and preserved and what new forms of closure and inclusion are being created in this process? How is the book disturbed and at the same time re-cut? It is our continued critical engagement with these kinds of questions in an affirmative manner, both theoretically and practically, that keeps these books open and alive.
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A second project I want to discuss is a special edition we have edited collaboratively with our colleagues from the Disruptive Media Learning Lab: The disrupted Journal of Media Practice. We wanted to experiment with how media practice, in rethinking research as practice, could also be involved in disrupting the way we mediate this research through various formal and informal scholarly forms, including the academic journal. What could a ‘journal of media practice’ be that moves beyond a collection of standard single-authored linear 8000-word journal articles, of practitioners writing mainly text-based articles about their practice or projects, instead of thinking how they could make publishing part of their practice, or part of the performance of their practice. How then is media practice disruptive of and re-performing the way we do scholarly communication? We envisioned the journal itself as an output of creative conception and production, which showcases the various forms practice-based research can (potentially) take, whilst at the same time emphasising that this research can be of equal quality as well as being just as rigorously reviewed as more traditional text-based articles.
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The way we conceptualised this special issue is that it was structured around a series of curated conversations to emphasise the evolving and collaborative nature of the research. The articles around which these conversations have centered, which included contributions by PhD students, openly evolved from ‘drafts’ to ‘final versions’ and beyond on a custom-designed platform, as well as on participants’ own websites and servers or on external multimedia platforms. Our platform was built based on the authors’ requirements, enabling a range of options for multimodal and processual content. The submissions around which our conversations were centered are multimodal, text-based and/or hybrid; both processual and collaborative.
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We had a podcast about podcasting, 
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a Scalar publication about practice-based research methods, 
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and an article written in the margins of the project it described. 
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The conversations were enabled and structured with the help of the hypothes.is annotation plugin, which allowed comments directly in the margins of the projects themselves. Using custom-designed tags (for example #disruptedjournal) we were able to set up a live-feed of the comments as they developed around the content both on and off platform, providing a timeline of the combined conversations on the platform around a certain topic. This process lasted a few months, after which we arranged a formal open peer review process, again via hypothes.is, for those submissions of which their authors felt they were ready to be published. Some of the contributors on the platform opted out of this part of the process, for example because they felt their content needed further development. In practice many reviewers and reviewees also had various offline conversations via email or other forms of communication. One of the reviews, for the contribution submitted by the Cinematologists, which was in the form of a podcast, was similarly recorded as a podcast review and was subsequently mixed into the Cinematologists’ final submission for this special issue. 
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Next to the version of this special issue that is available on the platform, the journal editors and T&F insisted we also create a fixed version of record, both in print and in a hyperlinked PDF, available on the T&F website. Where the ‘platform’ version of this special issue had relatively few boundaries concerning length, form and development of the submissions, the ‘print’ version forced us to rethink what a disrupted Journal of Media Practice might be, given the constraints of the print medium as well as the publisher’s guidelines. We custom-designed the print edition, together with a designer and our authors, creatively responding to the specific affordances of their projects, where the authors were asked to think about how they would like to see their contributions translated in a print environment. This did lead to some interesting decisions (for example, in the print and PDF version, the podcast submission was represented by a QR code which linked back to the online version 
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and for the publication which was written in the margins in a nested way, the designer reproduced this layered aspect using markers and difference in font sizes. 
Although the print or T&F PDF is the ‘version of record’, this special issue encompasses all these online and offline versions. With this focus on the processual nature of the research we wanted to challenge the focus on the publication as a fixed and finalized object and commodity, which, especially in the context of practice-based research, does not reflect the research process. Through this experiment in editing, curating, designing and perhaps most importantly, community-building, we wanted to create an environment which both supported and stimulated the various forms in which media practice can be published, whilst collaboratively developing both the platform, the content and projects.

What these various projects highlight for us is different ways in which we can package a book as part of its development, for different underlying reasons: to publish and claim, to build a community, to disseminate, to educate, to remix, to subvert and critique, to challenge established concepts of what a book is, what authorship can be and to reassess the traditional affordances of both print and digital media, to name just a few examples. For us, what is urgent about publishing is to stand still and reflect on these questions of what we value in publishing, what we want to achieve with publishing, and what publishing does for and to us, how it shapes us. If we do not do this and continue with our reification of author-gods, brands, print-based valuation systems, a fixation on stable and clearly identifiable book objects, and the outsourcing and othering of publishing as different and distinct from research or creation, which has created behemoths in the form of publisher monopolies -- if we continue to do this the criticality of publishing, which lies in its open ended nature with the potential to subvert these legacy forms, runs the risk of being increasingly closed down and minimised. 
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Living Books about Life (Open Humanities Press)
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Print design versioning
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Implications for Doctoral Education



• Focus remains on research and not on 
publishing/communication
• Individual PhD-student as author instead of emphasizing the 



collective nature of scholarship
• Thesis as object instead as a processual entity (lack of focus on 



process as in practice-based research)
• Disconnect between the thesis as a publication form and more



formal academic publication forms (the article/the monograph)
• PhDs are seen as “students” instead as researchers/colleagues 



in their own right
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• forms of experimental publishing: hybrid, enhanced, remixed 
and multimodal, iterative, and living, webtexts and post-digital 
works 
• alternative forms of distribution: piracy, P2P file-sharing, radical 



open access, wikis, distributed networks, postdigital print 
• and distributed authorship practices: collaborative, anonymous, 



including personas, aliases, pseudonyms, as well as machinic, 
automatic, generative, and algorithmic authorship











