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ABSTRACT

Today, a clear Euro-American hegemony can be seen in anthropological

knowledge over what is published and read globally. Online databases such as

the Web of Science and Google Scholar, where most published books and

articles and works cited come from the Euro-American core, illustrate this

fact. The issue is not simply a lack of funding in the developing world;

instead, the question is raised whether the forces behind the dissemination of

anthropological knowledge are reverting to ethnocentric sentiments reminis-

cent of the discipline’s initial foundations. With technology such as the Inter-

net easing communication between the developed and developing worlds,

why has this hegemony persisted? How can technology be used to overcome

this double standard within the discipline? The World Council for Anthro-

pological Associations (WCAA) has recently engaged in a project to create a

world list of publications, providing an equal platform for accessing research

from lesser-known journals from the developing world. How effective has

this model been? Is there a question of credibility with regard to lesser-known

journals, whether or not they are refereed, if they offer free access to content?

Open access to information and a rethinking of traditional publishing models

is needed to encourage the inclusion of new scholars and those from the

developing world. Indeed, the only way to experience cultural relativity in the

world of publishing and the academic workplace, we argue, is to encourage

conversation between anthropologists from both the developing and

developed worlds.
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FIRST-WORLD HEGEMONY

Even with accusations of information overload and a seemingly endless supply of

academic information available at the fingertips of anyone sitting in front of a

computer keyboard, there are surprising and troublesome elements to scholarly

research, amongst anthropology and various other disciplines, that preclude the

very principles of inclusion upon which modern anthropological studies are based.

Because of the first-world dominance seen in academic publishing and the

self-imposed subjectivities of quality seen in current publication models, many

potential and junior scholars, especially outside the Anglosphere of influence, are

barred from the global discourse. In turn, such exclusionary factors make it

difficult for new scholars and those from the developing world to obtain full-time,

much less tenured, positions in an increasingly competitive market dominated by a

“publish or perish” mentality and increasing financial constrictions. As entering

scholars hoping to join an academic discussion and gain keys to the proverbial

castle, we maintain that an evolution of thought, modeling, and access is needed to

preserve the continuing progression of academic knowledge and fight against the

entropic tendencies of blindly holding steadfast to traditional schemes created and

maintained mainly by first-world thought.

A clear Euro-American dominance can be seen in anthropological knowledge

today over what is published and read globally. Online databases such as the Web

of Science and Google Scholar show this very clearly, the majority of published

books and articles published, along with the works cited within them, come from

the Euro-American core.

Many scholars suggest that the reasons for this are related simply to a lack of

funding available in developing countries, and, indeed, in part this is true, as many

libraries and university departments—particularly those in the social sciences and

arts—lack sufficient funds and are thus unable to partake in real-time dialogue on

contemporary issues. An editor of a journal recently suggested that authors from

many of the developing regions are still writing about what anthropologists had

thought to be important decades back because of the world of literary knowledge

they live in. However, the issues are somewhat deeper and relate more generally to

the structure of the publishing community, or more broadly, to issues involving a

lack of concern for or flexibility with regard to printing works written with dif-

ferent cultural considerations in mind. With these structural—perhaps even better

described as ethnocentric—barriers in place, how can we truly reach a global

anthropology? Is the anthropological discipline perhaps fated to continue its

double standard by promoting cultural relativism in its writings on the one hand,

while rejecting the cultural dissemination of knowledge on the other?

There are, of course, no definitive answers here. One solution is perhaps to

make use of technological opportunities provided by the Internet, particularly

open access, in order to break through these barriers in communication. Along

with this, we must take a look into the foundations of academic structures in order
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to better facilitate a global anthropology through the workings of publishing

schemes, the notion of what constitutes quality, and academic philanthropy.

A GLOBAL ANTHROPOLOGY THROUGH COMMUNICATION

One of the core issues in overcoming first-world hegemony is a lack of

communication between the developed and developing worlds, which keeps us

from truly achieving a global anthropology. The World Council of Anthropolog-

ical Associations (2012) has been working on a project to create a database of

anthropological journals from all corners of the world. The project has received a

considerable amount of attention and is the first of its kind, particularly as it is one

that is hosted by a prominent organization in the discipline. There are, of course,

other, similar projects such as the Latin American Scientific Electronic Library

Online, or Scielo, which is a searchable journal database with access to full-text

articles from the South American continent; other regional and topic-oriented

databases, too, can be found on the Internet. No attempt, however, has been made

to encourage global dialogue by placing the journals on a level playing field,

regardless of the topic or region they cater to, in order to provide a chance for equal

readership. The WCAA list is, of course, far from complete, with new additions

being made to the number of journals every two to four weeks.

There have also been criticisms of the list, saying that it, like other databases, is

still to a large extent oriented toward hosting information about journals from the

Euro-American core. This, however, is simply a result of the fact that information

about journals from the developed world is more readily available on the Internet,

particularly as many of these journals are published in English and are thus more

accessible linguistically. Because those who contributed to the initial list have a

lack of language ability beyond English and a few other languages, many journals,

particularly those written in African and Eastern European languages, have been

left out—yet perhaps these are the journals that need the most help acquiring a

readership. Granted, the lack of funding impedes many journals from having an

online presence. For example, it was difficult to find Indian academic journals

when creating the WCAA list, save for some major national journals.

OPEN COMMUNICATION THROUGH OPEN ACCESS

Another issue with the list has had to do with the availability of journal contents

and access to them. In order to encourage global dialogue and reach an equal

readership of journals, and especially to bring anthropologists from the developing

world up to date with current trends in publication and knowledge, developed-

world journals have to start offering open access to their journal contents. This, of

course, is against the will of a majority of publishers, whose main concern is to

preserve copyrights and provide exclusive access to libraries at costly rates.

Support from an increasing quorum in the anthropological community to provide

SANDS OF CHANGE / 441



open access has begun to lead certain journals to offer subsidized costs to the

developing world, but most publishers have chosen not to comply. In January, for

example, the American Anthropological Association’s Bill Davis submitted to

the American Office of Science and Policy a letter about public access to the

association’s scholarly publications, downplaying the problem (quoted in

Anderson, 2012):

We write today to make the case that while we share the mutual objective of

enhancing the public understanding of scientific enterprise and support the

wide dissemination of materials that can reach those in public who would ben-

efit from such knowledge . . . , broad public access to information currently

exists, and no federal government intervention is currently necessary. . . . We

know of no research that demonstrates a problem with the existing system for

making the content of scholarly journals available to those who might benefit

from it.

With limited funds and a lack of open access to academic dialogue because of the

problems described above, the developing world is placed in a vicious cycle, being

unable to publish in Euro-American publications because of its inability to

compete with the rapidly developing discourses in anthropological studies. Due to

the current state of publication and access, the first-world hegemony continues its

reign, a status quo that the current key bearers choose to defend.

Because of the ethnocentric and financial barriers to publication through tradi-

tional methods, the global community should look instead to a greater use of the

open access world created through the Internet. In today’s global environment,

Internet access is becoming more universal. Granted, obviously not all areas of the

globe, and perhaps especially some third-world areas under discussion here, have

a readily available or affordable Internet service, but this argument becomes more

and more moot as even the most traditional academic publications are moving to

the choice of digital editions over their print counterparts. Indeed, a majority of the

third-world journals that are part of the WCAA list have print editions but also

have open access to their articles and translations. If an argument’s main point is to

allow a global discourse to occur, the electronic forum is by default the area in

which to have this discussion, in that most academic information, proprietary or

open access, resides online. Studies suggest that growth rates for Internet

availability are at their peak through 2015, with global penetration at 89% of the

world’s population by 2030–2035 (Miranda & Lima, 2012). To further bolster the

argument for open access publication, Antelman (2004: 379) argues that “across a

variety of disciplines, open-access articles have a greater research impact than

articles that are not freely available.” She goes on to assert that even Google, by far

the world’s largest search engine with nearly 200 national or territorial specific

domains, works in favor of a user seeking open access material over restricted

copies: “If an open copy of the article is available, and the article itself has been

indexed by Google, that copy will appear ahead of the restricted copies in the
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search results display” (Antelman, 2004: 379). Of course, it should be noted that

Google’s search results structure is still skewed toward first-world journals as

these journals are searched with more frequency. A more numerous search and

click count results in a higher position on Google’s search list in that such sites are

given priority as to relevancy. Nonetheless, this does not detract from the assertion

that open access articles will lead to a larger readership; in fact, this structure

would suggest that first-world journals allowing open access would be rewarded

with an even greater research impact due to the spike in relevancy and readers that

they gain.

In comparison, the user-friendliness of the WCAA’s project is a concern. While

it is undoubtedly a commendable project, there is a lack of structure and freedom

of access in the way the list is currently laid out. The journals in the list, at the

moment, are simply laid out in alphabetical order according to their titles. A user

can, through a simple keyboard search function or simply by scrolling down the

list, look up the journal’s name, language, type of access, and ISSN numbers. How

useful is this information when doing research, though? Because the title of

journals rarely, if ever, hint at what their contents might be, this information is not

particularly useful in truly engaging people in global dialogue. What is needed is a

more comprehensive, searchable database that can provide links to articles by

means of user-defined keywords. In other words, what needs to be created is an

index of articles—complete with topical keywords, author details, and citation

indexes—which, given the numbers of languages involved, one can imagine, is no

easy task. The WCAA, along with the Wenner-Gren Foundation and the American

Anthropological Association’s Committee on World Anthropologies, has con-

sidered such solutions, but the initial and maintenance costs along with the sheer

scope of language coordination have proven troublesome. One proposal has been

to encourage authors themselves to upload their own articles and enter keywords.

Even if this is done, there remains a need to make sure that the databases are

actually used. Many platforms exist, but the initiative is not publicized and

stressed enough, so no one really knows about it. The Anthropological Index

Online (Royal Anthropological Institute, 2010), which is a project supported by

the British Museum, the William Buller Fagg Charitable Trust, and the University

of Kent, for example, has tried to produce an indexed database for less-read

journals, but there is a lack of impetus among people to look at them and a lack of

publicity. While many of the ongoing projects are beneficial and seek to work

toward inclusion, it can fairly be said that there are too many entities trying

to work on the same types of projects, so how does a young scholar or one from a

developing nation know which one to use? There needs to be one consensual

body, a meta database of sorts, that brings these initiatives together, including the

WCAA’s listings, the Anthropological Index Online’s database, Scielo’s data-

bases, and so forth—though this requires considerable research and development

costs that most funding organizations have thus far been unwilling to consider.

Such a project is huge, and nothing like it has been attempted in the discipline
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before. As it is unknown whether this type of resource could or would be

used—which produces unclear results in a cost-benefits analysis—funding bodies

have a fair concern. Nonetheless, the open access environment is a more

productive path to the desired end than proprietary servers and would serve to

greatly lessen the financial impact of offering a larger, more complete forum for

global discourse.

GATEKEEPERS AND ACADEMIC BIAS

Of course, this push toward open access involves its own barriers as well. As

Willinsky (2006: ix) succinctly points out, open access does not equate to free

access. However, he presents an excellent anecdote on the power of looking

beyond the traditional academic gatekeepers for assistance in gaining the

empowerment provided by open access to academic research and information:

By the dawn of the twenty-first century, the tidy but modest library that looks

out on the gardens at the Kenya Medical Research Institute (KEMRI) in

Nairobi was able to subscribe to only five medical journals. As Nancy Kamau,

the institute’s librarian, explained to me, [she] had been forced to cut one

journal title after another from its list of subscriptions, as prices kept jumping

ahead of the budget allocation and the Kenyan currency fluctuated. The real

shame of it, Kamau pointed out, was that the final five subscriptions, which

they could barely afford, did not include the leading journals on the institute’s

principal research interest, tropical diseases. How could KEMRI properly

support its current projects in biotechnology, leprosy, malaria, public health,

and other areas with an inordinately small sample of the relevant literature?

Then in July 2001 came a turning point. As Kamau went on to explain, the

World Health Organization managed to convince six of the leading corporate

journal publishers to provide developing nations with open access to the

electronic editions of their medical journals. This meant that the online

contents of a sizable number of medical journals were suddenly available at

no charge to the faculty and students at KEMRI and elsewhere. The program,

known as HINARI (the Health InterNetwork Access to Research Initiative),

had grown since then to encompass over 2,000 journals in the health field, and

it had not been long before the initiative had registered over 1,000 institutions

from 101 of the world’s less fortunate countries.

Hence, one answer to the first-world hegemony problem is to encourage

cooperation from nongovernmental agencies, governments, and corporations to

help in the effort to provide open access to academic publications and other

sources. This, in concert with the construction of user-driven databases, online

journals, and search schemes, can better facilitate precisely the global discourse

the field of anthropology strives toward but has failed to achieve because of the

barriers created by traditional access for those outside the Euro-American sphere

of influence.
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One key issue that all of these projects face, however, is an unfortunate bias

among scholars from the developed world against works published in developing

nations. Beyond the concerns of the editor quoted above, several students and

academics spoken to on the matter also questioned the credibility of articles in

lesser known journals that do not cite sources familiar to the first world’s

researchers, especially as many do not follow contemporary trends. A number of

the developing world’s journals are also open source, not to be confused with open

access, which from their perspective gives them a better chance of gaining a

readership. However, there also seems to be a stigma attached to open source

articles, especially ones not refereed or vetted by traditional means. With new

journals in the developed world such as HAU: Journal of Ethnographic Theory

beginning to market their refereed-but-open-source policies, perhaps this stigma

will soon disappear, but we have yet to see a major change. One reason for this is

the fear of many new or developing-world scholars that they must adhere to

already established norms, a fear that makes them less keen to publish in open

access or open source journals for fear that they will not receive credit from

universities and academic communities.

Perhaps a rethinking of the nature of academic journal publication needs to take

place in order for progress to be made. As noted by Harnad (2008), the nature of

academic journal publishing is distinctly different from that of trade or textbook

publishing:

What, besides peer review itself, distinguishes the 2.5 million articles

published every year in the world’s 25,000 peer reviewed journals from

everything else that is published? It is the unusual nature of the authorship of

those journals. The authors are all scientific and scholarly researchers, and

none of them publish their articles for the sake of earning royalty income or

fees from their sale. They publish them for one reason and one reason only: so

that their work will be read, used, applied and built upon by their fellow

researchers worldwide. This is called “research impact.” . . . It is for the sake

of research impact that their institutions and funders mandate that researchers

should “publish or perish.” It is for the sake of research impact that citizens

support research with their taxes. And it is research impact that drives

scientific and scholarly research progress.

The key point to be noted here is Harnad’s idea that journal publications are, first

and foremost, meant to be read and used in the course of academic discussion, not

necessarily to gain profits. Therefore, it makes little sense to cling to the old

traditions of subscriber-based fees for access to this information, both in light of

the relatively small financial gain realized by traditional journal publications and

because if we are truly to invite all cultures to join anthropology’s mission to study

humankind in all its aspects, there must be viable, universal access to the

discourse. Instead, Willinsky (2006: 227) correctly promotes open access:
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The proposal for an open access publishing and archiving cooperative is

intended to suggest a not-so-new economic model, given the long history of

cooperatives, for increasing access to research on a sustainable basis. It would

bring together research libraries, scholarly associations, and publishing bod-

ies (such as university presses, publishers’ research institutes, and groups of

scholars), most of which have reason enough to collaborate on creating a

wide-scale open access publishing model. The cooperative model is particu-

larly suited to supporting journals in those academic disciplines, whether in

the humanities, social sciences, or even the sciences, in which typical levels of

grant funding cannot be reasonably expected to support an author fee

approach to open access.

The question of the need for stringent controls on refereeing is perhaps too

complex to be answered here, but Frey (2003: 205) is on the correct path in sug-

gesting that “survival in academia depends on publications in refereed journals.

Authors only get their papers accepted if they intellectually prostitute themselves

by slavishly following the demands made by anonymous referees who have no

property rights to the journals they advise. Intellectual prostitution is neither

beneficial to suppliers nor consumers.” Even here we are reminded of the

first-world imbedded limitations and requirements placed on authors. Instead of

suggesting freely styled works that may better express cultural attitudes and

deliver fresh, interesting techniques to writing and research, we continue to be

bound by publishing attitudes that are stale at best and archaic at worst.

One suggestion to solve the above issues, then, is a highly interactive social

networking and media platform where anthropologists from all parts of the world

can readily communicate, collaborate, and engage in the dialogue needed to

promote global anthropology. The WCAA, as mentioned above, already has such

a project in mind, and there are, of course, extant social media web sites such as

ResearchGate.net and Academia.edu and databases such as the Anthropological

Index Online that allow users to upload their research and communicate in such a

way. Despite over 32,000 anthropology registrants on Research Gate alone, these

platforms still are, unfortunately, not well known or at least readily used, especially

by developing-world anthropologists. Maybe the solution is as simple as promoting

the use of these existing platforms? With the Internet becoming widespread and

available even in the remotest parts of the world, this method offers a relatively

inexpensive but promising method for achieving such goals. However, the amount

of motivation needed to engage the community cannot be overemphasized;

achieving this is no easy task, in part because of the busy schedule many young

scholars—the main users of the platforms—have because of their need to publish.

ENCOURAGING CHANGE

Of course, the question must also be raised as to what need or motives scholars

from the developed world truly have to accept articles from the developing world
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that would simply add to the competition to publish. There are both practical and

ethical answers to this question. Practically, the increase in open access would also

suggest an increase in the total number of available journals or databases through

which to publish. Because, as suggested earlier, the main impact of academic

journal publishing is a research impact, achieved by being read and cited, the

increased access naturally corresponds to an increased readership with greater

chances of academic construction through new discourse added to already pub-

lished ideas. Concern with quality may still exist, and this is a legitimate concern

for the academic community. As noted by Vogel (2011), “89% of respondents

[said] that open access is beneficial to their field. But that support didn’t always

translate into action: Although 53% of respondents said they had published at least

one open-access article, overall only about 10% of papers are published in

open-access journals . . . . 30% cited a lack of high-quality open-access journals in

their field. Clearly, ‘journal quality and impact factor is most important—not

[open access]—when deciding where to submit’ for the majority of scientists.”

Clearly, there is no instantaneous solution to a concern as subjective as quality;

however, there can certainly be open discussion, and quality standards can be set in

place over time. Any worry over the poorest material, again acknowledging that

this judgment is subjective, is partially alleviated by Wren’s (2005: 1128)

conclusion that “decentralised sharing of scientific reprints through the Internet

creates a degree of de facto open access that, though highly incomplete in its

coverage, is none the less biased towards publications of higher popular demand.”

In other words, the cream will still rise to the top.

Another impetus for acceptance of open access availability for all involved is

financial. With a long-term strategy, research libraries and departments could save

substantial amounts of money with open access online journals. This benefit,

however, must be cooperative as well. At this point, it is again important to note

the difference between open access and open source. Open access refers to the

ability to read an archived publication online for free. Open source is the free use

of an end product such as software design. The cost to each separate library or

university journal of creating its own online publishing management software with

the intention of allowing open, or free, access may be, although this has not been

substantiated, the same or greater than the costs of the traditional print model.

However, a cooperative effort that includes shareable open source software for

creating, maintaining, and publishing online journals would remove many of the

financial barriers and create a more universal and economically efficient model for

publication. This idea is espoused by Willinsky (2006: 75), who also goes on to

state future benefits beyond simply the economic:

An online management system does more than simply reduce costs. It allows

energy and money to be reallocated from clerical tasks to editorial quality,

including copyediting and proofreading, which can be an issue for small and

struggling journals. The ease with which the editor can take care of business

means more time and attention for working on manuscripts and otherwise
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helping authors improve their research. The system’s meticulous record

keeping and reminders improve the journal’s accountability to authors and

readers, which should reduce some of the career-imperiling delays and

confusion that are too often experienced with journal publishing.

There are also ethical implications involved in promoting the idea of inclusion of

voices that currently lack the ability to be heard, whether through the ideals of

open access or otherwise. If we accept the discipline of anthropology as including

the idea of cultural relativism as a methodological and heuristic tool as well as a

critical technique, then the comparison with moral relativism cannot be ignored.

Considerable weight should be given to Benedict’s (1959: 3) longstanding asser-

tion that “the study of custom can be profitable only after certain preliminary

propositions have been violently opposed. In the first place any scientific study

requires that there be no preferential weighting of one or another item in the series

it selects for its consideration.” Unfortunately, such preferences currently exist in

many publications and their models. It is academically and ethically beneficial to

argue for as much inclusion as possible, especially when the technological means

of doing so through open source and open access are readily available.

SUCCEEDING THROUGH ACADEMIC PHILANTHROPY

Therefore, academic and resource sharing, an idea best described as academic

philanthropy, should exist not just for the benefit of those scholars currently

excluded from the anthropological discourse, but also for the betterment of

the discipline as a whole, to enable it to fulfill the very definition of its pursuit.

Certainly, this idea of high impact philanthropy—charitable giving in order to

achieve the maximum benefits to society—is not a new idea, but thus far the

majority of associations with this type of giving have made their calculations

solely in monetary terms. While there are certainly financial implications, the

main goal behind the push for inclusion through open access forums is to share

ideas, facts, and greater knowledge for the academic good. There can be little argu-

ment that anthropology’s struggle to share cultural knowledge for the maximum

benefit to society is best achieved by actually including all cultures as they are, not

simply by viewing all corners of the globe through an ethnocentric Euro-American

set of lenses.

The concept of academic philanthropy, however, does not simply end with the

push for open access to already published material. In order to be truly inclusive,

there must also be a discussion about the current model for publication. There

currently exist language and procedural barriers, both intrinsic to the current

Euro-American model and procedural, that have been placed before many

would-be authors. As noted by Gibson and Klocker (2004: 423), portions of

academia have created an environment where “knowledges become normative,

framed as universal and ‘global,’ and are distributed and absorbed via intellectual
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‘scenes’ and an academic ‘celebrity’ circuit.” Even the expectations for

publication too often follow this framework with regard to language and form.

Even a cursory Wiki search for academic journals sheds light on the overwhelm-

ing predominance of English as the preferred language of publication. As of

February 2012, a subsection for single-language academic journal articles listed

3,547 publications in English and only 163 publications in all other languages

combined. Multilingual journals were counted at 263. This is in direct contrast to

studies concluding that the percentage of the world’s population with English as

its native language is declining. The very problem of exclusion because of the

preference for English in academic publishing has also been noted in “a separate

study [suggesting] that English’s dominance in the scientific arena will continue to

expand. While this trend has encouraged international collaboration, researchers

warn it could also divide the scientific world into haves and have-nots, determin-

ing who can, for example, publish in international journals” (Lovgren, 2004). In

order to bridge this divide, one possible solution is to focus more on multilingual

journals with versions of articles published in both English and the author’s native

language. However, another tenet of academic philanthropy is the understanding

that the language limitations of the authors themselves would necessitate the need

for accurate translations offered by the journals, other authors, universities, insti-

tutes, and so forth, in order to maintain a needed lingua franca yet still be inclusive.

Too often, the current system, especially in relation to young scholars or those

trying to enter the field, means that authors basically have to fend for themselves in

trying to get published in order to gain full-time employment or navigate the

treacherous waters of the tenure track “publish or perish” mentality. More input

needs to be provided by the universities, if not in money to buy journal subscriptions

and books, at least in providing translation services. This will not only motivate the

authors, but as university department rankings are often based on citations, it will be

beneficial for the universities as well. Here again, cooperative efforts and open

source software that entails fewer publication expenses for online journals would

leave both capital and human resources available to provide translation services at a

reduced cost or even free to the author. Even beyond the language problems faced by

many authors, archaic and stringent rules for formatting are too often cause for

confusion and rejection. In this case, there is a problem with managing the infor-

mation. Again, a cooperative, open source form of online publishing software

would help. Even without this, the current proliferation of gold and green open

access journals and databases (Harnad et al., 2004) suggests the possibility of

more inclusionary methods on the horizon, giving special hope to junior scholars

both within and outside the current Western hegemony.

CONCLUSION

There is no escaping the fact that new scholars entering academia and those

from the developing world have more obstacles placed before them than are placed
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before established and first-world authors. For many, surmounting these barriers

is just part of the game of academic promotion. However, it must be asked if it is

really fair to subject everyone to the same rules when the advantages and

disadvantages are so unequally divided. A community of open access not only

levels the playing field but expands it as well. There are no immediate solutions to

the problem of exclusionary schemes that impede cultural relativism in the

anthropological discipline and hold back new and developing-world scholars

whose voices have yet to be heard. However, every effort to challenge and

improve upon the current system is a grain of sand on the scales of academic

justice, and eventually, those scales can tip in favor of those seeking an entrance to

the academic workplace, the ability to create an impact on research, and an equal

voice in the global discourse.

NOTE

Both authors have contributed equally to this article. This article is based on a

paper presented at the Association of Social Anthropologists of the UK and

Commonwealth (ASA) Biennial Conference 2012, New Delhi, April 4, 2012.

REFERENCES

Anderson, R. 2012. AAA Response about public access to scholarly publications.

Retrieved from http://savageminds.org/2012/01/31/news-aaa-response-about-public-

access-to-scholarly-publications/, August 2012.

Antelman, K. 2004. Do open-access articles have a greater research impact? College and

Research Libraries, 65: 372–382.

Benedict, R. 1959. Patterns of Culture. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Frey, B. S. 2003. Publishing as prostitution?—Choosing between one’s own ideas and

academic success. Public Choice, 116: 205–223.

Gibson, C., & Klocker, N. 2004. Academic publishing as “creative” industry, and recent

discourses of “creative economies”: Some critical reflections. Area, 36: 423–434.

Harnad, S. 2008. The Postgutenberg open access journal. Retrieved from http://eprints.

soton.ac.uk/265617/, July 2012.

Harnad, S., Brody, T., Vallires, F., Carr, L., Hitchcock, S., Gingras, Y., Oppenheim, C.,

Stamerjohanns, H., & Hilf, E.R. 2004. The green and the gold roads to open access.

Retrieved from http://www.nature.com/nature/focus/accessdebate/21.html, December

2012.

Lovgren, S. 2004. English in decline as a first language, study says. Retrieved from

http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2004/02/0226_040226_language.html, July

2012.

Miranda, L. C. M., & Lima, C. A. S. 2012. Trends and cycles of the internet evolution and

worldwide impacts. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 79: 744–765.

Royal Anthropological Institute, 2010. Anthropological index online. Retrieved from

http://aio.anthropology.org.uk/, September 2012.

450 / MURGAI AND BAKER



Vogel, G. 2011. Quandary: Scientists prefer reading over publishing “open access”

papers. Retrieved from http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/01/quandary-

scientists-prefer-readi.html?ref=ra, July 2012.

Willinsky, J. 2006. The access principle: The case for open access to research and

scholarship. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

World Council of Anthropological Associations, 2012. Publications. Retrieved from

http://www.wcaanet.org/publications.shtml, September 2012.

Wren. J. D. 2005. Open access and openly accessible: A study of scientific publications

shared via the internet. British Medical Journal, 330(7500): 1128–1131.

Direct reprint requests to:

Justin Gaurav Murgai

10G, Kin Liong Mansion

26 North Street, Kennedy Town

Hong Kong

e-mail: jgmurgai@gmail.com

SANDS OF CHANGE / 451



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


