Flick, U. (2002). Qualitative Sozialforschung. Eine Einfithrung. 6.
Uiberarb. und erweiterte Aufl. Hamburg: Rowohlt.

Flick, U., Kardorff, E. von, Steinke I. (Hrsg.). (2000). Qualitative
Forschung. Ein Handbuch. Reinbeck: Rowohlt.

Gold, M. K. (2012): The Digital Humanities Moment. In: Gold, M.
K. (Hrg) (2012): Debates in the Digital Humanities.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, S. IX-XVI.

Holl, U. (2010): Materialitit/ Immaterialitit. In: ZfM Zeitschrift
fiir Medienwissenschaft (2), Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 10-14.
http://www.zfmedienwissenschaft.de/heft/text/materialit%
C3%A4t-immaterialit%C3%A4t [01.11.2016]

Huber, H. D. (1998): Materialitit und Immaterialitit der
Netzkunst. In: kritische berichte, Zeitschrift fiir Kunst- und
Kulturwissenschaften, Sonderheft Netzkunst, Jg. 26, 1998,
Heft 1, S.39-53.

von Kardorff, E. (2000): Qualitative Evaluationsforschung. In:
Flick, U, von Kardorff E. & Steinke, 1. (Hrsg.) (2000):
Qualitative Forschung. Ein Handbuch. Reinbek bei Hamburg:
Rowohlt, S.238-250.

Keuneke, S. (2005). Qualitatives Interview. In: Mikos, L. &
Wegener, C. (Hrsg) Qualitative Medienforschung. Ein
Handbuch. Konstanz: UVK, S. 254-267.

Kirschenbaum, M. (2008): Mechanisms: New Media and the
Forensic Imagination. Cambridge: MIT University Press.

Kirschenbaum, M. G. et al. (2009): Digital Materiality:
Preserving Access to Computers as Complete Environments.
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/7d3465vg [01.11.2016]

Kotler, P., Berger, R. & Bickhoff, N. (2016): The Quintessence of
Strategic Management. What You Really Need to Know to
Survive in Business. Second Edition. Berlin/ Heidelberg:
Springer.

Lindblom, C. E. (1959): The Science of ,Muddling-Through®.
Public Administration Review, 19 (2), 79-88.

Mainzer, K. (2013): Interdisziplinaritat und
Schliisselqualifikationen in der globalen Wissens-gesellschaft.
In: Jungert, M. et al. (Hrsg.). Interdisziplinaritdt. Theorie,
Praxis, Probleme. Darmstadt: WBG, S. VI-VIIIL.

Manovich, L. (2001). Language of New Media. Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Pepels, W. (2005): Grundlagen der Unternehmensfiithrung.
Strategie - Stellgrofien - Erfolgsfaktoren - Implementierung.
Miinchen: Oldenbourg Wissenschaftsverlag.

Pierazzo, E. (2016): Digital Scholarly Editing: Theories, Models
and Methods. Routledge.

Polanyi, M. (1985). Implizites Wissen. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.
Przyborski, A & Wohlrab-Sahr, M. (2009): Qualitative
Sozialforschung. Ein Arbeitsbuch. Miinchen, Oldenbourg.
Reichert, R. (2014): Digital Humanities. In: Schroter, J. (Hrg.)
(2014): Handbuch Medienwissenschaft. Weimar: Verlag ].B.

Metzler, S. 511-515.

Rinza, P. (1998): Projektmanagement. Planung. Uberwachung
und Steuerung von technischen und nichttechnischen
Vorhaben. 4. neubearbeitete Auflage. Berlin/Heidelberg:
Springer.

Sahle, P. (2013): Digitale Editionsformen. Zum Umgang mit der
Uberlieferung unter den Bedingungen des Medienwandels.
Norderstedt.

Schawel, C. & Billing, F. (2009): Top 100 Management Tools. Das
wichtigste Buch eines Managers. 2. Auflage. Wiesbaden:
Gabler/ GWV Fachverlage.

Schrage, D. (2006): Kultur als Materialitit oder Material -
Diskurstheorie oder Diskursanalyse?“ In: Rehberg (Hg.):
Soziale Ungleichheit - Kulturelle Unterschiede (Bd. 2), S.

1806-1813. http://blog.dominikschrage.de/wp-
content/uploads/2014/04 /material.pdf [01.11.2016]

Schubert, Z. (Red.) (2015): Digital Humanities als Beruf.
Fortschritte auf dem Weg zu einem Curriculum. Akten der
DHd-Arbeitsgruppe ,Referenzcurriculum Digital Humanities*.
Vorgelegt auf der Jahrestagung der DHd 2015 vom 24. Bis 27.
Februar 2015 in Graz. Online abrufbar unter
https://www.digitalhumanities.tu-
darmstadt.de/fileadmin/dhdarmstadt/materials/Digital_Hu
manities_als_Beruf -_Stand_2015.pdf. [27.10.2016]

Steinmann, H., Schreyogg, G. (2005): Management. Grundlagen
der Unternehmensfiihrung. Konzepte, Funktionen,
Fallstudien. Wiesbaden: Gabler.

Striibing, J. (2004): Grounded Theory. Zur sozialtheoretischen
und epistemologischen Fundierung des Verfahrens der
empirisch begriindeten Theoriebildung. Wiesbaden: VS.

Straus, A. & Corbin, J. (1994): Grounded Theory Methodology.
An Overview. In: Denzin, N. K. (Hrsg.).. Handbook of
Qualitative Research. London, New York: Sage, S. 279.

Suber, P. (2012): Open Access. MIT Press. http://bitly/oa-book
[01.11.2016].

Winter, R. (2010): Handlungsmachtigkeit und technologische
Lebensformen. Cultural Studies, digitale Medien und die
Demokratisierung der Lebensverhaltnisse. In: Pietraf}, M. &
Funiok, R. (Hrsg.) Mensch und Medien. Philosophische und
sozialwissenschaftliche Perspektiven. Wiesbaden: VS, S. 139-
157

Refining our Concept of
‘Access’ for Digital Scholarly
Editions: A DiXiT Panel on
Accessibility, Usability,
Pedagogy, Collaboration,
Community and Diversity

Anna-Maria Sichani
anna-maria.sichani@huygens.knaw.nl
Huygens ING - KNAW, The Netherlands

Wout Dillen

wout.dillen@hb.se

Swedish School of Library and Information Science
University of Bords, Sweden

Melisa Ariel Martinez

merisa.martinez@hb.se

Swedish School of Library and Information Science
University of Boras, Sweden

Aodhan Kelly
aodhan.kelly@uantwerpen.be
Center for Manuscript Genetics

127



University of Antwerp, Belgium

Federico Caria
federico.caria@uniromal.it
Sapienza Universita di Roma, Italy

Elli Bleeker
elli.bleeker@uantwerpen.be
Center for Manuscript Genetics
University of Antwerp, Belgium

Access, in all its iterations, continues to shape the dis-
course of digital scholarly editing as the field grapples with
new models and methods. Our proposed 90 minute panel
will frame a discussion around a broader definition of the
concept in relation to the field of digital textual scholarship,
by critically reflecting on its meaning for Digital Scholarly
Editions (DSEs) and theorizing how the termrelatestois-
sues ofaccessibility, usability, pedagogy, collaboration, com-
munity,anddiversity. Each of the fellows will make short ‘7-
14-28’ presentations (seven minutes for 14 slides in 28-pt
font), identifying results and questions arising from our re-
search over the last three years and leaving 48 minutes for
discussion.Refining our concept of access signifies a valua-
ble contribution to the field: while ‘accessibility’ is a highly-
cited termindigital editing, its use generally referstomaking
data(Sahle2014)andsource materials (Martens 1995: 222)
more openly available rather than to making data more un-
derstandable to differenttypes of users, including users with
disabilities. Similarly, discussions regarding different user
needs typically refer to those with a non-academic back-
ground (e.g. Apollon et al. 2014: 93; Pierazzo 2015: 151),
rather than users with (in)visible disabilities.

The digital medium gives the DSE the capacity to be
more accessible than its predecessor. Automated analysis
and the processing of algorithms allow for the development
of ahostoftools useful to people with disabilities. Existing
tools like screen magnification software or Text To Speech
software , for example, already help people with visual im-
pairment to better absorb and navigate the edition’s con-
tents. But such ready-made user-dependent solutions only
scratch the surface ofthe waysin which we canmake ouredi-
tions more accessible to people with both visible and invisi-
bledisabilities. When designingaweb interface for DSEs, cur-
rentaccessibility standards in web design are rarely taken
into account — ifindeed at all. The mere fact that two major
points of reference in our field (Sahle 2014; Franzini 2016)
do not mention accessibility in their respective lists of crite-
riaalready implies thatstandards such as @alt texts for links
and images, consistentuse of header tags, legibility of fonts,
attentive use of colors and contrast, etc. are not sufficiently
acknowledged or adopted. As editors, perhaps our preoccu-
pationwiththeunderlyingXMLofour editions has lead us to

be less conscientious about our use of the transformed
HTML. In this respect, we could follow the example set by
the World Wide Web Consortium, whichhas made a consid-
erable effort in encouraging an increased coordination be-
tween the interrelated concerns of accessibility, usability,
andinclusioninwebdesign (W3C2016).

Usability is inextricably linked with design approaches
and practices, both in terms of functions and aesthetics.
Ruecker et al. (2011: 13) argue that aesthetic design pro-
motes the perceived usability as well as the perceived value
and legitimacy of digital cultural heritage materials. Editing
projects can develop theseskillsinternallyas partofachange
inpedagogy,or,in order to strengthen a community of prac-
tice and knowledge transfer, can develop them in collabo-
ration with other disciplines, libraries, and private sector
partners.Measuringusabilityand access can also be gauged
through opportunities for reuse. This would involve deter-
mining the extent to which edition data is made available
for open access and what type of licensing information for
potential re-use is communicated to the user. Mapping the
W3C’s standardsonto the practice of scholarly editing is not
only a good way of supporting the community of people
with disabilities, but also a constructive way to confront the
digital divide and generally benefit users of DSEs.

As new publication models emerge in this developing
field of scholarly research, practitionersare continually ex-
pected to readjust their skillsets. Pierazzo (2016) noted that
the role of the editor has changed significantly in the digital
medium, growing from advanced awareness of classical the-
ory to the ‘super-editor’ model with added requirements of
technical skills including understanding of front and back-
endweb design,image processing, XML, specialized scripting
languages, etc.Inan environment where these skills are not
only desired but also expected, aspiring editors spend sig-
nificant time and money on acquiring them through
workshops, courses, and prolonged research stays, in
which specific projects provide opportunities for in-depth
training as well as valuable networking opportunities.

Acknowledging our place of privilege in this debate as
the recipients of a European research grant, we would ar-
gue that while our network’s practice of sponsoring confer-
ence and workshop attendance for non-DiXiT early career
researchersisanecessaryfirststep,itmaynotbe enough: we
alsoneed torethink the way these courses are offered, and to
to develop bestpractice documents for trainingnew editors.
To accomplish this, we need to ask ourselves whether we
want to focus on a broad and comprehensive skillset with
an overall understanding of concepts and principles, or ac-
cept a specialisation ethos that invites more collaborative
work. Our own training has primarily involved literary or
historical materials using the latin alphabet and reflecting
dominant editorial schools, traditions, and scholarly disci-
plines. Indeed, the majority of the training material pro-
duced for digital editing (workshops, seminars, books,



guidelines, etc.) is produced in English or in western-Euro-
pean languages, thereby excluding scholars from smaller
communities from fruitful engagement with the field.
How do we actively promote a more inclusive approach
both to the content of editions and to the training of future
editors? Canwe adoptavantage pointthatjustifies the inclu-
sion ofand traininginavariety of disciplines, without dimin-
ishing the value of highly specialized knowledge?

Overwhelmingly, DSEs have focused on the documents
and narratives of western-European and North American
males (for example, the catalogues of Sahle (2016) and
Franzini (2016) predominately feature this demographic).
We need to be critical in asking ourselves hard questions
about our assumed audience, gender-equity and social jus-
tice, and which narratives we are gatekeeping by choosing
these texts. Given that our editions increasingly do not re-
flect the gender array of our practitioners, a reorientation
toward underrepresented voices is called for. This is mod-
elled by digitallibrariesand archives, which offer significant
collectionsaboutwomen’shistory, LGBTQIA culture, people
of color, indigenous peoples, and people with disabilities. It
wouldbehoovedigital editors to follow the example set by
our collaborators and seek out opportunities to expand the
canon, attributing the same care and attention to texts pro-
ducedbythese groups.

Finally, alongwith thinking of waysto expand the canonof
scholarlyeditions,wealsoneed to reflect on new ways to di-
versify the community of scholarly editors — which, like its
subject, could also be characterised as a predominantly
white, Western-European or North American male commu-
nity. Bordalejo (2016) presented a similar argument about
demographics in DH that could easily be extrapolated to
our subfield. In a recent paper Robinson (2016) called for a
reconsideration of the role of editors and scholars by taking
a more social approach whereby these academics should
become ‘key participants in, and enablers of, communities’
ratherthanleadersofmoreexclusivecollaborations. This en-
courages us to reflect thoughtfully about how digital schol-
arly editing is conceived and performed as an elite activity,
accessible mostly to researchers and communities with suf-
ficient financial, infrastructural, and societal means to sup-
port them. If we recognize this, how can we encourage a
more inclusive approach?

The Digital Scholarly Editions Initial Training Network
(DiXiT) is a Marie Sktodowska-Curie EU-Funded 7th
Framework Programme. During the grant period (2013-
2017),twelve Early Stage Research Fellows and five Experi-
enced Research Fellows engage with questions and ten-
sions surroundingtheevolvingtheoryandpracticesofdigital
scholarly editing. As our projects draw toa close we are re-
flecting critically on how we have examined and contributed
tothechangingnature of digital textual scholarship. With ac-
cess being such a pertinentissue to the field of digital textual

scholarship, we hope to stimulate a lively and productive
conversation with the audience around these interrelated
themes.
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