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LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
Thanks to Professor Loriene Roy of the UT iSchool for the following.  Dr. Roy introduces herself as Anishinabe, enrolled on the White Earth Reservation, a member of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe.  Her father was Mississippi Band, her mother is Pembina Band, and, in her words, “we are mukwa, bear clan”:

We acknowledge that the iSchool sits on indigenous land. The Tonkawa lived in central Texas and the Comanche and Apache moved through this area. Today, various indigenous peoples from all over the globe visit Austin and/or call it home. We are grateful to be able to study and learn on this piece of Turtle Island.  Since our class is online, you may be contributing from other tribal lands. Here is a map that may help you in identifying the indigenous peoples of the land on which you study: https://native-land.ca/
To read more about land acknowledgement, see: Stewart, Mariah, "Acknowledging Native Land is a Step Against Indigenous Erasure," Insight Into Diversity, December 19, 2020. Available at: https://www.insightintodiversity.com/acknowledging-native-land-is-a-step-against-indigenous-erasure/
Many thanks to Dr. Roy for this acknowledgement and permission to quote her identification statement.

INTRODUCTION TO THE COURSE

INF 391D.12, Disciplinary Foundations for Information Studies, is one of three core courses required in the PhD program at the UT-Austin School of Information.  The UT Graduate Catalog describes the course as “[a]n overview of concepts, results, and perspectives from philosophical, social science, humanistic, design, and technological disciplines that provide important underpinnings for Information Studies.”  As such, we might think of the course informally as a review of selected works, concepts, schools of thought, and disciplines that lie outside the admittedly ill-defined boundaries of information studies but are important to the work that we do within the discipline.

Naturally, no one course in any one semester can even begin to identify much less engage all such works, disciplines, and the like.  Thus, we must choose where to shine the course spotlight, and here are particular categories of works that we will explore together this semester:

· “Classic” works that have influenced one or more generations of important information studies scholars

· More recent works that have begun to be similarly influential

· Fields and works of particular interest to the students in the seminar as indicated by their prior communication with the instructor

· Works of particular interest to the instructor

· Writing as a mode of thinking; this last category is important to PhD students not only as students but also as potential teachers of others.

Generally, the instructor will begin each class with a brief review of logistics, e.g., readings for next class, assignments, and academic housekeeping. Then the student team making that week’s presentation will speak for about 60 minutes, followed by a brief break.  The second part of class will consist of the presenting team, the other students, and the instructor discussing the day’s readings, guided in part by students’ previously submitted discussion questions.  Thus, active reading, active participation, and academic initiative are key to our mutual success this semester.

Throughout the semester, we will also try to remain acutely aware of our “cognitive insecurity and our vulnerability to good lies” (Jansen, 1991, p. 191), learning to exercise engaged skepticism – not dismissive cynicism – about the points of view and disagreements we will examine.  It is important to remember that reasonable people can disagree and that the classroom is a place where such disagreement is welcome.  Not only do humility and academic courtesy demand respect for others, but recall that disagreement is one of our major resources for learning.

Along with writing as thinking and/or as a form of inquiry, one of the implicit themes of the course will be the role of research in the university, the history of the research university in America, the status of the university in American life, and the purpose of graduate (especially doctoral) education.  While readings about these latter topics will not be required, they will be useful supplements to the class readings and useful over the course of students’ academic and professional careers.  See, e.g., Ehrlich (1995), Graham & Diamond (1997a, b, and c), Kennedy (1997a, b, c, and d), and Shils (1997a and b).

On a final note, the course is a way to integrate students more fully into the field, to help them become more active readers and writers, to help them develop as more fully realized researchers, and to enhance their understanding, use, and development of theory, research methods, and forms of inquiry important to the field.  The course encourages students to consider what our field recognizes as convincing evidence, strong modes of argumentation, and appropriate and productive rhetorics.  At the same time, students must further develop their own goals, methods, and standards for their scholarly work and that of others.
The course comprises XXXX units over 14 class meetings:

As possible, we may have a small number of guest speakers, from UT-Austin and elsewhere, join us in our class meetings, whether in-person or virtually., although with only 14 class sessions, our time is usually best spent in deep engagement of each other and our texts and assignments.
EXPECTATIONS OF STUDENTS’ PERFORMANCE

Students will be involved and vigorous participants in class discussions and in the conduct of the class.  To the extent possible, the instructor aims to have every student participate in every class meeting’s discussion.  In addition, students must:

· Attend all class sessions.  Notifying the instructor ahead of time is crucial.  Further, if a student misses a class, it is their responsibility to arrange with another student to obtain all notes, handouts, and assignment sheets.
· Read all material prior to class.  Students are expected to use the course readings to inform their classroom participation and their writing.  Students must integrate what they read with what they say and write.  This last imperative is essential to the development of professional expertise and to the development of a collegial professional persona, especially in PhD study.
· Educate themselves and their peers.  Successful completion of graduate programs and participation in professional life depend upon a willingness to demonstrate initiative and creativity.  Participation in the professional and personal growth of colleagues is essential to one’s own success as well as theirs, particularly for doctoral students.  Such collegiality is at the heart of scholarship, so some assignments are designed to encourage collaboration.
· Spend at least five to six (5-6) hours in preparation for each hour in the classroom of a PhD seminar.  A three (3)-credit graduate hour course meeting once a week requires a minimum of 15 hours per week of work outside the classroom.  That time will increase for the classes in which students present the day’s readings.
· Participate in all class discussions.
· Complete all assignments on time.  Late assignments will not be accepted except in the limited circumstances noted below.  Failure to complete any assignment on time will result in a failing grade for the course.
· Be responsible with collective property, especially e-books and other shared material.
· Ask for help from the instructor in class, during office hours, via Zoom, telephone, email, or in any other appropriate way.  Email is especially useful for information questions, and the instructor will ordinarily respond to a message within 24 hours, perhaps longer on weekends.

Academic integrity is paramount in the academy and professional life.  The UT Dean of Students has an excellent, brief summary of means for ensuring academic integrity at (https://deanofstudents.utexas.edu/conduct/academicintegrity.php); see the three links there.
Academic dishonesty, such as plagiarism, cheating, or academic fraud, on the other hand, is intolerable and will incur severe penalties, including failure for the course.  All instances of academic dishonesty will be reported to both the iSchool administration and the UT Dean of Students.  If there is concern about behavior that may be academically dishonest, students should consult the instructor.

The instructor is happy to provide all appropriate accommodations for students with documented disabilities.  The University’s Office of the Dean of Students at 471.6259, 471.4641 TTY, can provide further information and referrals as necessary.
Class will begin promptly at 9:00 AM and ordinarily end by 11:45 AM.
ANALYSIS AND HOLISM IN READING, WRITING, AND PRESENTING

Students in this class must be analytic in their reading of others' work, in their own writing, and in their presentations.  What follows are suggestions for developing analytic and critical methods of thinking and communication.  These suggestions are also indications of what you should expect from the writing and speaking of others.

At the same time, however, please remember that a holistic, integrative understanding of context must always complement depth of analysis.

· First and foremost, maximize clarity – be clear, but not simplistic or patronizing.

· Remember that writing is a form of thinking, not just a medium to display the results of thinking.  Make your thinking and writing engaging, reflective, and clear.

· Provide enough context for your remarks that your audience can understand them but not so much that your audience's attention or comprehension is lost.

· Be specific.

· Avoid jargon, undefined terms, undefined acronyms, colloquialisms, clichés, and vague language.

· Give examples.

· Be critical, not dismissive, of others' work; be skeptical, not cynical.

· Answer the difficult but important questions:  How?  Why?  So what?

· Support assertions with evidence.

· Make explicit why evidence used to support an assertion does so.

· Identify and explore the specific practical, social, and intellectual implications of any potential courses of action you recommend or describe.

· Be evaluative.  Synthesize and internalize existing knowledge without losing your own critical point of view.

· Identify the specific criteria against which others' work and options for action will be assessed.

See the Standards for Written Work and the assignment descriptions in this syllabus for further explanations and examples.

STANDARDS FOR WRITTEN WORK

Every writer is faced with the problem of not knowing what her audience knows; therefore, effective communication depends upon maximizing clarity, especially in professional writing.  Similarly, good writing makes for good thinking and vice versa.  Friedman & Steinberg remind us that “reading, writing, and thinking are interrelated” and are all essential to learning ((1989, xiii and p. 9).  

Recall that writing is a form of inquiry, a way to think, not a reflection of some supposed static thought “in” the mind.  Writing is not only a means to communicate with others, but is also a means to discover our own ideas more completely and in context, “to learn the full meaning of these ideas by seeing them in relation to each other” (Friedman & Steinberg, p. 22).  For example, well known political theorist and public policy expert Aaron Wildavsky argues convincingly in Craftways:  On the Organization of Scholarly Work (1989, p. 9):

I do not know what I think until I have tried to write it.  Sometimes the purpose of writing is to discover whether I can express what I think I know; if it cannot be written, it is not right.  Other times I write to find out what I know; writing becomes a form of self discovery . . . . [F]ew feelings compare with the exhilaration of discovering a thought in the writing that was not in the thinking.

Wildavsky’s book is now in its seventh enlarged edition published in 2019 and available as an e-book in the UT Libraries.  Please remember, however, that we need not adopt the incipient positivism to appreciate Wildavsky’s point.

What follows is some specific advice to help students meet professional standards of clarity, grammar, spelling, and organization in written assignments.  The instructor uses this advice to evaluate all assignments, so students should be sure to review these standards before and after writing.

All written work for the class must be done on a word-processor and double-spaced, with 1" margins all the way around and in either 10 or 12 pt. font, in one of three font styles:  Times, Times New Roman, or Palatino.

Some writing assignments demand the use of references and may require either footnotes or endnotes.  It is particularly important in professional schools such as the School of Information that notes and references are impeccably done.  In this course, students must use APA (American Psychological Association) standards.  There are other standard bibliographic and note formats, for example, in engineering and law, but social scientists and a growing number of humanists use APA.  Familiarity with standard formats is essential for understanding others' work and for preparing submissions to professional societies, journals, funding agencies, professional conferences, and the like. Students should always follow the instructors’ directions for written work but may also consult the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (2019, 7th ed.) and Purdue’s OWL Web site (https://owl.purdue.edu/owl/research_and_citation/apa_style/apa_style_introduction.html) and its related resources.

Students should not use a general dictionary or encyclopedia for defining terms in graduate school or in professional writing.  Instead, students should consult a specialized dictionary, e.g., The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Philosophy; subject-specific encyclopedia, e.g., the International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences; and/or a glossary or dictionary provided by a reputable professional association.  The best alternative, however, is understanding the literature related to the term sufficient to provide a definition in the context of the literature.
Students should always use a spell checker but be aware that spell checking dictionaries have systematic weaknesses:  they exclude most proper nouns, e.g., personal and place names; they omit most technical terms; they omit most foreign words and phrases; and they cannot identify homophones, e.g., "there" instead of "their,” or the error in writing "the" in place of "them."

It is important to proofread work thoroughly and be precise in editing it.  It is often helpful to have someone else read one’s writing, to eliminate errors and to increase clarity.  Reading one’s work aloud is another widely used strategy for improving one’s writing.  While the instructor relies on submission of all assignments in Canvas to the appropriate Assignment folder, please be certain that all assignments clearly indicate:

•
The title of the assignment

•
The student’s name

•
The date

•
The class number and title – INF 391D.10 Disciplinary Foundations for Information Studies.

The instructor will be happy to address any questions about these standards.

======================================================
Since the production of professional-level written work is one of the aims of the class, the instructor reads and edits students’ work as the editor of a professional journal or the moderator of a technical session at a professional conference would.  The reminders below help produce professional written work appropriate to any situation.  Note the asterisked errors in #'s 2, 3, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 18, 20, and 24 (some have more than one error):

1. Number all pages after the title page.  Notes and references do not count against page limits.

2. Use formal, academic prose.  Avoid colloquial language, *you know?*  Graduate work and professional communication should avoid failures in diction – be serious and academic when called for, be informal and relaxed when called for, and be everything in between as necessary.  For this course, avoid words and phrases such as "agenda," "problem with," "deal with," "handle," "window of," "goes into," "broken down into," "viable," and "option."

3. Avoid clichés.  They are vague, *fail to "push the envelope."*

4. Avoid computer technospeak such as "input," "feedback," or "processing information" except when using such terms in specific technical ways.

5. Avoid using “content” as a noun.
6. Do not use the term "relevant" except in its information retrieval sense.  Ordinarily, it is a colloquial cliché, but it also has a strict technical meaning related to information retrieval in information studies and cognate disciplines.

7. Do not use "quality" as an adjective; it is vague, cliché, and colloquial.  Instead use "high-quality," "excellent," "superior," or whatever more formal phrase you deem appropriate.

8. Study the APA style convention for the proper use of ellipsis*. . . .*

9. Generally, avoid using the terms "objective" and "subjective" in their evidentiary senses; these terms entail major philosophical, epistemological controversy.  Avoid terms such as "facts," "factual," "proven," and related constructions for similar reasons.

10. Avoid contractions.  *Don't* use them in formal writing.

11. Be circumspect in using the term "this," especially in the beginning of a sentence.  *THIS* is often a problem because the referent is unclear.  Pay strict attention to providing clear referents for all pronouns.  Especially ensure that pronouns and their referents agree in number; e.g., "each person went to their home" is a poor construction because "each" is singular, as is the noun "person," while "their" is a plural form.  Therefore, either the referent or the pronoun must change in number.

12. "If" ordinarily takes the subjunctive mood, e.g., "If he were only taller," not “was.”

13. Put "only" in its appropriate place, near the word it modifies.  For example, it is appropriate in spoken English to say that "he only goes to Antone's" when you mean that "the only place he frequents is Antone's."  In written English, however, a better rendering is, "he goes only to Antone's."

14. Do not confuse possessive, plural, or contracted forms, especially of pronouns.  *Its* bad.

15. Do not confuse affect/effect, compliment/complement, or principle/principal.  Readers will not *complement* your work or *it's* *principle* *affect* on them.

16. Avoid misplaced modifiers.  For example, it is misleading to write the following sentence:  As someone interested in the history of Mesoamerica, it was important for me to attend the lecture.  The sentence misleads because the phrase "As someone interested in the history of Mesoamerica" is meant to modify the next immediate word, which should then, obviously, be both a person and the subject of the sentence.  It should modify the word "I" by preceding it immediately.  One good alternative for the sentence is:  As someone interested in the history of Mesoamerica, I was especially eager to attend the lecture.

17. Avoid use of "valid," "parameter," "bias," "reliability," and "paradigm," except in limited technical ways.  These are important research terms and should be used with precision.

18. The words "data," "media," "criteria," "strata," and "phenomena" are still all PLURAL forms.  They *TAKES* plural verbs.  Unfortunately, that is no longer true for “opera” and “agenda.”

19. "Number," "many," and "fewer" are used with plural nouns (a number of horses, many horses, and fewer horses).  “Amount," "much," and "less" are used with singular nouns (an amount of hydrogen, much hydrogen, and less hydrogen).  Another useful way to make this distinction is to recall that "many" is used for countable nouns, while "much" is used for uncountable nouns.

20. *The passive voice should generally not be used.*

21. "Between" denotes two alternatives, while "among" three or more.

22. Generally, avoid the use of honorifics such as Mister, Doctor, Ms., and so on when referring to persons in writing, especially when citing their written work.  Use last names and dates as appropriate in APA.

23. There is no generally accepted standard for citing electronic resources.  If you cite them, it is common to give an indication, as specifically as possible, of:

-  responsibility
(who?)

-  title
(what?)

-  date of creation
(when?)

-  date viewed
(when?)

-  place to find the source
(where?  how?).

24. See the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (2019, 7th ed.) for a discussion of citing electronic material and useful examples.

25. *PROFREAD!  PROOFREED!  PROOOFREAD!*

26. “Citation,” “quotation,” and “reference” are nouns; “cite,” “quote,” and “refer to” are verbs.

27. Use double quotation marks (“abc.”), not single quotation marks (‘xyz.’), as a matter of course.  Single quotation marks usually indicate quotations within quotations in American English.
28. Provide a specific page number for all direct quotations.  If the quotation is from a Web page or other digital source without page numbers, provide at least the paragraph number and/or other directional cues, e.g., “(Davis, 1993, section II, ¶ 4).”

29. In ordinary American English, as ≠ because.  Assuming the two terms are identical often confuses syntax and the reader.

30. Use "about" instead of the tortured locution "as to."

31. In much of social science and humanistic study, the term "issue" identifies sources of public controversy or dissensus.  Please use the term to refer to topics about which there is substantial public disagreement, NOT synonymously with general terms such as "topic.”  This admonition is especially important in this course where the study of public policy is its main focus.

32. While the Congress and other legislative bodies have debates, careful writers, including your instructor, choose to avoid the locution of “public debate.”  Such a locution makes a series of faulty assumptions:

· It presumes that a controversy, whether a public policy issue or other important matter of disagreement (i.e., dissensus), has only two “sides.”  There are usually three or four or more perspectives on any topic of public dissensus that merit consideration.  “Debate” hides this multivalent complexity.

· “Debate” implies that one “side” and only one “side” can be correct; that presumption ignores the fact that the many perspectives on a controversy have merit.

· “Debate” implies that there can be and will be one and only one “winner.”  This presumption naively ignores the fact that some disagreements are intractable, that these issues are often emergent as are their resolutions, and that compromise is oftentimes a mark of success rather than of failure or “surrender.” 

33. Please do not start a sentence or any independent clause with “however.”

34. Avoid the use of “etc.” – it is awkward, colloquial, and vague.

35. Do not use the term “subjects” to describe research participants.  “Respondents,” “participants,” and “informants” are preferred terms and have been for decades.

36. Do not use notes unless absolutely necessary, but, if you must use them, use endnotes not footnotes.  Please discuss any such use with the instructor in advance.

37. Please adhere to this orthographic (spelling) convention of spelling Internet” with a capital “I” to indicate the TCP/IP-compliant computer network with a shared address convention.  Otherwise, “internet” with a lower-case “i” simply means any of the many millions of networks of networks.

SOME EDITING CONVENTIONS FOR STUDENTS’ PAPERS

Symbol
Meaning

#

number OR insert a space; the context will help you decipher its meaning

AWK

awkward and usually compromises clarity as well

BLOCK
make quotations ≥ 4 lines into a block quotation without external 



quotation marks

caps

capitalize; usually accompanied by three short underscore marks

COLLOQ
colloquial and to be avoided

dB

database

FRAG

sentence fragment; often means that the verb or subject is missing

ITAL

italicize

lc

make into lower case; usually accompanied by a strike through

org, org’l
organization, organizational

PL

plural

Q

question

REF?

what is the referent of this pronoun?  to what or whom does it refer?

sp

spelling

SING

singular

w/

with

w.c.?

word choice?

The instructor sometimes uses check marks to indicate that the writer has made an especially good point.  Wavy lines indicate that usage or reasoning is suspect.

GRADING

Grades for this class include:

A+ 
Extraordinarily high achievement,


not recognized by the University

A
Superior



4.00

A-
Excellent



3.67

B+
Good




3.33

B
Satisfactory



3.00

B-
Barely satisfactory


2.67

C+
Unsatisfactory



2.33

C
Unsatisfactory



2.00

C-
Unsatisfactory



1.67

F
Unacceptable and failing.

0.00.

Please feel free to ask me should you have any questions or concerns about grades and see the Graduate School Catalog (e.g., http://catalog.utexas.edu/graduate/graduate-study/ and http://catalog.utexas.edu/graduate/graduate-study/student-responsibility/) for more on standards of work.  While the University does not accept the grade of A+ and it does not appear on a student’s transcript, the instructor may assign the grade to students whose work is extraordinary.

The grade of B signals acceptable, satisfactory performance in graduate school.  The instructor reserves the grade of A for students who demonstrate not only a command of the concepts and techniques discussed but also an ability to synthesize and integrate them in a professional manner and communicate them effectively, successfully informing the work of other students.

The grade of incomplete (X) is reserved for students in extraordinary circumstances and must be negotiated with the instructor before the end of the semester.

The instructor uses points to evaluate assignments, not letter grades.  They use an arithmetic – not a proportional – algorithm to determine points on any assignment.  For example, 14/20 points on an assignment does NOT translate to 70% of the credit, or a D.  Instead 14/20 points is roughly equivalent to a B.   If any student's semester point total ≥ 90 (is equal to or greater than 90), then s/he will have earned an A of some kind.  If the semester point total ≥ 80, then s/he will have earned at least a B of some kind.  Whether these are A+, A, A-, B+, B, or B- depends upon the comparison of point totals for all students.  For example, if a student earns a total of 90 points and the highest point total in the class is 98, the student would earn an A-.  If, on the other hand, a student earns 90 points and the highest point total in the class is 91, then the student would earn an A.  The instructor will explain this system throughout the semester.

TEXTS
There are XXXX (XXXX) required texts for this class (XXXX books and XXXX papers), available online as unlimited access e-books from the UT libraries and in print and Kindle forms online; check the Co-op on Guadalupe as well as various book sellers online for available print and digital versions.  The supplemental and additional valuable texts are also generally available from the UT Libraries.  Supplement them all as your interests and professional goals dictate.

Reasonable people may and will disagree about the topics, methods, and other elements of our course.  We will all try to deepen and enhance our own particular views of matters related to the topics at hand and be responsive to others’ views and values as we learn together.  Both academic courtesy and mutual respect demand such behavior, especially in the classroom where we all are inquirers on a shared journey.
There are 23 required texts (14 books and 9 papers) and 55 texts recommended; students will use two of the recommended texts for their book reviews.  The 14 required books should be available at the Co-op (http://www.universitycoop.com/).

The REQUIRED books are these:

1. Bruner, Jerome.  (1990).  Acts of meaning.  Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press.

2. Campbell-Kelly, Martin, Aspray, William, Ensmenger, Nathan, & Yost, Jeffrey R.  (2014).  Computer:  A history of the information machine (3rd ed.).  Boulder, CO:  Westview Press.

3. Goffman, Erving.  (1959).  The presentation of self in everyday life.  Garden City, NY:  Doubleday.

4. Mosco, Vincent.  (2005).  The digital sublime:  Myth, power, and cyberspace.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.  (Original work published 2004)

5. Nunberg, Geoffrey.  (Ed.).  (1996).  The future of the book.  Berkeley, CA:  University of California Press.

6. Oudshoorn, Nelly, & Pinch, Trevor.  (Eds.).  (2005).  How users matter:  The co-construction of users and technology.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.  (Original work published 2003)

7. Suchman, Lucy A.  (2007).  Human-machine reconfigurations:  Plans and situated actions (2nd ed.).  Cambridge, UK:  Cambridge University Press.

8. Tufte, Edward R.  (2006).  Beautiful evidence.  Cheshire, CT:  Graphics Press.

9. Turkle, Sherry.  (1997).  Life on the screen:  Identity in the age of the Internet.  New York:  Touchstone.  (Original work published 1995)

10. Vaidhyanathan, Siva.  (2011).  The Googlization of everything (and why we should worry).  Berkeley, CA:  University of California Press.

11. Weick, Karl E.  (1995).  Sensemaking in organizations.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage.

12. Wenger, Étienne.  (1998).  Communities of practice:  Learning, meaning, and identity.  Cambridge, UK:  Cambridge University Press.

13. Yates, JoAnne.  (1989).  Control through communication:  The rise of system in American management.  Baltimore:  Johns Hopkins University Press.

14. Zinsser, William.  (1989).  Writing to learn.  New York:  Harper.  (Original work published 1988)

In addition to the books above, the class will also read and present on these “classic” papers:
1. Bush, Vannevar.  (1945).  As we may think.  Atlantic Monthly, 176(1), 101-108.

2. Delamont, Sara, & Atkinson, Paul.  (2001).  Doctoring uncertainty:  Mastering craft knowledge.  Social Studies of Science, 31(1), 87-107.
3. Geertz, Clifford.  (1973).  Thick description:  Toward an interpretive theory of culture.  In The interpretation of cultures (pp. 3-30).  s.l.:  BasicBooks.

4. Haraway, Donna.  (1990).  A manifesto for cyborgs:  Science, technology, and socialist feminism in the 1980s.  In Linda J. Nicholson (Ed.), Feminism/postmodernism (pp. 190-233).  New York:  Routledge.

5. Haraway, Donna.  (1999).  Situated knowledge:  The science question in feminism and the privilege of partial perspective.  In Mario Biagioli (Ed.), The science studies reader (pp. 394-406).  New York:  Routledge.  (Original work published 1988)

6. Heidegger, Martin.  (2008).  The question concerning technology.  In Rayvon Fouché (Ed.), Technology studies (vol. 1, Conceptualizing technology, pp. 1-23).  Mountain View, CA:  Sage.
7. Star, S. Leigh, & Griesemer, James R.  (1989).  Institutional ecology, “translations” and boundary objects:  Amateurs and professionals in Berkeley’s Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, 1907-39.  Social Studies of Science, 19(3), 387-420.

8. Weaver, Warren.  (1949).  The mathematics of communication.  Scientific American, 181(1), 11-15.

9. Weick, Karl E., & Roberts, K.H.  (1993).  Collective mind in organizations:  Heedful interrelating on flight decks.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 38(3), 357-381.

The RECOMMENDED texts are those listed below.  *  indicates that the instructor almost selected that text as one of those required for the course.

1. *  Barton, David, & Hamilton, Mary.  (1998).  Local literacies:  Reading and writing in one community.  London:  Routledge.

2. Bateson, Gregory.  (2000).  Steps to an ecology of mind.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.  (Original published 1972)

3. *  Bellos, David.  (2011).  Is that a fish in your ear?:  Translation and the meaning of everything.  New York:  Faber and Faber.
4. Ben-Ari, Moti.  (2005).  Just a theory:  Exploring the nature of science.  Amherst, NY:  Prometheus.
5. *  Beniger, James R.  (1984).  The control revolution.  Cambridge, MA:  Belknap.
6. Berger, Peter, & Luckman, Thomas.  (1966).  The social construction of reality:  A treatise in the sociology of knowledge.  New York:  Anchor books.

7. Biagioli, Mario.  (Ed.).  (1999).  The science studies reader.  New York:  Routledge.

8. Bijker, Wiebe E.  (1995).  Of bicycles, bakelites, and bulbs:  Toward a theory of sociotechnical change.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT.

9. *  Bijker, Wiebe E., Thomas P. Hughes, & Pinch, Trevor.  (Eds.).  (1989).  The social construction of technological systems:  New directions in the sociology and history of technology.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.  (Original work published 1987)

10. Borgmann, Albert.  (1999).  Holding on to reality:  The nature of information at the turn of the millennium.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.

11. Boulding, Kenneth E.  (1956).  The image:  Knowledge in life and society.  Ann Arbor, MI:  University of Michigan Press.

12. *  Brown, John Seely, & Duguid, Paul.  (2002).  The social life of information (2nd ed.).  Boston:  Harvard Business School Press.

13. *  Carey, James W.  (1988).  Communication and culture:  Essays on media and society.  Boston:  Unwin Hyman.

14. Chartier, Roger.  (1994).  The order of books:  Readers, authors, and libraries in Europe between the fourteenth and eighteenth centuries.  Stanford, CA:  Stanford University Press.  (Original work published in French in 1992)

15. Cockburn, Cynthia.  (1988).  Machinery of dominance:  Women, men, and technical know-how.  Boston:  Northeastern University Press.

16. *  Curry Jansen, Sue.  (1991). Censorship:  The knot that binds power and knowledge.  New York:  Oxford University Press.

17. Davenport, Thomas H.  (1997).  Information ecology:  Mastering the information and knowledge environment.  New York:  Oxford University Press.

18. Dourish, Paul.  (2004).  Where the action is:  The foundations of embodied interaction.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.  (Original work published 2001)

19. *  Feyerabend, Paul.  (1993).  Against method (3rd ed.).  London:  Verso.  (Original work published 1975)

20. *  Fleck, Ludwik.  (1979).  Genesis and development of a scientific fact.  Thaddeus J. Trenn and Robert K. Merton (Eds.).  (Fred Bradley & Thaddeus J. Trenn, Trans.).  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.  (Original work published 1935)

21. *  Foucault, Michel.  (1994).  The order of things:  An archaeology of the human sciences.  New York:  Vintage Books.  (Original work published 1966)

22. Fraser, Nancy.  (1989).  Unruly practices:  Power, discourse and gender in contemporary social theory.  Minneapolis, MN:  University of Minnesota Press.

23. Gardner, Howard.  (1983).  Frames of mind:  The theory of multiple intelligences.  New York:  Basic Books.

24. Garfinkel, Harold.  (1967).  Studies in ethnomethodology.  Englewood Cliffs, NJ:  Prentice-Hall.

25. Gleick, James.  (2011).  The information:  A history, a theory, a flood.  New York:  Pantheon Books.

26. Haack, Susan.  (2007).  Defending science – within reason:  Between scientism and cynicism.  Amherst, NY:  Prometheus Books.  (Original work published 2003)
27. Harding, Sandra.  (Ed.).  (2004).  The feminist standpoint theory reader:  Intellectual and political controversies.  New York:  Routledge.

28. Hobart, Michael E., & Schiffman, Zachary S.  (1998).  Information ages:  Literacy, numeracy, and the computer revolution.  Baltimore:  Johns Hopkins University Press.

29. Hofstadter, Richard.  (1963).  Anti-intellectualism in American life.  New York:  Knopf.

30. Hutchins, Edwin.  (1995).  Cognition in the wild.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.

31. Johns, Adrian.  (1998).  The nature of the book:  Print and knowledge in the making.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.
32. Kline, Morris.  (1985).  Mathematics and the search for knowledge.  Oxford, UK:  Oxford University Press.

33. Lash, Scott.  (2002).  Critique of information.  London:  Sage.
34. Latour, Bruno.  (1987).  Science in action.  Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press.

35. *  Latour, Bruno, & Woolgar, Steve.  (1986).  Laboratory life:  The construction of scientific facts.  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

36. Lave, Jean.  (1988).  Cognition in practice.  Cambridge, UK:  Cambridge University Press.

37. Lave, Jean, & Wenger, Étienne.  (1992).  Situated learning:  Legitimate peripheral participation.  Cambridge, UK:  Cambridge University Press.

38. *  Lessig, Lawrence.  (2005).  Code version 2.0.  New York:  Basic Books.

39. Machlup, Fritz.  (1962).  The production and distribution of knowledge in the United States.  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

40. Machlup, Fritz.  (1980).  Knowledge and knowledge production.  Knowledge, its creation, distribution, and economic significance (Vol. 1).  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

41. Machlup, Fritz.  (1982).  The branches of learning.  Knowledge, its creation, distribution, and economic significance (Vol. 2).  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

42. Machlup, Fritz.  (1984).  The economics of information and human capital.  Knowledge, its creation, distribution, and economic significance (Vol. 3).  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

43. *  Machlup, Fritz, & Mansfield, Una.  (Eds.).  (1983).  The study of information:  Interdisciplinary messages.  New York:  John Wiley & Sons.

44. *  Nye, David.  (2006).  Technology matters:  Questions to live with.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.

45. O’Donnell, James J.  (1998).  Avatars of the word:  From papyrus to cyberspace.  Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press.

46. Olson, David R.  (1996).  The world on paper:  The conceptual and cognitive implications of writing and reading.  Cambridge, UK:  Cambridge University Press.

47. *  Orr, Julian.  (1996).  Talking about machines.  Ithaca, NY:  Cornell University Press.

48. Pickering, Andrew.  (1995).  The mangle of practice:  Time, agency, & science.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.

49. *  Polanyi, Michael.  (1967).  The tacit dimension.  Garden City, NY:  Anchor Books.
50. *  Poster, Mark.  (1990).  The mode of information:  Poststructuralism and social context.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.

51. Ryle, Gilbert.  (2000).  The concept of mind.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.  (Original published 1949)

52. *  Schön, Donald.  (1983). The reflective practitioner:  How professionals think in action.  New York:  Basic Books.
53. *  Star, Susan Leigh.  (Ed.).  (1995a).  The cultures of computing.  Cambridge, MA:  Blackwell.
54. Star, Susan Leigh.  (Ed.).  (1995b).  Ecologies of knowledge:  Work and politics in science and technology.  New York:  State University of New York Press.

55. *  Winograd, Terry, & Flores, Fernando.  (1987).  Understanding computers and cognition:  A new foundation for design.  Reading, MA:  Addison-Wesley.

Some of the readings will be on two-hour reserve at PCL, and students should be aware of their classmates' needs to see the reserve material.  They should also remember that many of the terms, definitions, procedures, and epistemological and other assumptions discussed in class, in the texts, and elsewhere are contentious.  There are important differences among scholars about these topics.  Learning to navigate this sea of uncertainty, but still adhere to rigorous standards for reading, evaluating, and doing work in information studies, should be one of students’ aims in the course and in the iSchool PhD program.
The REQUIRED texts are:

D’Ignazio, Catherine, & Klein, Lauren.  (2020). Data feminism.  MIT Press.
Wajcman, Judy.  (2004).  TechnoFeminism.  Polity.

We will also read selected chapters and/or passages from these supplemental texts:

Haraway, Donna J.  (1991).  Simians, cyborgs, and women:  The reinvention of nature.  Routledge.

Lerman, Nina E., Oldenziel, Ruth, & Mohun, Arwen P.  (Eds.).  (2003a).  Gender & technology:  A reader.  Johns Hopkins University Press.

Noble, Safiya Umoja.  (2018).  Algorithms of oppression:  How search engines reinforce racism.  New York University Press.

Nye, David E.  (2007).  Technology matters:  Questions to live with.  MIT Press.

Perez, Caroline Criado.  (2019).  Invisible women:  Data bias in a world designed for men.  Abrams Press.

Additional valuable texts for your further study of gender, technology, and information include:

Browne, Simone.  (2015).  Dark matters:  On the surveillance of blackness.  Duke University Press.

Cowan, Ruth Schwartz.  (1983).  More work for mother:  The ironies of household technology from the open hearth to the microwave.  Basic Books.

Dubrofsky, Rachel E, & Magnet, Shoshana Amielle.  (Eds.).  (2015).  Feminist surveillance studies.  Duke University Press.
Ernst, Waltraud, & Howarth, Ilona.  (Eds.).  (2014).  Gender in science and technology:  Interdisciplinary approaches.  Transcript Verlag.
Grier, David Alan.  (2005).  When computers were human.  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

Hayles, N. Katherine.  (1999a).  How we became posthuman:  Virtual bodies in cybernetics, literature, and informatics.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.
Hayles, N. Katherine.  (2005a).  My mother was a computer:  Digital subjects and literary texts.  Chicago:  University of Chicago Press.

Latour, Bruno, & Woolgar, Steve.  (1986).  Laboratory life:  The construction of scientific 


facts.  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press.

Maines, Rachel P.  (1999).  The technology of orgasm:  “Hysteria,” the vibrator, and women’s sexual satisfaction.  Baltimore:  Johns Hopkins University Press.

Martin, Michèle.  (1991a).  “Hello, Central?”  Gender, technology, and culture in the formation of telephone systems.

Mundy, L. (2017a). Code girls: The untold story of the American code breakers of World War II. New York: Hachette Books.

Murphy, Michelle.  (2012).  Seizing the means of reproduction:  Entanglements of feminism, health, and technoscience.  Durham, NC:  Duke University Press.

Nye, David E.  (1994).  American technological sublime.  Cambridge, MA:  MIT Press.

Pursell, Carroll.  (Ed.).  (2001a).  American technology.  Oxford, UK:  Blackwell.

Reinharz, Shulamit.  (1992).  Feminist methods in social research.  Oxford, UK:  Oxford University Press.

Spain, Daphne.  (1992).  Gendered spaces.  Chapel Hill, NC:  University of North Carolina Press.
Suchman, Lucy.  (2007).  Human-machine reconfigurations:  Plans and situated actions (2nd ed.).  Cambridge, UK:  Cambridge University Press.  May be available as an e-book in the UT Libraries catalogue.

Wajcman, Judy.  (1991c).  Feminism confronts technology.  University Park, PA:  Penn State University Press.

See these sites for additional material of value to the study of GT&I:

The Web site for Gina Bastone, humanities librarian and expert in WGS et al. at UT Libraries:  https://guides.lib.utexas.edu/wgs
The Web site for the Special Interest Group for Computing, Information, and Society of the Society for the Social Study of Science (SSSS):  http://www.sigcis.org/
Also, be sure to check the list of Additional Sources (AS) and Selected Important Journal later in this syllabus.  You may find the special issues of the journals below on gender and technology, including information and communication technologies (ICT’s), of particular interest.
	Journal
	Volume(issue)
	Date

	Acme:  An International Journal for Critical Geographers




	5(1)

	2006

	Ada:  A Journal of New Media, Gender, and Technology
	2
	2013

	Australian Feminist Law Journal
	44(1)
	2018

	Information, Communication, & Society
	2(4)
	1999

	
	10(3)
	2007

	The Information Society
	15(3)
	1999

	Journal of Technology Management & Innovation
	4(4)
	2009

	Media Culture, & Society
	14(1)
	1992

	Social Sciences
	---

	2017-2018

	Technology and Culture
	38(1)
	1997


Please remember that this is only a selected list and that research about gender, technology, and information is now reflected not only in specialized journals but also in more general journals and collections.
LIST OF ASSIGNMENTS

The instructor will provide additional information in class and in other modes about each assignment.  Students will generally submit assignments as Word documents in Canvas in the appropriate format by 9:00 AM unless otherwise indicated, should be word-processed and double-spaced in 10- or 12-point font, with 1" margins.  GRP indicates that an assignment is based on group work.
Assignment





Date Due
Percent of Grade

Preparation and participation



  ---


25%

Discussion questions (DQ’s)


SUN 3:00 PM







(before all classes)
Choice of two journals for final paper


JAN 31


---

Presentations and leading in-class discussions

XXXX


10

(XXXX times) GRP
Choice of TWO (2) books to review????

FEB 7


---
Book reviews (5 pp. each)???



MAR XX and APR XX
10 + 10
[XXXX review of papers from special issue of JASIST on paradigms for information science and interdisciplinary foundations for info studies? – also see the Erratum in that issue for the two papers published prematurely XXX]
Paper on two journals “outside” information

WED, MAY 4,

10
Studies (5 pp.)





12:00 N (Noon)
All assignments must be handed in on time, and the instructor reserves the right to issue a course grade of F if any assignment is not completed.  Late assignments will be accepted only if:

1.
At least 24 hours before the date due, the instructor gives explicit permission to the student to hand the assignment in late.

2.
At the same time, a specific date and time are agreed upon for the late submission.

3.
The assignment is then submitted on or before the agreed-upon date and time.

The first criterion can be met only in the most serious of health, family, or personal situations.

All assignments should adhere to the standards for written work; should be clear, succinct, and specific; and should be explicitly grounded in the readings, class discussions, and other sources as appropriate.  It is particularly useful to write multiple drafts of papers.
OUTLINE OF THE COURSE
While unlikely, the schedule may be adjusted as necessity dictates as the semester evolves.  C indicates a reading in Files in Canvas, while AS indicates Additional Sources germane to the course but NOT required.  Other readings are our textbooks or those available on the open Web.  The References have detailed citations for each reading.

	Date
	
Topics
	Readings
	Assignments

	
	
	
	

	
	Unit I:  Introduction to . . .
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1:  JAN 24
	· Introduction to the course

· Brief review of the syllabus

· Students’ specific research interests

· Exploring gender and technologies (1)
· Definitions, theories, and metaphors
	· Nye (2007a , b, c)
· McGaw (2003)
· McQuire (2006)

· Law (2016)

· Kelan (2012)

AS:  Noble (1997)
Jarman (1998)
	

	
	
	
	

	2:  JAN 31
	· Exploring gender and technologies (2)

· Science and technology studies
· More on definitions, theories, and metaphors
	· McGaw (1989)
· Lerman (2010)

· Bray (2007)

· Kenney (2019)
· Sim & Hensman (1994)
AS:  Balsamo (2014)

Donner (1992)
Crawford (2000)  
	Choice of topic for leading in-class discussion

	
	
	
	

	3:  FEB 7
	· Exploring gender and technologies (3)

· Techno-feminism
· More on definitions, theories, and metaphors
	· Wajcman (2004), TechnoFeminism
· Oldenziel (2006)
· Layne (2010)

· Johnson (2010)

· Goenstein (2010)

· Howes (2012)
	

	
	
	
	

	4: FEB 14
	· Exploring gender and technologies (4)

· Masculinities and technologies


	· Borkowska (2020)

· Collingwood (2018)

· Ging (2017)

· Barry & Weiner (2019)

· Oldenziel (2003)

· Kleif & Faulkner (2004)
· AS:  Payne (2018)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Unit II:  . . .
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5:  FEB 21
	· Domestic technologies and care work
	· Fox (1990)

· Parr (2003)

· Kline (2003)

· Lanoix (2013)
· Parks (2010)

· Kennedy et al. (2015)
AS:  Cowan (1983), passim
	Student-led discussion

Annotated bibliography (10%)

Overheads, handouts, discussion leadership (10%)

	
	
	
	

	6:  FEB 28
	· Reproductive and sexual technologies (1)
	· Maines (1989)
· Maines (1999e)

· Maines (1999b)

· Maines (1999f)
	Student-led discussion

Annotated bibliography (10%)

Overheads, handouts, discussion leadership (10%)

	
	
	
	

	7:  MAR 7
	· Reproductive and sexual technologies (2)
	· Knight & Miller (2021)
· Campo-Engelstein et al. (2019)

· Daniels & Heidt-Forsythe (2012)

· Richardson (2012)

· Kessler (1990)
AS:  Moore & Currah (2015)
Roberts (2015)
	Essay on gender and technology (3 pp.) (10%)

	
	
	
	

	8:  MAR 21
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (1)
	· Wyatt (2008)
· Comunello et al. (2021)

· Scarelli et al. (2021)
· Floegel (2020)

· Allen (2017)
AS:  Leach & Turner (2015)

Hardey (2020)
	Student-led discussion

Annotated bibliography (10%)

Overheads, handouts, discussion leadership (10%)

	
	
	
	

	9:  MAR 28
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (2)
	· Wajcman (1991d)
· Williams (2013)

· Dasgupta & Stout (2014)

· Sun (2021)

· Vitores & Gil-Juárez (2016)

· Miltner (2019)

· Light (1999)

· Ceruzzi (1991)

· Mundy (2017b)
	Identification and approval of topic for final paper



	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	10:  APR 4
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (3)
· Intersectionality
· Introduction to data feminism
	· Collins (2015)
· Collins (n.d.)
· Noble (2016)

· Noble (2018a)
· Noble (2018b)

· Cukier et al. (2002)

· Lerman (2010) – reprise
· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Introduction and Chapter 1 (pp. 1-19, 21-47, and 235-241, 241-252)
AS:  Dubrofsky & Wood (2015)
	

	
	
	
	

	11:  APR 11
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (4)
· Haraway and cyborg theory

· Data feminism continued
	· Haraway (1991/1985)

· Lupton (2013)

· Hayles (1999b)

· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Chapters 2 and 3 (pp. 49-72, 73-96, and 252-262, 262-268)
	Draft of final paper (≥10 pp.)

Choice of final paper to review

	
	
	
	

	
	Unit III:  . . .
	
	

	
	
	
	

	12:  APR 18
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (5)
· Data feminism continued

· Writing studio
	· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Chapters 4 and 5 (pp. 97-123, 125-148 and 268-276, 276-283)
· Miner (2020)
· Rolston (2010)

· Rommes et al. (2012)

· Shabbar (2018)
AS:  Rommes (2014)
	

	
	
	
	

	13:  APR 25
	· Considering gender, computing, and networked technologies (6)
· Data feminism continued

· Writing studio
	· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Chapters 4 and 5 (pp. 97-123, 125-148 and 268-276, 276-283)
	Review of another team’s draft (3-4 pp.) – 15%

	
	
	
	

	14:  MAY 2
	· Students’ presentations
· Course summary
	· D’Ignazio & Klein (2020), Chapters 6 and 7 and Conclusion (pp. 149-172, 173-201, 203-214 and 283-291, 291-298, 298-301)
· Perez (2019)

AS:  Winner (1980)

Hall (2015)
	In-class presentation – 5%

	
	
	
	

	MAY 4 12:00 Noon
	
	
	Completed paper on two journals “outside” information studies (5 pp.) – 10%


ASSIGNMENTS
Class will begin promptly at 9:00 AM and ordinarily end by 11:45 AM.
•
Discussion Questions – due 12:00 N (noon) SUNDAY January 13, 20, and 27; February 3, 10, 17, 24; March 17, 23, and 31; and April 7, 14, 21, and 28

In preparation for each class meeting, all students, including those making presentations and leading discussion in that class, will submit at least two discussion questions related to the week’s readings to the instructor the day before the class meeting.  Students should review each other’s questions before the class meeting, and the instructor will distribute copies of them in the second part of class.

Students must submit their discussions questions no later than 12:00 N (noon) on the Monday before the class meeting, e.g., the discussion questions for the class meeting on Tuesday, January 28, must be submitted by 12:00 N (noon) on Monday, January 27.  While our discussions will be guided by each week’s presenters, the vagaries of circumstance, and the like, the discussion questions will be an important means of structuring and focusing our consideration of the week’s readings and more.  As such, these questions are an important part of students’ participation in the course.

Students will submit these questions to the appropriate Discussion in Canvas.

•
Presentations and Leading in-class Discussion (60%, six classes x 10%) – January 28; February 4, 11, 18, 25; March 18 and 25; and April 1, 8, 15, 22, and 29

As a member of a two-person team, each student will make six 60-minute presentations of the day’s text(s) in the first part of class, then act as one of two discussion leaders in the second part of class for those same six classes.  In order to do so, every student will team with each of the other three members of the class twice.  CP indicates that the class will also read and discuss a “classic paper” that day in class.

	Date
	Text
	AG
	JM
	RS
	CS

	
	
	
	
	
	

	1/28/2013
	Goffman (1959)
	x
	
	x
	

	2/4
	Oudshoorn & Pinch (2005) + CP
	
	x
	
	x

	2/11
	Wenger (1998) + CP
	
	x
	x
	

	2/18
	Mosco (2005)
	x
	
	x
	

	2/25
	Weick (1995) + CP
	
	x
	
	x

	3/18
	Suchman (2007)
	
	
	x
	x

	3/25
	Nunberg
	x
	x
	
	

	4/1
	Yates (1989)
	x
	
	
	x

	4/8
	Turkle (1997)
	
	x
	x
	

	4/15
	Bruner (1990)
	x
	x
	
	

	4/22
	Vaidhyanathan (2011)
	
	
	x
	x

	4/29
	Tufte (2006)
	x
	
	
	x


Presentations

There are two fundamental goals of the presentations that will demand significant preparation, including additional reading.  The first of these goals is the more important and should take the majority of the time in the presentation, c. 45 - 50 minutes:

1. To provide some context for the text being discussed; see below.

2. To help the other students and the instructor understand the influence of the work in information studies and other disciplines; see below.

On those three days when we discuss “classic papers” as well as full texts (February 4, 11, and 25), a third goal of the presentation will be:

3.
To help the other students in the course and the instructor understand some of the most important connections between the paper and the text being discussed that day.

To fulfill the first goal of providing context for the text in hand, students making the presentation might consider a number of questions, e.g., what is the genesis of the work?  Why and when was it written?  How does it fit into the research trajectory of its author(s)?  Which discipline(s) was the work written for?  For an edited work, what disciplines are represented among the chapters’ authors?  How does the introduction to the work, whether edited or otherwise, establish the work’s aims and place in the overall research landscape?  How are the various parts of the book related to each other?  What school(s) of thought, research programs, and the like does the work address, respond to, or belong to?  How do we know?  What relations, if any, does the text have with topics discussed in class and/or explored in other texts read for the course?  These questions are only illustrative of the kinds of topics that might help provide context for the work.

To fulfill the second goal of describing the work’s influence and any potential or documented contribution to information studies research, the team making the presentation might do several things, e.g.:

1. Do a citation analysis of authors in citation trackers available online such as the Web of Science, Google Scholar, and others; see, for example, http://www.lib.utexas.edu/chem/info/citations.html
2. Investigate important scholarly blogs and other significant online fora (especially aggregators) that address the text, its author(s), or editor(s)

3. Examine bibliographies of important works in information studies and beyond, including “reference” works, whether in print or digital form online.

It is important to remember that all citation tools, however, including the digital, have serious limitations beyond the question of what citations might mean, for example, such tools’ coverage of books and many professional conferences is extremely limited if not non-existent.

Preparation of the class presentation should take about 8-10 hours beyond reading the text, counting research, planning, discussion with the other member of the team, and preparation of the presentation itself, including any slides, bibliographies, glossaries of terms, or the like.  It is imperative that the student teams give themselves adequate time to prepare for the presentations.

Each presentation will last 60 minutes, from the end of the instructor’s introductory and logistical remarks at the beginning of class to the class break at approximately 10:15 AM.  Students should be aware of the passage of time and ensure that the presentation has sufficient time to develop and be complete in the 60 minutes assigned.

The two-student team making the presentation should use slides, handouts (such as glossaries of terms, bibliographies, and descriptions of scholarly influence), and the like as appropriate for the text being discussed and in response to the team’s own interests.

Discussions
In the second part of class (from approximately 10:30 – 11:30 AM), the presenting team will take the discussion lead with the active participation of the other members of the class and the instructor.  All members of the class will have submitted their minimum of two discussion questions (DQ’s) the previous day to the appropriate Discussion in Canvas, and all students and the instructor will have read them in preparation for the discussion of the day’s readings.  The instructor will prepare a handout for each student with the DQ’s.

The presenting team will briefly introduce the discussion questions and determine how the discussion will start, perhaps soliciting the preferences of the other members of the class.  The presenting team should feel free to help catalyze the discussion in whatever fashion they choose, but not dominate it.  This discussion will last approximately an hour, with the instructor reserving the final 10 or 15 minutes of the class for some summary remarks on the day’s readings and looking ahead to the next class.
· Exploration of the interdisciplinary foundations of papers in JASIST Special Issue:  Paradigm Shift in the Field of Information
In October 2021, the Journal of the Association for Information Science & Technology published a special issue that featured eight (8) research articles as well as an Editorial introducing the issue with a focus on shifting paradigms in what they term the “field of information.”  This is the formal APA citation to that issue:

Tang, Rong, Mehra, Bharat, Du, Ja Tina, & Zhao, Yuxiang (Chris).  (Eds.).  (2021, October).  Special issue:  Paradigm shift in the field of information.  Journal of the Association for Information Science & Technology, 72(10), 1127-1319.
As noted in the Erratum to the special issue, two additional papers intended for publication in the special issue were mistakenly published two months earlier in the August, 2021, issue (72, 8):
Ma, Jinxuan, & Lund, Brady.  (2021, August).  The evolution and shift of research topics and methods in library and information science.  Journal of the Association for Information Science & Technology, 72(8), 1059-1074.

Oliphant, Tami.  (2021, August).  Emerging (information) realities and epistemic justice.  Journal of the Association for Information Science & Technology, 72(8), 951-962.
Students will :
1. Read the introductory Editorial

2. Read all ten (10) papers, the eight in the special issue and the two intended to appear there

3. Send the instructor their ranked choices of five of the 10 papers to use for this assignment
4. Have their paper assigned by the instructor after his having reviewed all of students’ preferences and tried to assign each student their first or second choice of a paper

5. Follow at least five (5) of the citations to material outside the normal wide purview of information studies in the paper assigned
6. Examine these materials and their use in the paper reviewed

7. Report to the instructor in four to five double spaced pages about this “extra-information studies” material and its contributions to the paper in hand and its potential to contribute to information studies more broadly

8. Share these findings with the class in an informal in-class presentation.

· Paper on two journals “outside” information studies (5 double-spaced pp., 10%) – choice of journals, TUE, January 21; paper due FRIDAY, May 2, 12:00 N (noon)
Every student will choose two (2) journals from the list below to read throughout the semester and will write a short paper about the journals and their potential or real contribution to information studies.  It is in the student’s best interest to choose two journals with which she is unfamiliar:

1. Ada:  A Journal of Gender, New Media, and Technology

2. American Anthropologist

3. Big Data

4. Big Data & Society

5. Communication Research

6. Communications of the ACM

7. Computer Supported Cooperative Work

8. Critical Inquiry

9. Critical Survey

10. Cultural Studies
11. Design Issues

12. Digital Humanities Quarterly

13. Ethics and Information Technology
14. First Monday

15. Gender & Society
16. Health Informatics
17. Human-Computer Interaction
18. IEEE Annals of the History of Computing

19. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics

20. Information, Communication, & Society
21. Information and Management

22. Journal of the American Medical Informatics Association
23. Journal of Computer-Supported Cooperative Work

24. Journal of Design and Science

25. Journal of Higher Education

26. Journal of Historical Geography

27. Journal of Material Culture
28. Journal of Popular Culture
29. Knowledge and Society:  The Anthropology of Science and Technology
30. Law and Contemporary Problems
31. Minerva
32. MIS Quarterly

33. Men and Masculinities

34. Organization Science
35. Philosophy & Information Technology
36. Policy Studies
37. Political Science Quarterly
38. Rhetoric and Public Affairs

39. Science, Technology, & Human Values

40. Social & Cultural Geography

41. Social Studies of Science

42. Sociology

43. Technology and Culture
44. Theory, Culture & Society.
Students must notify the instructor of their two journal choices by email no later than TUE, January 21, 2014. 

The goal of the paper is to document the student’s reactions to the journals, especially to use the review of the journal’s papers, editorials, identities of contributors, and the like to enhance the student’s understanding of scholars and sources of potential interest to the field and the development of a research persona. A particular goal of the paper is to explore why scholars in information studies may or may not profit from regular reading of the journals.

Students should, at a minimum, read the full 2020 volume of the journals, or the latest year’s worth of the journals available online.  Students should feel free in addition, however, to discuss material from anywhere in the journals’ runs.  

Other questions that students might consider in writing the paper are many.  How does the journal reflect the questions we engage in class?  Does it engage them at all?  How does the journal help expand and deepen our understanding of questions, methods, controversies, and other topics of interest to information studies?  What other questions and concerns does the journal consider?  What singular questions or continuing themes does it engage that may be of special import to information studies researchers and teachers?  Who are the major actors in the community that the journal serves, both individually and institutionally?  Who edits the journal?  Who publishes it?  What does the journal consider good research?  These are only indicative of the kinds of questions the paper might discuss, but the paper must explicitly engage the question of whether the journal is a useful source for regular reading for information studies researchers.

The paper must be five (5) double-spaced pages long, printed on both sides of the paper, in either 10 or 12 pt. font, and using one of four fonts:  Times, Times New Roman, Cambria, or Palatino.  Students should send the completed paper to the instructor as an email attachment in Word (either .doc or .docx format) no later than 12:00 N (noon) on Friday, May 2.  The instructor will not accept late assignments except by prior arrangement.
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