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Abstract1 
In this editorial, we describe the work that has been undertaken by the ESTS editorial collective (EC) over the 

last two years towards establishing a publishing infrastructure for open research data. A broad movement in 

the scholarly community is pushing towards data sharing or “Open Data,” particularly in the natural 

 
 
 
 
1 This is an updated version (published on October 20, 2022) of this essay. 
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sciences and medicine. Recognizing that there are compelling reasons why scholars are wary of data sharing 

and careful to protect their work, our EC has pursued experiments towards establishing a publishing 

infrastructure for open data with the goal of better understanding the possible benefits for the STS 

community from data sharing and the role that a scholarly-run journal like ESTS could play in realizing such 

opportunities. The sharing of data could serve as an archive of work in/for STS; offer greater recognition of 

diverse contributions to scholarly research beyond individual author(s); enable reuse of data for new 

insights and pedagogical opportunities; and engender new forms of scholarly community in the field. 

 

Keywords 
open access; data sharing; publishing infrastructure; qualitative data; STS Infrastructures 

 

Introduction 
“Open Data” initiatives, through which research data is made available to other researchers and broader 

publics, have become increasingly more visible in the scientific publication landscape over the past decade. 

These initiatives have been promoted by government research funding agencies and universities, partly to 

improve transparency and oversight of scientific research, and to allow for public access to publicly funded 

research.2 These initiatives have been taken up most visibly in the natural sciences, and medicine where an 

increasing number of researchers are publishing their data sets so that they can be reused and to increase 

accountability in the research process (Jiao, Li, and Fang 2022; Resnik et al. 2019). In other instances, as 

sociologist Lori Peek notes about hazards and disaster research, sharing data and research instruments and 

protocols allows for developing comparative understandings across contexts and enhances capacity for 

rapid response in disaster contexts (Fortun, Peek, and Knowles 2021). Opening up research data, thus, is 

increasingly positioned as an important practical, scientific, and democratic good. 

 

In our experience, data sharing is far less prevalent in the humanities and social sciences, including in STS. 

One major reason for this is that qualitative data, which STS researchers are more likely to create and use, 

tends to be less modular and mobile than quantitative data. While all data is tied to particular times and 

places, researchers in STS-related fields are more likely to recognize and acknowledge this situatedness (c.f. 

Biruk 2018; Borgman 2012). From such a perspective, data always lies at the nexus of multiple ethical and 

political imaginaries, including concerns over privacy and safety of vulnerable participants. Failure to 

recognize this can lead to further extractive and exploitative knowledge practices rather than better research 

relations. This is a point made clear in the work of many indigenous scholars and those in the “Global South,” 

who point out the very real potential for data sharing mandates to retrench historically exploitative relations 

 
 
 
 
2 Refer, for example, to the Biden administration’s recent directive toward “Ensuring Free, Immediate, and 
Equitable Access to Federally Funded Research” in the United States (Nelson 2022) under the leadership of STS 
scholar and acting director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, Alondra Nelson, as well as 
directives under Plan S aimed at “Making full & immediate Open Access a Reality” for research funded through 
European agencies: https://www.coalition-s.org/. 

https://www.coalition-s.org/
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of knowledge production (Lovett et al. 2019; Serwadda et al. 2018; Bezuidenhout et al. 2017). STS researchers 

can also be wary of indirectly legitimizing the adoption of standards such as reproducibility that are 

sometimes championed in natural science and health related fields as a value that all research, including our 

own, should conform to. These are just some of the reasons STS scholars have not pursued data sharing to 

the extent that researchers have in other fields, despite support for the impulses that motivate open data 

practices in other fields.3 

 

The ESTS editorial collective (EC) recognizes both the promises and challenges that accompany data sharing. 

Our approach is not to pursue data sharing as an unalloyed good, but rather one that formulates data as a 

problem of navigating conflicting, and at times incommensurable notions of value. Our approach also 

develops a commitment to recognize and foster the data relations we most value as a heterogeneous 

community of scholars and interlocutors. Given our attention to infrastructures of scholarly publishing, we 

are also mindful that without concomitant efforts to build underlying infrastructures and communities of 

practice, data sharing by itself is unlikely to achieve significant results (ESTS Collective 2021a, 2021b, 2022a). 

As Elizabeth Pisani, epidemiologist and advocate for open data in public health, and colleagues have noted, 

“accessible data” as a goal is not enough; rather, what is needed are investments in the systems that make 

the information useful (Pisani et al. 2016). 

 

There is also great risk that unless scholarly societies, institutions of higher education, the public interest 

technology nonprofit sector, and other aligned organizations seriously invest and work on developing 

alternative infrastructures and systems, the growing power of commercial firms, that already run much of 

the underlying scholarly knowledge infrastructure relied upon by academics, will become the dominant 

infrastructure for data sharing (Andrews 2020; Meagher 2021; Acker 2020). Commercial take-over of 

scholarly infrastructure is already underway in significant ways. Much of the publishing process is owned by 

commercial publishers who have been heavily investing toward steadily shifting their business models 

towards providing data products and services based on research and analytics (Larivière, Haustein, and 

Mongeon 2015; Posada and Chen 2018; Chan 2019; McKenzie 2017). These commercially-owned 

infrastructures reflect and promote values of profit maximization and extraction (Pooley 2022; Sadowski 

2019; Lamdan 2022), values that our EC does not want as the bedrock for our own knowledge circulation 

infrastructure. We believe others in the STS community would agree. 

 

Keeping these considerations in mind, our EC has been working to understand what “open data” can mean 

in/for STS, and develop norms, practices, and infrastructures that match the kinds of data that we work with. 

Strategy meetings conceptualizing ESTS open data processes and aims began in late 2019. Two of our 

associate editors, Angela Okune and Grant Jun Otsuki, have focused on testing out multiple data sharing and 

 
 
 
 
3 See Maienscheing et al. (2019) for a more detailed discussion about opportunities and barriers to pursuing open 
data practices in STS. 
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publishing platforms, conducting a wide review of existing open data practices of scholarly publications in 

the humanities and social sciences, facilitating discussions with STS scholars working in/on open data (see 

Transnational STS Publishing working group discussions; Okune 2022), and participating in discussions on 

broader list servs and working groups such as the Research Data Alliance (RDA) and the Journal Editors 

Discussion Interface (JEDI). 

 

From this groundwork we learned that there are as yet no best practices for publishing ethnographic data 

readily available for journals to use. Further, those leading conversations on open ethnographic data 

publishing have thus far been commercial publishers. Accordingly, this recognition has prompted us to focus 

less on establishing best publishing practices for data, and more so on infrastructuring practices for 

supporting creative elaboration of new relations through data, all the while attending to the many legal, 

ethical and other constraints attached to it. We are interested in understanding what shifts may transpire as 

a result of new kinds of publishing infrastructures. Thus we approach the publishing of authors’ data as one 

way to keep the ongoing dynamism of research and scholarship at play and to move beyond just one final 

end product (the journal article) and towards a multiplicity of scholarship forms. 

 

In 2021, after conducting our initial groundwork, we began to outline the ESTS data publishing workflow and 

infrastructure stack, enrolling Tim Schütz in the role of open data editor. We currently publish data artifacts 

in STS Infrastructures. STS Infrastructures (STS-I) is an instance of the Platform for Experimental 

Collaborative Ethnography (PECE): a digital archive, workspace, and publishing platform designed and built 

by STS scholars. The platform has hosted special exhibits as part of the 2018 and 2019 4S annual meetings. 

The platform also provides the digital infrastructure for the Student Section of the Society for Social Studies 

of Science (6S). STS-I allows us to publish richly contextualized data artifacts, preserving—especially 

through the “Critical Commentary” field—the situatedness of research data. It also provides a variety of 

permissions in terms of data visibility and reuse, allowing users to limit access, which may sometimes be 

necessary, and inform the manner in which data is further reused by other researchers. STS-I also offers a 

variety of features that encourage data reuse—allowing artifacts to be pulled into multiple groups 

simultaneously and for them to be annotated, for example, which can be especially useful in generating 

communities around shared data, including in pedagogical contexts. 

 

Publishing Data in ESTS 
ESTS publishes research artifacts as standalone data artifacts (audio, video, image, text, or tabular data). We 

understand source data as materials originated by the contributing author. Supplemental data is that which 

has been contributed by someone other than the author(s). We distinguish between these two categories to 

make explicit the existing relations in a data artifact—including those of copyright and fair use—that we 

need to contend with as this data shapes and is shaped by our socio-technical publishing infrastructures. 

 

We have developed two supporting documents to be completed by contributors interested in submitting 

their source data for publication by ESTS: a Data Availability Statement (Editorial Collective 2022b), and a 

Data Publication Agreement (ibid., 2022c). The Data Publication Agreement explicitly lays out the 

responsibilities and obligations that authors and editors have when publishing data with ESTS to establish a 

https://www.rd-alliance.org/
https://dpjedi.org/about.html
https://dpjedi.org/about.html
https://stsinfrastructures.org/content/ests-published-data
https://stsinfrastructures.org/content/ests-published-data
https://stsinfrastructures.org/node/3357
https://stsinfrastructures.org/content/innovating-sts/essay
https://stsinfrastructures.org/node/5023
https://stsinfrastructures.org/node/5023
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legally and ethically sound starting point from which data can be shared. The Data Availability Statement is 

a means to narrate some of the context of a data artifact’s production and publication, that is, to keep some 

of its relations active even as it comes into a new infrastructure and among new users. We intentionally 

organized the guidelines as prompts to be responded to rather than a form to be filled, because of our interest 

in reading diverse and creative ways to offer data context. Perhaps future data availability statements may 

take the form of haiku or song.4 

 

There is, however, much work that remains. In particular, we are keen to establish strong preservation 

practices and imagine depositing our published datasets with Harvard Library’s Dataverse (2020) for 

preservation and backup. We have also developed the workflow for the data peer-review process, which we 

hope to initiate in 2023. 

 

In this issue, we present our inaugural publications featuring research data. Four publications (not including 

this editorial) have associated research data published on the STS-I, demonstrating different logics and 

ways in which research data could be published. Elen Nas’ publication inaugurates Research Data—a new 

genre of publication in ESTS. This is a standalone data artifact which features an interview that Nas 

conducted with Geoffrey Bowker on the ethics of emerging technologies (2022a, 2022b). A brief essay 

contextualizing the interview is published in the journal pages, while audio clips from the interview have 

been published on STS-I. Jose Cañada and Satu Venäläinen’s essay, Inequality in the Governance of Pandemic 

Threat (2022), is accompanied by a summary technical report of the EU/ WHO reviewing exit screening 

measures in place at airports in Conakry, Freetown, and Monrovia that has been archived on STS-I 

(Pletschette 2014). Such supplemental data serves at least two important purposes: first, keeping the report 

readily available in the public domain even though it is no longer available on the EU/ WHO website, and 

second, as a primary source that can be used for pedagogical purposes or reused in other research projects. 

Aishwarya Ramachandran and colleagues’ essay, Value-Judgments in Science and Science Studies, is 

accompanied by the syllabus of a science studies course which is at the center of their analysis as well as a 

survey tool that was used for data generation for the essay (2022a, 2022b). Matthew Sample and colleagues 

also share a survey instrument with their essay, Brain-Computer Interfaces with Rehabilitation Professionals 

(2022a, 2022b). Such source data allows for readers to engage more deeply with the analysis, and gives them 

access to resources such as a course syllabus and research instruments that they can further adapt for their 

own purposes. 

 

STS Data Sharing Benefits 
Based on our work so far, there appear to be many possible benefits for the STS community from some form 

of data sharing. Data sharing may create: 

 
 
 
 
4 In this, our hope is also that documents such as Data Availability Statements become a site of elaboration of 
community values rather than yet another bureaucratic requirement in the publishing process that results in high 
degrees of non-compliance (cf. Gabelica, Bojčić, and Puljak 2022). 
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1. An archive of work in the discipline. Currently, formal publications such as journal articles and books 

remain the main means that STS work is preserved in publicly accessible and credentialed forms. 

There is a vast amount of information that STS scholars collect and produce that may be of interest 

to broader publics, but which remains inaccessible. Some such archives already exist, but increased 

sharing of this source material could help facilitate their growth. 

2. Greater recognition of diverse contributions to scholarly research. STS scholars are well aware that the 

people recognized for major contributions are not always the only people responsible for them. Data 

sharing may make it possible to better acknowledge and credit the many people who contribute 

towards a research project. For instance, a research interlocutor could be named as the creator of a 

citable object for contributing photographs they took. They could also help to contextualize the 

photograph directly themselves through the metadata text. 

3. Opportunities for new insights. STS data is often strongly tied to specific times and places, but this 

also means that the sharing of such source materials might inspire new insights when viewed by 

someone working apart from the original context—an interview conducted in the US in 2022 may 

be understood differently by someone in Taiwan in 2050, revealing something that could not be 

foreseen by the original data contributor. This is how historical archives work, of course, but why 

wait for the passage of time to leverage this kind of situated analysis? Encouraging different and 

creative interpretive use can become another reason for sharing data, beyond conventional logics 

of the reproducibility of findings. 

4. Pedagogical opportunities. Data sharing may provide new resources that could be used in STS 

teaching. Students may learn about research methods and analysis by being able to see the source 

data from which a conventionally published essay was produced, and supplementary data artifacts 

may be developed specifically to facilitate pedagogical engagement with journal articles. 

5. New forms of scholarly community. In upcoming ESTS publications, authors have worked closely with 

each other, engaging not just with final manuscripts but also data artifacts around which the 

manuscripts have been developed. This has required sustained engagement on behalf of the authors 

and facilitation on behalf of our EC, reinforcing for us the understanding that working with data will 

require new forms of community norms and practices. 

 

All of these possibilities emerge from an understanding of data that STS scholars have long argued for: not 

as stable and self-contained objects that speak for themselves, but as embodiments of relationships which 

underlie our work.5 We expect that most benefits of data sharing will accrue from extending and diversifying 

these data relationships through creative data practices. 

 
 
 
 
5 Our conceptualization of data as relational draws from broad work on data and ethics influenced by activist, 
indigenous, and feminist STS scholars like Abeba Birhane (2021), organizations such as the DAIR Institute and 
Algorithmic Justice League, and others working on algorithmic injustice; Tahu Kukutai (2016) and collaborators 

working in indigenous data sovereignty; Max Liboiron (2016, 2018) and team working on anticolonial Science; and 
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As of now, the actual benefits for STS scholars of data sharing and open data are still an open question and 

whether or not they become common in STS remains to be seen. We see these as areas awaiting exploration, 

and our EC remains committed to experimenting with these and other possibilities of openness in STS. 

Alongside publication, we also plan on hosting events around the data that we are beginning to publish in 

order to extend and diversify the data relations that can help figure out and actualize the promises of data 

sharing in STS. At the upcoming 2022 4S annual meeting in Cholula, for example, we will be running a 

workshop entitled “Open STS Data: Opportunities for Pedagogy, Reuse, Re-interpretation” for those 

interested in exploring first-hand the potentialities of shared data (readers interested in participating in the 

workshop can register their interest via this form). We welcome ideas, inputs, and collaborators. 

 

Issue 8.2 
Issue 8.2 includes six Original Research Articles, one Engagements essay, and the inaugural publication in 

Research Data, a new genre in ESTS. They bring together a wide range of empirical focuses and conceptual 

approaches, exemplifying the diversity and vibrancy of the field. This is also the first issue in the volume to 

benefit from additional input in various stages of review, copyediting, publication, and promotion. ESTS 

welcomes into the editorial team our new editorial assistants—Clément Dréano and Federico Vasen. 

 

The issue includes Epistemic Turbulence in Renewable Energy Engineering, by Zhuo Chen, Bryan Tilt, and 

Shaozeng Zhang (2022). They investigate the making of renewable energy in transnational contexts, 

focusing on the everyday interactions and negotiations between Chinese, European, and Israeli engineers at 

a hydropower generation project in Israel as part of the Chinese “Belt and Road Initiative.” They offer the 

concept of “turbulence” as a productive way to understand “the rapid transnational movements of 

engineering concepts and personnel in the renewable energy sector.” Importantly, the essay instantiates 

analysis that develops approaches and concepts in the vein of “Transnational STS” that our EC hopes to 

cultivate. 

 

Chelsea Barabas’ essay, Data Ethics and Code: Computation in the Carceral State, develops “a vocabulary for 

identifying and resisting the ways that sociotechnical systems reinforce dependency on oppressive 

 
 
 
 
Sabina Leonelli and colleagues who work on data infrastructures and open data in the life sciences (2015). These 
and other scholars have critiqued dominant scientific practices and pushed back against treatment of data as if they 
are unitary, stable objects “owned” by any given researcher/author. Sabina Leonelli (2015) for example has 
considered data as “tools for communication,” whose main function is to “enable intellectual and material 
exchanges across individuals, collectives, cultures, governments, and . . . whose mobility across these groups is a 
hard-won scientific achievement” (ibid., 810–11). Our conceptualization of data as relational also relates to Janneke 
Adema’s (2021) framing of scholarly book publishing as a relational practice where “the book is no longer perceived 
as (merely) a commodity or an object of value exchange fueling both publishing and university markets but 
becomes an ever-evolving node in a network of relations of communing, which it both fosters and is fostered by.” 
We understand data as entangled in systems of relations that it fosters and is fostered by. 
 

https://bit.ly/OpenDataCholula
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structural conditions” (2022). Drawing on feminist frameworks, Barabas reads refusal as both a way to resist 

the assumptions and framings that often characterize data intensive work, and as a strategic and generative 

act that opens up the space to renegotiate them. 

In their essay, Inequality in the Governance of Pandemic Threat, Jose Cañada and Satu Venäläinen propose that 

a “more-than-human intersectionality” approach in understanding the governance of pandemic threats 

makes visible how science-based global public health (re)produces social inequalities by “enacting social 

divisions based on categorizations into the threatening and the worthy of protection” (2022a). 

 

In Brain-Computer Interfaces with Rehabilitation Professionals, Matthew Sample and colleagues explore how 

rehabilitation professionals in Canada perceive the use of neuroprosthetics in ambivalent terms, recognizing 

both the potential benefits of technology in contexts of disability and rehabilitation while also expressing 

practical and ethical reservations (2022a). Sample et al. thus draw out the nascent coproduction of neural 

technologies and social order, arguing that their analysis challenges any simplistic calls for “responsible 

innovation” operationalized through more inclusive technological design without also attending to widely 

held ableist views about human enhancement. 

 

In Biomedical Science: Funding and Feedback Loops, Alexander Kladakis, Kaare Aagard, and Janus Hansen 

contrast perceptions of biomedical researchers working in specialized research centers and a conventional 

university department in Denmark to analyze ways in which emerging funding dynamics are shaping 

hierarchies between research and teaching in universities as well as the kind of research that scientists 

undertake (2022). The essay underscores the considerable impact that research funding increasingly has on 

the conduct of science as well as the coping strategies that scientists have evolved in response to this 

emerging trend. 

 

In Value-Judgments in Science and Science Studies, Aishwarya Ramachandran and colleagues offer reflections 

on science studies education as a site for “reduc[ing] barriers to fruitful engagement with scientific 

practices” based on their experiences of participating in an interdisciplinary science studies graduate course 

at the University of British Columbia (2022a). The essay notes that students with a background in the 

sciences that had enrolled in this course were mostly in agreement with the critiques of science that science 

studies scholarship posits. Rather than epistemic issues, their criticisms instead focused on more practical 

concerns such as the length of texts, nature of language, etc. The essay thus highlights the need for critical 

interdisciplinary scholarship that can enroll audiences based in both humanities—as well as natural 

science-based fields. It is worth emphasizing that the essay is the first publication under the editorship of 

the current EC focused on STS pedagogies. This is an important editorial thrust for our EC, and we especially 

welcome submissions that contribute to this focus. 

 

The Engagements section features an essay by Pablo Kreimer, Constructivist Paradoxes Part I—the first of a 

two-part contribution—that reflects on the limitations of “hegemonic STS” (2022). In the present 

contribution, Kreimer highlights the asymmetries in STS knowledge production which have largely 

concentrated on one part of the world, and the implications this has had for the objects of STS research as 



 

 

 

EDITORIAL COLLECTIVE (OKUNE et al.)  OPEN RESEARCH DATA 

 
9 

 
 
 

well as the conceptual and methodological approaches deployed to apprehend them. The contribution offers 

a key provocation for “Transnational STS,” the focus of an upcoming special issue in ESTS. 

 

The Research Data section features a contribution by Elen Nas, The Ethics of Emerging Technologies 

(2022b). The contribution is based on an interview that Nas conducted with STS scholar, Geoffrey Bowker. 

Audio snippets from the interview are published in STS-I. Accompanying commentary in which Nas draws 

out two key themes from the interview, “the recognition that social values are embedded in technologies 

and the need for new politics of ethical computing,” is published in ESTS pages (2022a). 

 

Data Availability 
Data published in this issue can be accessed in STS Infrastructures at https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4pk5t. 

 

References 
Acker, Amelia. 2020. Private Platforms, Metadata, and the Enclosure of Data Access: Urgent Issues for Knowledge 

Infrastructure Research. KI Thought Piece. 

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/48c7b5p2. 

Adema, Janneke. 2021. Living Books: Experiments in the Posthumanities. Leonardo. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Andrews, Penny. 2020. “The Platformization of Open.” In Reassembling Scholarly Communications: Histories, 

Infrastructures, and Global Politics of Open Access, edited by Martin P. Eve and Jonathan Gray. MIT 

Press Online.  

https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/11885.001.0001. 

Barabas, Chelsea. 2022. “Refusal in Data Ethics: Re-Imagining the Code Beneath the Code of Computation 

in the Carceral State.” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society 8(2): 35–57. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1233. 

Bezuidenhout, Louise M., Sabina Leonelli, Ann H. Kelly, and Brian Rappert. 2017. “Beyond the Digital Divide: 

Towards a Situated Approach to Open Data.” Science and Public Policy 44(4): 464–75. 

 https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scw036. 

Birhane, Abeba. 2021. “Algorithmic Injustice: A Relational Ethics Approach.” Patterns 2(2): 1–9. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.patter.2021.100205. 

Biruk, Crystal. 2018. Cooking Data: Culture and Politics in an African Research World. Durham: Duke University 

Press. 

Borgman, Christine L. 2012. “The Conundrum of Sharing Research Data.” Journal of the American Society for 

Information Science and Technology 63(6): 1059–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22634. 

Cañada, Jose A., and Satu Venäläinen. 2022. “More-than-Human Dynamics of Inequality in the 

Governance of Pandemic Threats: Intersectionality, Social Positionings, and the Nonhuman 

During the 2014 Ebola Outbreak.” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society 8(2): 58–79. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.957. 

Chan, Leslie. 2019. “Closing Keynote: Platform Capitalism and the Governance of Knowledge 

Infrastructure.” Digital Initiatives Symposium, April 30, 2019. 

https://digital.sandiego.edu/symposium/2019/2019/9. 

https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4pk5t
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/48c7b5p2
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/11885.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1233
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scw036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.patter.2021.100205
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22634
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.957
https://digital.sandiego.edu/symposium/2019/2019/9


 

 

 

EDITORIAL COLLECTIVE (OKUNE et al.)  OPEN RESEARCH DATA 

 
10 

 
 
 

Chen, Zhuo, Bryan Tilt and Shaozeng Zhang. 2022. “Epistemic Turbulence in Renewable Energy Engineering 

on the Chinese ‘Belt and Road.’” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society 8(2): 14–34. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1161. 

Collective, ESTS Editorial: Aalok Khandekar, Noela Invernizzi, Duygu Kaşdoğan, Ali Kenner, Angela Okune, 

Grant Otsuki, Sujatha Raman, Amanda Windle, and Emily York. 2021a. “Infrastructuring ESTS.” 

Engaging Science, Technology, and Society 7(1): 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2021.1275. 

⸻. 2021b. “Publishing ESTS.” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society 7(2): 1–9. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2021.1407. 

⸻. 2022a. “Building Community with ESTS.” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society 8(1): 1–8. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1671. 

⸻. 2022b. “ESTS Data Availability Statement Guidance.” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society. STS 

Infrastructures (Platform for Experimental Collaborative Ethnography), last modified September 

15, 2022. Accessed September 16, 2022.  

https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4z30k. 

⸻. 2022c. “ESTS Data Publication Agreement.” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society. STS 

Infrastructures (Platform for Experimental Collaborative Ethnography), last modified September 

15, 2022. Accessed September 16, 2022. https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4t883. 

Fortun, Kim, Lori Peek, and Scott Knowles. 2021. “EP #314-07.27.2021—Converge & Disaster Research 

w/Lori Peek, Hosted by Kim Fortun.” MP3 audiovisual, July 27, 2021. COVIDCalls podcast. Accessed 

September 2, 2022. 

https://covidcalls.podbean.com/e/ep-314-07282021-converge-disaster-research-wlori-peek-

hosted-by-kim-fortun/. 

Gabelica, Mirko, Ružica Bojčić, and Livia Puljak. 2022. “Many Researchers were not Compliant with their 

Published Data Sharing Statement: A Mixed-Methods Study.” Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 

150(October): 33–41. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2022.05.019. 

Jiao, Chenyue, Kai Li, and Zhichao Fang. 2022. “Data Sharing Practices across Knowledge Domains: A 

Dynamic Examination of Data Availability Statements in PLOS ONE Publications.” Journal of 

Information Science. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/01655515221101830. 

Kladakis, Alexander, Kaare Aagaard, and Janus Hansen. 2022. “Maneuvering through a Changing Funding 

Terrain: Biomedical University Scientists in Positive and Negative Feedback Loops.” Engaging 

Science, Technology, and Society 8(2): 105–132. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.959. 

Harvard College, The President and Fellows of. 2020. “Preservation Policy.” Harvard Dataverse. Last 

modified January 15, 2020. 

https://support.dataverse.harvard.edu/harvard-dataverse-preservation-policy. 

Kreimer, Pablo 2022. “Constructivist Paradoxes Part 1: Critical Thoughts about Provincializing, 

Globalizing, and Localizing STS from a Non-Hegemonic Perspective.” Engaging Science, 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1161.
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2021.1275
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2021.1407
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1671
https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4z30k
https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4t883
https://covidcalls.podbean.com/e/ep-314-07282021-converge-disaster-research-wlori-peek-hosted-by-kim-fortun/
https://covidcalls.podbean.com/e/ep-314-07282021-converge-disaster-research-wlori-peek-hosted-by-kim-fortun/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2022.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1177/01655515221101830
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.959
https://support.dataverse.harvard.edu/harvard-dataverse-preservation-policy


 

 

 

EDITORIAL COLLECTIVE (OKUNE et al.)  OPEN RESEARCH DATA 

 
11 

 
 
 

Technology, and Society 8(2): 159–175. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1109. 

Kukutai, Tahu, and John Taylor. 2016. Indigenous Data Sovereignty: Toward an Agenda. Canberra: Centre for 

Aboriginal Economic Policy Research and Australian National University Press. 

http://proxy.cm.umoncton.ca/login?url=http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/j.ctt1q1crgf. 

Lamdan, Sarah. 2022. Data Cartels: The Companies that Control and Monopolize Our Information. Stanford: 

Stanford University Press. 

Larivière, Vincent, Stefanie Haustein, and Philippe Mongeon. 2015. “The Oligopoly of Academic Publishers 

in the Digital Era.” PLOS ONE 10(6): e0127502. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127502. 

Leonelli, Sabina. 2015. “What Counts as Scientific Data? A Relational Framework.” Philosophy of Science 82 

(5): 810–21.  

https://doi.org/10.1086/684083. 

Liboiron, Max. 2016. “Care and Solidarity Are Conditions for Interventionist Research.” Engaging Science, 

Technology, and Society 2: 67–72. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2016.85. 

Liboiron, Max, Alex Zahara, and Ignace Schoot. 2018. “Community Peer Review: A Method to Bring 

Consent and Self-Determination into the Sciences.” Preprints. 

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints201806.0104.v1. 

Lovett, Raymond, Vanessa Lee, Tahu Kukutai, Donna Cormack, Stephanie Rainie, and Jennifer Walker. 2019. 

“Good Data Practices for Indigenous Data Sovereignty and Governance.” In Good Data, edited by 

Angela Daly, Kate Devitt, and Monique Mann. Amsterdam: Institute of Network Cultures. 

Maienschein, Jane, John N. Parker, Manfred Laubichler, and Edward J. Hackett. 2019. “Data Management 

and Data Sharing in Science and Technology Studies.” Science, Technology, & Human Values 44(1): 

143–60.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243918798906. 

McKenzie, Lindsay. 2017. “Elsevier Expands Footprint in Scholarly Workflow.” Inside Higher Ed. August 3, 

2017. 

https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2017/08/03/elsevier-makes-move-institutional-

repositories-acquisition-bepress. 

Meagher, Kate. 2021. “Introduction: The Politics of Open Access—Decolonizing Research or Corporate 

Capture?” Development and Change 52(2): 340–58. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12630. 

Nas, Elen. 2022a. “Ethics of Emerging Technologies: An Interview with Geoffrey C. Bowker.” Engaging 

Science, Technology, and Society 8(2): 176–180. https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1253. 

⸻. 2022b. “Data Index for “Ethics of Emerging Technologies: An Interview with Geoffrey C. Bowker.” 

Audio. Engaging Science, Technology, and Society. STS Infrastructures (Platform for Experimental 

Collaborative Ethnography), last modified September 15, 2022. Accessed September 16, 2022. 

https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4b88r. 

Nelson, Alondra. 2022. “Ensuring Free, Immediate, and Equitable Access to Federally Funded Research.” 

Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), Executive Office of the President. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1109
http://proxy.cm.umoncton.ca/login?url=http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/j.ctt1q1crgf
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127502
https://doi.org/10.1086/684083
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2016.85
https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints201806.0104.v1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243918798906
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2017/08/03/elsevier-makes-move-institutional-repositories-acquisition-bepress
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2017/08/03/elsevier-makes-move-institutional-repositories-acquisition-bepress
https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12630
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1253
https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4b88r


 

 

 

EDITORIAL COLLECTIVE (OKUNE et al.)  OPEN RESEARCH DATA 

 
12 

 
 
 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/08-2022-OSTP-Public-Access-

Memo.pdf. 

Okune, Angela, Duygu Kasdogan, Kim Fortun, Aalok Khandekar and Noela Invernizzi. 2022. “Transnational 

STS Publishing Group.” STS Infrastructures (Platform for Experimental Collaborative 

Ethnography), last modified April 11, 2022 [9 October 2020]. Accessed September 15, 2022. 

https://stsinfrastructures.org/content/transnational-sts-publishing-group. 

Pisani, Elizabeth, Peter Aaby, J. Gabrielle Breugelmans, David Carr, Trish Groves, Michelle Helinski, Dorcas 

Kamuya, Steven Kern, Katherine Littler, Vicki Marsh, Souleymane Mboup, Laura Merson, Osman 

Sankoh, Micaela Serafini, Martin Schneider, Vreni Schoenenberger, and Philippe J Guerin. 2016. 

“Beyond Open Data: Realising the Health Benefits of Sharing Data.” BMJ 355: i5295. 

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i5295. 

Pletschette Michel, Niklas Danielsson, Tarik Derrough, Andreas Gilsdorf, Thomas Hofmann, Keith Neal, 

Anders Tegnell, Luc Tsachoua and Albrecht Werner. 2014. “EU/ WHO Mission to Review the Exit 

Screening Measures at International Airports in Conakry, Freetown and Monrovia 2014.” Summary 

Technical Report. Engaging Science, Technology, and Society. STS Infrastructures (Platform for 

Experimental Collaborative Ethnography), last modified September 16, 2022. Accessed September 

16, 2022. 

https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p46k5g. 

Pooley, Jeff. 2022. “Surveillance Publishing.” The Journal of Electronic Publishing 25(1). 

https://doi.org/10.3998/jep.1874. 

Posada, Alejandro, and George Chen. 2018. “Inequality in Knowledge Production: The Integration of 

Academic Infrastructure by Big Publishers.” ELPUB. 

https://doi.org/10.4000/proceedings.elpub.2018.30. 

Ramachandran, Aishwarya, Jerry Achar, Georgia Green, Brynley Hanson-Wright, Sophie Leiter, and 

Gunilla Öberg. 2022a. “Changing Debates and Shifting Landscapes in Science Studies: Exploring 

How Graduate Students with Varied Backgrounds Think About the Role of Value-Judgments in 

Science.” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society 8(2): 133–158. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1179. 

⸻. 2022b. “Changing Debates and Shifting Landscapes in Science Studies: Exploring How Graduate 

Students with Varied Backgrounds Think About the Role of Value-Judgments in Science.” Text. 

Version 1. Engaging Science, Technology, and Society. STS Infrastructures (Platform for 

Experimental Collaborative Ethnography), last modified September 15, 2022. Accessed September 

16, 2022. 

https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4g01k. 

Resnik, David B., Melissa Morales, Rachel Landrum, Min Shi, et al. 2019. “Effect of Impact Factor and 

Discipline on Journal Data Sharing Policies.” Accountability in Research 26(3): 139–56. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2019.1591277. 

Sadowski, Jathan. 2019. “When Data is Capital: Datafication, Accumulation, and Extraction.” Big Data & 

Society 6(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951718820549. 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/08-2022-OSTP-Public-Access-Memo.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/08-2022-OSTP-Public-Access-Memo.pdf
https://stsinfrastructures.org/content/transnational-sts-publishing-group
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i5295
https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p46k5g
https://doi.org/10.3998/jep.1874
https://doi.org/10.4000/proceedings.elpub.2018.30
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.1179
https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4g01k
https://doi.org/10.1080/08989621.2019.1591277
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951718820549


 

 

 

EDITORIAL COLLECTIVE (OKUNE et al.)  OPEN RESEARCH DATA 

 
13 

 
 
 

Sample, Matthew, Wren Boehlen, Sebastian Sattler, Stefanie Blain-Moraes, and Eric Racine. 2022a. “Brain-

Computer Interfaces, Inclusive Innovation, and the Promise of Restoration: A Mixed-Methods 

Study with Rehabilitation Professionals.” Engaging Science, Technology, and Society 8(2): 80–104. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.961. 

⸻. 2022b. “Brain-computer Interfaces, Inclusive Innovation, and the Promise of Restoration: A Mixed-

Methods Study with Rehabilitation Professionals.” Multi-part. Version 1. Engaging Science, 

Technology, and Society. STS Infrastructures (Platform for Experimental Collaborative 

Ethnography), last modified September 15, 2022. Accessed September 16, 2022. 

https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4ks36. 

Serwadda, David, Paul Ndebele, M. Kate Grabowski, Francis Bajunirwe, and Rhoda K. Wanyenze. 2018. “Open 

Data Sharing and the Global South—Who Benefits?” Science 359(6376): 642–43. 

 https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap8395. 

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2022.961.
https://n2t.net/ark:/81416/p4ks36
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap8395

