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Introduction
In this field statement, I detail the concerns of internet studies from a cultural perspective. Considering both research and epistemological processes, I set out to codify the development of a discrete realm of cultural scholarship, and to set down the grounds for further work on the deployment of internetworked technologies into struggles of creative work to affect power relations in the contemporary global South. To these ends, I first survey literature from historical, geospatial, and technical sources, to establish the boundaries of the field. Next, I bring focus on the various methods that constitute the practices of this field. I then address perspectives on the development of the internet as a cultural object, interrogating their origins and trajectories in terms both structural and ethical. Finally, I examine theoretical conversations about the impact of the internet on broader cultural patterns of work, consumption, and subjectivity. 

The rubric that I impose on the field asks simplistic questions to obtain complex answers. Primarily, it inquires after the status of the internet as a cultural object. When I define “the internet,” two specific parts of that definition resonate. First, what is unique about the internet? Second, what does a cultural study of the internet entail? These lead to historical investigations: how did the internet as we know it develop, what kinds of labor were involved, and how has its cultural significance changed over time? I also encounter architectural questions: who maintains and manages each layer of the internet's technological stack, who composes and follows each protocol, and to what purposes? Finally, I place the internet in sociocultural contexts, to examine its political and economic impacts on its own conditions of production and reproduction. 

Culture itself forms the central puzzle facing internet studies. Rife with contradictions (for example, between capital and regulation, piracy and copyright, labor and lesiure, and others), the ontological and epistemological instability of the internet as a cultural object manifests in conflicts between people, machines, and practices.
 Meanwhile, its historical patterns of growth and increasing complexity emerge in broad, loosely taxonomized sets of resources. Drawn from internet architecture, labor and political economy, science and technology studies, media and communication studies, social theory, and historical study, these sets raise concrete problems of how to identify an academic discipline of culturally focused internet studies, of what contributions are made and missed by extant theory, and of whose interests are served by the contemporary internet's structure and operations.
 Since, as the editors several recent anthologies and collections of related research all indicate, internet studies has only just shifted from an interstitial irruption within more firmly-established academic traditions into a burgeoning discipline in its own right, the debates over its defining characteristics and purposes have not yet resolved, and so this forms the central purpose of this document: to trace the process of defining internet studies, and thereby to help constitute the field as such for further research.

An eclectic collection of methods, drawn from historical, cultural, media studies, and technology studies come together here to help answer the central question of definition and purpose. I apply specific tactics of observation and analysis that reflect the media I examine.
 Historiographical issues confront the inhumanly vast and wildly unstructured data set that confronts studies of the internet itself.
 Meanwhile, structural matters invite a hybrid of an archaeology of new media with a political-economic interrogation of the production of those media.
 Cultural critique then incorporates discrete technical, social, and political practices of reading and writing.
 Neither technologically determinist nor socially constructionist arguments rest unexamined; neither historicist nor presentist explanations of phenomena hold sway; neither teleological nor ontological positions neatly characterize the scope and significance of the field. Rather, I concentrate on the structures and methodologies of internet studies as I attempt to reflect each layer of the technological and cultural stack on which the internet is built.

The outcomes of this field include an organized set of resources for teaching and further scholarship. The bibliographical and analytical work done here can help build courses on the Internet itself, on new media, in media studies at large, on computing and networking (especially humanities computing and the digital humanities, or on introductory computational social science), and on technology and society. Most centrally, it serves the immediate purpose of preparation towards a dissertation proposal, research, and writing on the subject of the internet's development in Western Equatorial Africa. I continue here with definitions and descriptions of the object of my field's object – that is, the internet of internet studies.
Definitions and Technical Roots for Internet Studies
In existence since the mid-twentieth century, and still undergoing accelerating structural change on a yearly basis, the internet is neither abstract nor metaphorical.
 It is also more than the set of links between existing computer networks.
 Rather, it comprises a complex set of interactions, between people, technology, and processes, that spans the planet and affects the daily life of nearly a third of the global population.
 The people involved range from developers to creators to end-users, bound by no single cycle of production or consumption, but including producers and consumers of various scales.
 The technology, a vast and complex system in itself, includes a variety of hardware, software, protocols, and programs, arranged into permutations of stacked layers across geography and time.
 Media as divergent as the senses, including computationally unique media such as software or glitch-art, are arrayed, stored, and transmitted over the internet, while their development shapes the development of the internet’s other facets in turn. And the processes involved include structural, cultural, and historical patterns that combine to permanently impact modern society. Technical literature on the definition, organizational character, and high-level architecture of the internet sets the scene. The internet today comprises some dozen layers, from physical infrastructure through interfaces for end users. It encompasses thousands of networks, millions of applications and machines, billions of links, and trillions of pages. 

These layers operate in concert to host, run, package, send, access, and interpret each online object. Networks form the baseline units of which the internet is made up. With types ranging between public and private, virtual and physical, metaphorical and concrete, networks are the touchstone and the cornerstone of both the idea and the artifact of the internet. As sets of connected agents – machine, human, or virtual; inclusive of the set of connections themselves – the network provides the material and also theoretical basis for our research.

In this conception of the internet, I encounter conflicts between those groups, such as the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) of the United States, or the International Telecommunications Union (ITU) of the United Nations, who wish to define it as a communications medium akin to telephony or broadcast television, and those like the American FTC (Federal Trade Commission), who seek to define it as a commerce and trade platform like the stock market. Still others, such as the public face of the Association of Internet Researchers, believe that the internet constitutes a public utility, similar to the electrical power grid or water supply system. I adopt a middle position here, balancing a complex and often contradictory definition of the internet as primarily a concept, and only secondarily as an artifact or tangible phenomenon.

Regardless of the legal or formal definition of the internet, its impact on modern communication and media is clear. In practice, ideas of “new media” have largely folded into the internet – studies of digital media, human-computer interaction, and computer-mediated communication now appear alongside those on Facebook, Twitter, or YouTube with startling regularity. I use media, then,  in the broadest possible sense for this statement, following McLuhan’s prescient if aphoristic sensibility.

In a given instance of internet studies or selection of the internet under examination, its immense complexity can quickly become obscured in order to observe something meaningful about a small part of its architecture. The vocabulary describing the stack that comprises the internet begins from discussions of structure and infrastructure, and is the result of extensive revision, negotiation, and technical development undertaken by the non-governmental bodies that monitor and maintain the rules for that stack, such as the Internet Architecture Board.

Layers refer to the various levels of the stack, and help differentiate between one part of the technical architecture and another, such as between networking and presentation.
 Links form the backbone of the network architecture, and provide connections between documents, pages, and other artifacts online.
 Links signify more than just edges of the networks they inhabit and connect. They also allow us to describe, graphically and mathematically, the structure of the relationships between people, processes, and ideas that inform the growth and change in those networks.

Protocols, such as the rules just mentioned, govern the conduct of machines and people, and the bounds of possible processes, that act online. Their complicated history of standardization and organization stretches back to the 1970s and 1980s. Much of their structure is large databases. The Internet Protocol, or IP, maintains the numerical addresses of devices and locations online, and combined with the Transmission Control Protocol (TCP, the rules for passing information between those addresses), it defines the internet as we know it. Next comes the heirarchical Domain Name System (or DNS), which correlates those IP addresses with written names such as gmu.edu and comprises the single largest database in the world. It recently began to incorporate non-Latin domain names, such as those written in Chinese, Arabic, and other character sets, creating a vast increase in possible domain names. The Hypertext Transmission Protocol (HTTP) describes how browsers interpret web sites, the Simple Mail Transmission Protocol (STMP) defines how email is sent and received, and the File Transfer Protocol (FTP) manages the movement of files from local machines (like a personal computer) to websites and back again – every time you download a file, you obey the transfer protocols in addition to most of the others mentioned here. In moments of development and change, they encounter situations for which they have no existing rules. If this field attends to those moments of disruption, protocols provide a measure of cultural influence on internet structures.

Platforms mark out a broad category of standardized frameworks for the development of programs and applications. They include the set of servers, scripting languages, databases, and operating systems that power specific systems such as LAMP, J2EE, or Windows stacks.  However, the term can also refer to content management systems such as WordPress, and application frameworks such as .NET, which live just behind the user’s interface with a web site.
 Applications are a similarly broad category, including objects as varied as email, games, social networks, and other user-facing programs.
 In recent years, a critical shift has taken place on, in, and around the internet: the rise of Platform as a Service and Software as a Service markets, that far outstrip other areas of online commerce. Services take on a specific role online in the prevailing market, political, and behavioral currents on the internet. These will help prescribe the methodologies, approaches, and underlying assumptions that will structure further research. They will also help point the way to more interesting questions of production, reception, and social organization around the internet. 

The impact of social organization for and through the internet cannot be ignored here. Its major constraints, practically speaking, are issues of access. This statement does not assume the ubiquity of internet access for vast majorities of the population, and thereby cannot assume an equivalance between online and offline social organizations.
 Similarly, it cannot assume the presence of community in a given scenario online.
 What it can observe, however, are social interactions, as well as commercial activity on record, the exchange of commodities and cycles of production and reception.
 Most importantly, it attends to patterns and shifts in the internet's fundamental architecture.

Having detailed some constitutive elements of the internet, it might be worth stating what, in the view of this field, it is not. The internet is not a computer.
 It is not a series of anything, especially tubes.
 It is not, itself, a medium – though some have called it a medium of media.
 Similarly, it is not a platform, though of these it contains multitudes.
 In short, one cannot simplistically refer to “the” internet as a single coherent object. 
 Though this invites grammatical backflips, it would be technically more correct to use “internet” as an adjectival modifier rather than a noun. Still, for the purposes of this statement, the definite article often appears, to the effect of presupposing an internet where one appears to exist.
Methods of Internet Studies
Internet histories include the well-documented events, interactions, and innovations that preceded the contemporary situation. It also includes the conditions under which those events took place, to inform ongoing research into internet development in other parts of the contemporary world. And, these posts stemming from the skeptical position of cultural scholarship, it also questions who gets to write the history of the internet, and with what sources. This line of questioning leads us back, cautiously, to the major themes of the semester.

As it is told through authoritative sources such as academic histories and the Internet Society, internet roots reach back to the 1960s.
 The foundations of packet switching and open network architecture were developed then, leading to ways of organizing the quickly growing number of nodes and networks such as TCP/IP. ARPANET, the first such instance of a broadly distributed network, extended its scale, and began to link with other networks. Applications such as email and telnet developed within these first ten years, along with other protocols such as the DNS index and FTP.
  By the mid-1980s, the number of networks had grown, as had the number of their uses — list services, news groups, and internet service providers began to proliferate. In the early 1990s, several networks merged together under an open architecture in a modern incarnation, finally named the Internet. It was also then that the most famous application — the World Wide Web — appeared in use, leading to further development and interaction among users.
 Over the last twenty years, the Web has risen, given way to web 2.0, and the internet has become a household familiarity. But the fifty-year history under question cannot remain so linear and smooth when interrogated through more critical lenses, such as those provided by critics of techno-utopianism or of dystopian futurism.

One important question to arise from historical investigation centers on how an archive of internet history is compiled. There are at least two ways of gathering data in this context: individually, or collectively. The same goes for producing knowledge. In large aggregations, vastly different archives of data — not to mention their interpretations — can arise compared to those set out by individual researchers. A canonical historiography that depends on an assumption of linear progress bolstered by examples of minute details, great men (and women), and technological determinism (e.g. – a problem arose when the size of the internet grew quickly, so a solution to naming conventions and indices was developed) also appears in these contexts as a history written by insiders, whose personal insights into their own contributions to the internet remind one of nothing so much as oral history.
 This raises the question, in turn, of mediation for internet historians — a huge number of internet histories are available online.
 Many of these take the same forms as the tools used to manage data for internet development: log files, version control systems, memory caching, backups, and indexing come to mind. Their visibility seems to matter a great deal: being able to search, via the internet, for information about the internet seems an obvious necessity; books about the internet can seem superfluous or easily outdated by comparison.
 This assumption cannot hold under the ongoing accretion of information and knowledge about the internet produced by those both knowledgeable and ignorant at once in the same formats. So I encounter the fundamental historical question of continuity and rupture. The internet is not an event – it is more like an era. 

Non-digital (analog/codex) histories still maintain a popular foothold in the field.
 To compare academic scholarship with crowdsourced or collectively generated knowledge requires attention to this process in venues such as Wikipedia, where collective contributions are peer-reviewed on the spot and reverted or erased if insufficiently conforming to the standards of the group.
 The adoption and diffusion of the internet as an innovation does not precisely follow the smooth and exponential path so often charted by its chroniclers, because it outgrows its own boundaries while reaching a minority of the world's population in practice, continually intensifying rather than homogenizing offline culture.
 However, a computational aspect history of the internet, which entails analysis of an unimaginably vast collection of raw data of all sorts (on the order of yobabytes and more), is not yet produced for our records. Sixty years into its existence, internetting has changed so much that internet historiography is also on the verge of change. Along with this shift, other methods of studying the internet have struggled to find their own roles.

Computer sciences, particularly those concerned with networking and human interfaces (two widely separated parts of the infrastructure), form a core piece of internet studies. Without a solid understanding of these technical elements, studies of internet behavior struggle to clarify the distinctions between different types of internetting, interactions and circumstances. The digital humanities, perhaps due to this general lack of communication with computer science, has struggled to define itself as a cohesive body of work. Here, I identify the thread of a methodological outlier in humanities and social-science research, which focuses on digital objects through methods specific to those objects. Historical methods remain crucial to internet studies, especially in light of their long-standing attention to media. Media archaeology, grown out of historical attention to the substance and archive of a recorded life, contributes the on-ground methodology of internet historiography through its most recent shifts in object and form. Ethnographic work's two poles – the study of people via the internet and that of people who use the internet – both factor into the burgeoning of cultural internet research. Its challenge in the field is to maintain an awareness of the degree to which technologies and processes play into the human elements of internetting. Finally, lessons from aesthetic and especially literary studies contribute an important piece to this puzzle: the struggle with representation and representing, so key to contemporary critical theory, plays out uniquely through the internet, as compared to other venues. Internet studies must bridge these methods in order to cohere.

I attempt to triangulate between historically, technically, and socially informed methods in this section, because through their confluence, a clearer picture of the internet as a unique cultural object can be formed. This picture can help move the object of research through different specific studies while maintaining consistency of definition and the ability to compare one instance of internet-making with another across time and other contexts.
Significant Topics and Themes in Internet Studies
I turn now from summaries of the methods and background issues involved with the field to more specific analyses of focused problems. The case in point is the curious interplay of market and economic themes in discourses and studies of the internet. There are several fascinating phenomena associated with the rise of the internet as a platform for trade as well as communication and computation. These, however, have roots that run deeper than their own emergence, in the economic and historical conditions that undergird the internet’s development. As trade and commerce proliferate online, they mimic (at least at first) the structure and behavior of their non-internet predecessors, which themselves must shift or extend their positions to accomodate this competition. As internet markets continue to grow and find their own forms, their effects on their non-internetted counterparts deepens. And as financial instruments and economic models become more closely attuned to internet machinations, it becomes easier – from a cultural or social standpoint – to overlook the most obvious historical and global correlations to this situation.

Among the many phenomena that mark the internet’s relationship to economics and markets, three in particular stand out. Dependence on algorthmic trading — the use of predictive and analytical formulae to determine the best course of individual action and decision-making — extends far beyond internet use. Its prominence in stock, bond, futures, and other markets leads to ever-increasing complexity, as any given actor ought to account for the algorithmic behavior of any other, algorithmically. A related boom has taken place in artificial collective intelligence and machine learning, where behaviors and choices made by individual actors can be aggregated and analyzed. This teaches the very platforms on which internet markets are built how to respond, suggest, and lead to individual behaviors in the future. Finally, industrial-scale production of industrial-scale technologies — computers and programs beyond the commodity hardware available to mass-market consumers — becomes the backbone of internet economies. Yet such production takes place often at distant removes from the industries that depend on its consumption.

This distance finds reflection in the rampant, often speculative investments in and on technology holdings. Bubbles arise where financial products rely on technological sophistication beyond human control. Yet the fact that investors require advanced computation to make decisions draws further investment into the sector as a whole. Seen in this light, when asset companies — those startups whose main value comes from their human capital rather than their products or services — proliferate, disproportionally to traditionally modeled businesses, their over-valuations seem less rash. Still, our ability to accurately assess and analyze the value of high-tech labor falls continually into question on this basis. And labor takes a huge variety of often-obscured forms in this realm. Its common misrepresentation as uncomplicated socialization or communication is one reason that the FCC and FTC cannot agree on whose jurisdiction the internet falls under.

One of the most common euphemisms for the internet’s transformation of labor, e-commerce, carries a vast range of implications. The list includes Whatever-as-a-Service (Xaas), social gaming, and online retail, and offline sales of technology products that quickly grow obsolete. Pornography online deserves its own field statement, both for its economic and political scopes, and for its troubled yet entrenched cultural status. Digital currency markets such as Bitcoin exchanges are slowly recovering from their unstable entry into global financial awareness. The unctuous domain name registration and trade have new fecundity on IPv6, now that non-Latin names are for sale. Management consultancy also finds opportunity online, especially through search engine optimization, content management, and social media marketing. And, in appropriately hushed tones, vast economies of waste grow alongside these other industries. The removal and recycling of high-tech hardware complements the swift obsolescence and deprecation of software. The North's computing’s detritus ships to the South, especially to scrap heaps in Africa, where it can be melted down in acrid, smoking heaps, salvageable metal hiding in its ashes for those brave enough to find it.

The most prominent critiques engendered by such an image include those of postcoloniality, globalization, neoliberalism, post-Fordism, or late capital. All these describe the general economic conditions under which markets emerge and operate. They also name the political, social, and historical conditions under which the internet itself developed — indeed, under which it was possible for such a thing to occur at all. Whatever its name, this formation structures both the concept and the study of the internet. In particular, drives me to investigate labor, in the sense of what work structures value for the internet. Concomitant with that impulse, however, comes the recognition that just as contemporary global conditions of capital structure the internet’s existence and manifest connections between disparate actors around the world in its development, the same conditions obscure those connections by emphasizing superficial commercial discourses.

So I confronts a material contradiction that escapes these categories of technical and economic thought. Something political, cultural, social — borderline spiritual — also factors into common senses of the internet as a marketplace. This raises communicative questions, of identity, anonymity, and pseudonymity, that persist in the midst of and behind monetary relationships. At its base, the internet cannot reduce into a bourgeois public sphere, because capital and technology both complicate who can speak beyond those questions of publicity and publication. Further, the presence of an internet, or of access or connection to it, does not necessarily connote end users' agency in such a context. 

One way to approach these question is to ask how one measures the energy efficiency of the internet. The factors that influence that measurement include the rate of electricity consumed by mobile devices and their chargers, personal computers, modems and routers, servers, and data centers. Most significantly, the energy required to cool those machines can stagger the mind. A proper study of this use must also account for the amount of energy invested in the production of the same machines.  Efficient consumption of resources serves the interests of the largest discrete consumers and of the utility providers who make the resources available to aggregate consumers, but without discriminating between economic and ecological criteria. For example, GreenPeace’s recent “Dirty Data” report, which embroiled Facebook and other companies in P.R. and legal battles, argues that large IT firms, especially data centers, continue to consume energy in 19th- and 20th- century industrial factory patterns, rather than embracing “clean” energy as wholeheartedly as efficiency. While new facilities constructed over the past few years by Apple, Google, Amazon, and Microsoft certainly deserve their accolades for efficient design. Efficiency, however, only provides one lens onto the original question of garbage or waste.

In a scholar’s ideal world, the proportion of electronic energy consumption that is spent specifically on the generation of content for the internet — in terms of software and media — would have to enter into these equations. But these productive or creative uses of e-resources might also present a contradiction to be managed. On its face, these uses would seem to mitigate their costs, because they give depth and interesting significance to the internet. However, the curious problem of digital waste takes a turn here, because the distribution and circulation of software and digital media relies on replication and deprecation. The latter should come as no surprise, given that a new version of your smartphone has already come out, and that the computer you bought last year is already hopelessly obsolete. Documentaries and news articles have chronicled the growth of piles of discarded computers and other electronics in Ghana, India, and China are Northerners’ outsourced landfills.
 The environmental, ecological, and public-health stakes of these landfills, and of the scavenger economics that sprout from them, are also undergoing scrutiny now by federal and international regulatory bodies.

But the deprecation of old software and media also exacerbates consume-and-discard cycles. This is because of how users share and save data. Each time an email is sent, or a file uploaded or downloaded, or a tweet sent, or a post published, its data are not usually moved between locations, but copied.  And the data that users need or expect to be reliably available exist on many servers at once, for purposes of redundancy or network latency. The iteration of this habit, in trillions of such operations each second, means that the storage space that users consume continually grows. It appears more efficient in short terms to simply purchase more hardware and waste more space than to reconfigure the ways that users manipulate data. Bytes are cheap, and it is far easier to move bits than atoms. So, our internetting architecture favors — and in some ways, requires — this model of over-production, redundancy, and eventual discard.
 

To broach the further questions that attend a study of excess online, internet studies has begun to produce the tools to ask how many must die to build a new computer, and who they are. Such a study would begin with a map of the paths, across the globe, of deprecated software, hardware, and even networks. In it, I would ask who gets, uses, buys, breaks, discards, scavenges, and recycles internet waste. This might engender a better understanding of the cultural values of internet junk, of wastes of time or spent attention. This approach certainly highlights the frivolity of certain investment bubbles, since the value that things like social networks add can be measured against their real operational and ecological costs. At its core, it can help us understand what our garbage tell us about the contemporary internet, and about those who make and use it. 

A related, divisive question raised by considerations of death and waste are those of newness and innovation. Techno-optimists such as Clay Shirky proclaim the revolutionary, world-changing emergence of the internet a wholly unique phenomenon.
 Others such as Wendy Chun and Roy Rosenzweig describe its continuity with older forms of media, communication, technology, or ideas.
 And each vein has its proponents and detractors of the internet’s cultural effects, which seem ubiquitously manifest, though not unequivocally ethically or morally valenced.
 Since I am concerned, here, with not just cultural effects but also cultural conditions for today’s internet, though, I cannot neatly reduce my approach to any of these positions.

Ethical valences for interpretation of the internet as an historical phenomenon abound in the scholarship, but no clear outcome for internet studies is yet established or made disciplinary.
 Rather, conflicting positions such as those between proponents of open-source movements and supporters of systemic copyright restriction assign their particular ethics to their concepts of the internet -- e.g. as a resource that should be widely shared versus a threat to stable ownership of information. 

Instead of this rhetorical position, I suggest another way of asking the question – a way that rests implicitly in the same discussions and arguments about newness. What is historically significant about the internet? Asking this way gives insight to the comparisons and contrasts that characterize earlier studies of the internet. First, compared to other networks, the familiar trope of the internet as a network of networks rings clear. This refers to the architecture of the internet as the abstracted incarnation of multiple disparate computer and area networks.
 The protocols and structures referenced here (HTTP, FTP, FTP, DNS, and so on) each certainly contribute to the sense that the internet constitutes something markedly new from what existed before.
 But though they structure its architecture, these rules and practices do not define the internet, even in combination. Instead, the single most significant technical feature that distinguishes the internet from any earlier networks must be identified in packet switching and its attendant modes.
 When this technique overcame circuit switching as the most efficient and reliable widescale method for transferring information on all-digital networks, the internet was made fundamentally possible.
 What we see in popular visualizations of network structure, however, tends to belie this important shift in processes. The diagram of nodes and edges that are unmistakably to the brain, to roads, and so on, shows only a snapshot of the internet’s link structure.
 Considering evolutionary — that is, the temporal and historical — aspect of its definition, the internet does indeed operate differently from other, older networks.

Similarly, we cannot think of the internet as a giant computer, though its digital, electronic, and data-processing characteristics do stem from the same categories of engineering as those of specific devices. It remains an unqualified error to point to people typing or clicking at a PC, laptop, tablet, or smartphone, and to immediately assume or state that they are “using” the internet. The crucial difference is that computers can operate without a connection to a network, and when connected, as mediators for just a handful of that network’s layers, whereas interconnectivity between computers and networks is the very purpose of the internet. In this way, the idea of the internet (or its constitutive parts) cannot be bound to any single node.
 I would further suggest that reductive machinic metaphors do not produce a robust description of the internet, let alone in-depth analysis.

But when I juxtapose the internet against media, the waters draw murky. After all, digital media comprise the contents of the sites on the internet, and these are both manifestly different from those that came before, as well as insufficient to explain the whole. Digital media differ from older media because their objects are interactive, replicable, and can contain other media within them. However, digitalia are not equivalent with the internet. The two exist independently of one another. 

Rather than reduce the complexity at hand, I attempt to keep these concepts of media at the platform, application, and presentation layers of the internet. So doing, I find that related distinction between the internet and the social, political, economic, or other formations often reduces to a rhetorical conflation. Understanding the position of media within the encompassing system of the internet also complicates governmental confusions over its jurisdiction. As recent internet legislation demonstrates, ranging from the Digital Millennium Copyright Act to the broadly protested Stop Online Piracy and PROTECT IP Acts, the and including debate over the Research Works and Federal Research Public Access Acts, Congress faces an epistemological dilemma.

They express this in ostensible concerns over the flow of information or of cultural objects, that have real roots in concerns over security, jurisdiction, and economics. The dozens of different committees and subcommittees that have to attend to internet legislation, from commerce and finance to homeland security and foreign affairs, also testifies to the lack of a deep understanding of the internet’s structure. And at the root of all this misunderstanding lies the incongruity and asymmetry between the internet and the nation. That is, because Congress has clearly defined purposes regarding the nation, but America has no unequivocal relationship to the internet — one cannot say that the internet is ‘in’ America, or that America is ‘on’ the internet, for example — Congress struggles to articulate its own role and responsibility when the internet’s structure is at stake.

Internet usage also contrasts with other practices of reading, writing, listening, or viewing. Structures of feeling produce the critical historical insight that the conditions of one’s access to the internet deeply inform how one makes meaning out of connectivity and other internet functions. Even the use of the verb ‘internetting,’ simultaneously self-evident and obscure, indicates a suite of affective and sensory modes of perception not bound to precisely the types of encounter that older analogues present. The clearest example of this phenomenon comes when I sit at a computer or hold up a mobile phone or tablet to connect to the internet, and engage a vast, often obscured or invisible, set of messages that make possible, and then sensuous, the contents of the media to which I direct our attention. This means that I must wait — if only for fractions of a second — to receive the mediated object that we request. Further, it remains an object of scientific fascination whether one's attention is more difficult to direct for extended lengths of time as a result of extended or regular internet usage. Regardless, it shows why the most important computer and web applications are the browser and the search engine: indices hold as much meaning and value through meta-data as do the contents of media, and users often struggle to hold multiple fronts in short-term memory at once. So, although internetting involves reading, writing, listening, and viewing through similar patterns of sitting and paying attention as do books, movies, and so on, a fundamental distinction remains in the multiplicity of each point of attention online.

Comparing internetting with other ways of transmitting, sending, encoding, broadcasting, sharing, hiding, or otherwise inscribing data and information also shows that the most important historical distinction between older mediations and internet mediation age is a function of complexity. From writing’s evolution out of phonetic and ideographic speech to printing’s establishment of the page and book as the elemental units of communication, to the rise of real-time recorded media in audio and video films, we have drawn ever-increasing amounts of information into increasingly concentrated forms. It might seem incongruous to describe the internet as a further concentration, since the processes and protocols of encryption and transfer sprawl across multiple layers of hardware and software in order to translate language or image into voltage differences and back again. However, the amount of tacit knowledge packed into a single 140-character tweet rivals the Gutenberg bible in terms of technical complexity and craftsmanship. This is not an exaggeration: the unencrypted binary code for that given tweet, if printed in the same format as early presses, would fill a book roughly the same size. We deal in bits and bytes as casually as with nickels and dimes, though we need not see or understand their scope at any given moment.

Perhaps the only moments when we must become aware of these issues (assuming a certain set of privileged points of access to computers and the internet) are those when the complexity fails to make itself sufficiently invisible. Glitches in our systems manifest themselves as points of access to reflexive consciousness. This is not a major point, but it does raise questions about how the internet compares to other ways of connecting with or isolating from others, naming others and selves, or making other uses of information and technology. Specifically, the common anxieties over semi-ubiquitous computing, communicative addiction, and human-machine interaction find their outlet in these glitches. Further, our abilities to forge communities are called into sharp relief when the machinations that allow seamless textual or visual interaction fail; how much do our communities depend upon these kinds of technologies, or exchanges of digital information, as opposed to human connections at some less determined level? Finally, our abilities to encounter others — so richly possible on an open internet, though so often ignored as we become niche consumers who continually narrow down our options for news, entertainment, cultural objects, knowledge, art… — are severely compromised if our interactions take place in such large part online. The historical significance of distributed, interest-focused, intensely personal groups made possible through the internet and only the internet becomes quite clear in the absence of an easy connection from any member of those groups to any other. In short, we feel the cultural effects of the internet most clearly when we cannot exploit the cultural assumptions that generate its form.

So there we have some unique qualities and a sense of the historical significance of the internet. As an “all” “digital” network of networks, based on packet switching, comprised of a deep and complex set of layer stacks, undergoing an accelerating pace of change, and bringing people together through lolcatz, the internet stands alone in human history as both a phenomenon and a phase. Where it develops from here, of course, is an entirely different question, contingent upon economic, cultural, and legal factors yet to be determined. But its newness can no longer be taken for granted, especially in our research. We must approach internet studies without mystification, without valorization, without facile generalization. There we will find ways to think about its import, and its ongoing history.

Technology industries require massive investments, of capital for infrastructure and of labor for support, in addition to the engineers and designers who are their most visible participants. This highlights a massive gap in existing research about the internet: how we study its related labor. We have not yet established rules to know what counts as internet work, to know who works, and to map or test where. We have no standards yet for how labor is valued online, beyond anecdotal accounts and too-broad national-level census statistics. To fully grasp the nuances and scope of how labor coexists between humans and machines, we look beyond myopic speculations on the psycho-social effects of social media, or the grand reductionism of Marxist determinism and alienation. We are concerned, here, with laying down a program to find out how labor operates on a broad scale, and indeed, how passive and active labor each affect the structure of the internet itself.

In another aspect, consumption of internet content also counts for labor, as [citation here] reminds us: we do work for content providers every time we view a page with advertisements, for example. Simply spending time on some sites makes those site owners money. And this curious inversion of labor, from producing to consuming power, often overshadows the incredibly complex labor that does produce those artifacts and lifestyles. So, in order to study such a broad and knotty terrain, the research approach could involve quantitative measures such as social network analysis to determine the value of labor and the relationship of humans to computers in general, as well as qualitative measures such as ethnographic and interpretive analyses of labor practices in these varied situations. Another approach would not map specific enterprises as a subset of an assumed general market, but would instead abstract the differences in labor from earlier, Marxist and other models, approaching the questions theoretically. 
Theoretical Conversations
Whether one accepts straightforwardly deterministic speculation or not, whether one prefers to think the mind and the collective mind as functions of or factors in computing, we are bound by mediating forces. As the paragons of privileged speculation, Marshall McLuhan and Lev Manovich stand unchallenged as the sources for media and software theory in the United States.
 Their conceptual frameworks are most contentious when held against certain French thinkers’. McLuhan’s insight that all media contain as a message a prior medium finds a counterpoint in Regis deBray’s analysis of media as overlapping paradigms, rather than linear progressions.
 Manovich’s later contributions to software theory as a field in its own right takes as a direct target the archaeology of media as expounded by Michel Foucault, whose concentration on print and writing as valid archival data severely limits his historiographic impulses.
 But taking these two Anglo writers’ work on their own, we can unpack just where they stand, as well as their utility and inspiration for contemporary thought.

Rather than designing or modeling replicable, reliable, verifiable experimentation on which to base evidence for his claims, Marshall McLuhan concentrates on the phenomenological appearances of subjectivity and user experiences of media, writ large. His most famous claim from Understanding Media – the Extensions of Man is deceptively oversimplified: “The medium is the message.”
 Mostly, of course, this means precisely what it says – the content of a message coextends with its form In other words, the range of possible expression or communication through one medium is unique to that medium, and the same message appears quite differently in another.
 As McLuhan unravels further speculation throughout the book, though — attempting to categorize media as ‘hot’ or ‘cool,’ trying to draw a linear history of media that finds later introductions to mass culture indispensible in giving earlier media form, and arguing that end-to-end mediated communication forms the basis of social life — his central aphorism finds some substance, depth, and complexity.
 Perhaps it is this subtle intuition, borne out by a humanism extended to the media around us as tools of a shared subjectivity, that drives McLuhan’s recurring or resurgent popularity in communication and media studies.
 But whether his claims endure due to self-perpetuating popularity or due to their perceived relevance to a generation of burgeoning media scholars without the conceptual tools to discuss technological underpinnings of media, their impact on the field ought not be understated.

Lev Manovich, writing decades later, takes a remarkably similar approach to the mediation of information and expression. His focus on digital media and software also relies on the linear historical track implied by McLuhan and many others, in which new media supercede older media. Taking “new media” as an homogenous group, circumscribed by a logic of networks and databases, a social space of virtuality, and a language of programmable code, Manovich does broach a question left unasked by McLuhan – that of poetics. How creativity is constrained or enabled by the structural factors of media becomes simultanously banal and deeply problematic when the medium in question is interactive and programmable. On one hand, because software does not simply record and hold its contents to be played back, but rather relies on input and output, reading and writing, one’s ability to create (with) it multiplies exponentially compared to static recording technologies. On the other hand, in Manovich’s view, the pattern of linear diegesis – wherein a message is (perhaps creatively) encoded for a (perhaps technically literate) user to decode, individually or in select groups, the very interactivity of the medium is cancelled out by its eventual mass adoption. The critical shift here, then, is to construct an archive that includes digitalia for cultural research.

This turn in attention to the activity of building an internet-specific study relies on assumptions either optimistic or pessimistic about the state of internetted and machinic subjectivity. The positions drawn from Friedrich Kittler, Jaron Lanier, and Henry Jenkins provide the clearest set of alternative future views and delineate much of the lines of argument for internet studies' ethical valences.  Friedrich Kittler’s essay “There is No Software” asks us to remind ourselves, at each turn of our studies, how our actions are circumscribed and made possible by our machines.
 When we interact with machines in the course of riting in particular, how we understand that interaction depends on that awareness. If we remain ignorant of the technical (especially material and technologial dimensions of computing, then our insights into their cultural functions will remain correspondingly crippled. Kittler leaves off explaining how much an awareness, or a lack thereof, influences or determines our day-to-day behavior, but his demarcation of the stakes of the discussion forces that consideration.
 It also calls into question our political and historical investigations, tying them directly to the development of hardware.
 As Kittler concentrates on the abiding complexity that computing brings to simple changes of venue for discourse, he invites further debate on the specific changes wrought by abstraction of computing in daily life, working life, and the developing world.

Jaron Lanier’s recent You Are Not a Gadget strikes a different cautionary note. The virtual-reality prodigal and staunch, liberal humanist pieces together a radical critique of popular trends in computing and techno-social practices. An elegy for the agora, framed against the rise of the “antigora,” dominates the collection of essays. Lanier’s discussion of public-private distinctions online, including the details of their mutual reliance and construction, serves end-users well in this era of Anything-as-a-Service. Indeed, he provides perhaps the most faithful translation of Kantian ‘cosmopolitanism’ and hospitality that we are likely to engage with, for the internet. Episodic rather than holistically argumentative, Lanier’s individualized rants are collected and named a ‘manifesto,’ but if he follows this tone poem with a more focused, politically coherent program, researchers in the humanities and social sciences would be loathe to ignore it. Lanier’s position doesn’t serve the interests of the internet as such, of course, or of economic markets, or even of the agora that he observes as diffracting into silos. His technical expertise lends his rhetoric instead to a conflation between aesthetics and politics, and inscribes end-users as sovereign subjects. In short, Lanier insists that human-scale values and interests ought to drive our technological endeavors.

A social thinker, an eternal optimist, and a proponent of the significance of superstructural, cultural phenomena, Henry Jenkins maintains a remarkable attention to that human scale, scarcely considering the technical architecture behind Convergence Culture. As staunch a liberal humanist as one can find, Jenkins considers communities as spheres of production, especially of recycled work. Coursing through online content, tracing its recontextualization and reprogramming, he does present an extended, focused argument, if only suggestively, about the state of human affairs online. If Lanier serves as a latter-day Kant, then Jenkins is surely as close as we will see to a Habermas for the internet. To be clear, though, Convergence Culture does modify the “public sphere” paradigm for different mediations and technologies, rather than adopting it wholesale. But it maintains the same allegiances: class-agnostic, ahistorical, sweeping claims and categorical perspectives taint the text’s political whispers, because they lack a critique of real conditions under which connections are made online. The basis of convergence confronts that serious flaw, the digital divide, only tangentially. Its benefit, then, lies in its nuanced approach to the description and taxonomy of cultural objects online.

What spectrum makes these three thinkers’ works comparable? The garden path ends, not in a disciplinary triumph, but in the collocation of absent themes from their positions. First, agency – or, more properly, the conditions under which human agency confronts technological development – must find an account that does not privilege either machines or humans, ontologically. Second, the lack of a programmatic politics binds the three. Without claiming that the necessary prerequisite or outcome of scholarship and argumentation is a call to action, the distinction between liberal humanism (including Kittler’s liberal post-humanism) and a broader implementation of politically conscious data and interpretation would bridge these abysses. Finally, subjectivity informs each work, and in each work it appears as nothing other than a teleology. The minor differences between what counts for subjects in each text do not override the search for origins and endpoints in all three — as in so many other works of cultural critique. Their narrowness of foci limits what questions they can each ask about origins, instead leading them to take the advent of computing almost on faith. In contrast to this spectrum, further research must ruthlessly search out historical details, and deliver them in a broadly culturally conscious framework.

On matters of human to human interaction, mediated through computers, Sherry Turkle's trilogy of psychoanalytic speculations offers popular reading. Our deeply mediated interactions with one another rely on an intense and often invisible network. Invisible, that is, until it fails. This raises the stronger point; our interactions now rely on perpetual connectivity. Being together means we must be tethered to a third network – at least until personal servers become viable options for storing our vast recorded databases of personal information, and even then, the reach of internet-based social media may have entrenched itself more deeply than many of us care to admit until pressed. Being together means being alone, then – in the sense that we must each attend to our devices nearly constantly. Turkle points out the strange inversion here. We may have begun to use computers to connect to one another; now our computers us, our interactions, to connect to one another. It is no exaggeration that the loss of connectivity or hardware can cause deep anxiety to many of us. Likewise, Turkle does not stretch reason to explain young peoples’ nostalgia for an imagined past in which the self existed in a less mediated, copied, avatared state – the allure of solitude has its roots in the same changes as that anxiety of isolation. Further, when we are physically together, but each attending to a different mediation of something absent, we perform the same half-presence as we expect from automatons. These are not so separate, the robotic moment and the networked life.

Three writers who focus on the use and rhetoric of media, rather than on their inherent characteristics or their ethical valences, come together here. Wendy H. K. Chun demands that our attention to the social contexts of emergent technologies center on the political matters of force and sovereignty. Lisa Nakamura draws our attention to myriad, and structural, irruptions of old inequalities as manifested in ostensibly transcendent new media. And Lisa Gitelman pointedly reminds us, through a meticulous and engaging historiography, that what we call ‘new’ in media has older histories than we often care to admit, that all media were new once, and that any divergent practice or technology enters a complex set of other, perhaps related, media, in which nothing can be outgrown, only deprecated. Together, these thinkers provide good scholarship on which further research can be modelled, and provocative questions that demand further thought.

The focus in Wendy Chun’s Control and Freedom , technologies of visual recording and especially surveillance, unpacks a paradox. The same technologies that liberate our individual capabilities inhibit and overdetermine our social liberties. Bounded by class and social status,  technological development does not escape – and often exacerbates – inequalities and injustices in human world. Likewise, she argues, our desires for and about cyberspace manifest themselves through race, gender, and sexuality. Chun’s attention to cultural objects such as art and literature, however, strike discordant in the context of such questions – at least, to these ears. This is not to fault her basic approach, but to reflect that my own expectations for such claims would seek out infrastructural, technologically founded evidence for technological, structural claims. The strength of Chun’s arguments, however, are to show where those types of issues bleed into — and react against — the very ephemera on which she concentrates here. On that front, her work continues to prove useful and relevant to contemporary internet research.

Lisa Nakamura’s breakout study, Digitizing Race, takes up the tools of visual culture studies – so often a staidly nineteenth-century undertaking – to provide a refreshing, honest and penetrating exposure of latent and systemic racisms and sexisms in and on the internet. As in Chun’s observations, the exacerbation of existing human conditions appears to accompany the rhetoric of transcendence – or at least amelioration – of those conditions. And Nakamura goes on to emphasize the proliferating consequences of even tiny decisions of design and architecture. In her detailed explication, text and cursor, directory structure and browser layer, all combine to maintain the invisibility of raced and gendered subjects online. It should, perhaps, be added that an ongoing under-representation of non-whites, online and in the development of internet layers (barring, perhaps, young Asian and Jewish men), along with gender gaps that mirror existing digital divides, adds to the problems faced by some of those most affected by Nakamura’s critiqued issues. Her analysis of the literal dis/appearance of race and gender online leads us to other questions, such as where data centers are placed in relation to other industry, or to residences. The jobs available to the least socially privileged continue to follow the patterns that she has identified. In this way, her meticulous genealogy puts embodied knowledge into play against a discourse of disembodied, idealized life that so often permeates digital scholarship.

With a scholarly narrative that takes place on a different historical scale, Lisa Gitelman’s Always Already New also breaks from the other two works here in its methodology. Rather than articulate the knowledge of hidden subjects against a more conventional, heirarchical, privileged knowledge, Gitelman concentrates on a methodologically rigorous media archaeology. Her central claim — that new media – or any recording technologies – are never so new as they seem, and that simultaneously they all claim to provide constant newness, strikes to the heart of how new media operate conceptually. Meanwhile, she takes a longer view historically than most studies of digital media, reaching back over a century to glean insight from the statements of technicians, inventors, marketers, and users alike. Since she focuses on technics and structures more than on media’s subjective effects or users, Gitelman’s argument forms a strong basis on which to model other studies, such as this one. The places where contemporary research might reach beyond her conclusions — such as in search of unique significance to more recent emergences in technology, or the political valence of technical crises — do not diminish her contribution to a continuing critique of media’s hysterical claims to our attention.

Together, these thinkers have demystified some key conundrums in modern media and technology. Their critiques of class, race, and gender iniquities as motivating factors for the development of supposedly liberal or liberatory innovations unpacks a central paradox of the internet: its ongoing structural centralization in the hands of a very few technically elite people, mostly middle- to upper-class white men. Their collective attention to the significance of minor details in the design, production, dissemination, and consumption of digital media should inspire other researchers to hone our focus as well. Finally, the deeply historically grounded approach undertaken by each of these scholars ought not to be lost on those seeking to follow in their paths. Just as categories of subjectivity are not erased online, temporality persists there too, albeit in unique and sometimes troubling ways.

Wendy Chun’s introduction to the volume New Media, Old Media: A History and Theory Reader, establishes the state of internet research as far as media studies are concerned. What emerges at the limits of this research, made clear by her analysis of the variations on political-economic, visual-cultural, archaeological, systemic, and aesthetic themes taken up by the contributors, is the mobilization of an opposition between continuity and rupture, in both historical and theoretical terms. In other words, media studies – especially new media studies – is founded on the claim that it can mediate between change and continuity.

Other useful pieces crop up throughout the reader. For example, in Wolfgang Hagen’s analysis of the development of programming languages, we find a robust model for computer science as an object of cultural study, if not for the internet as such. As he processes symbolic information, he successfully navigates problems of generalization, to manage the contradiction of writing a history invested in traditional scholarship but so deeply inflected and organized by programmatic thought that its form follows that of a source code repository rather than that of a review essay. McKenzie Wark takes the opposite approach to the contradiction between temporal and perceptual diminishing around the concept of an event as mediated by globally distributed technology, and the capacity of critical theory to make arguments and draw insights about those events. Arvind Rajagopal, more cautiously, takes on the question of perception directly. He recognizes the materiality of the mediation between old and new structures of thought (that is, mediated media), and asks after their instrumental, historical, and linguistic importance. However, he does so inconsistently – a more sustained treatment of his same topics should 

On the topic of lived effects, Lisa Nakamura gives the clearest and most penetrating explanation of the paradox that faces media and technology researchers. As we confront the question of post-humanism’s consequences, such as machine intelligence, increasing automation of mundane tasks, or the acceleration of virtual worlds, we must do so from a perspective embodied by humans’ lived realities. Nakamura establishes firm footing for those who would critique the internet’s apparent gender-, race-, and class-neutral claims. She demonstrates both the machinic qualities of critical theories of such subjectivities, and the humanist characteristics of technological innovations. In so doing, her essay provides us with an acid that dissolves the entrenchments of stereotypes. As contemporary critique, her work continues to serve as a model for others.

In this section, I have tried to thread together representative arguments on the cultural impact of the internet from a variety of perspectives. What binds these as contributions to the field of internet studies is their attention to the interplay between machines, people, and processes, an attention that underscores the significance of the material alongside the historical and theoretical. For theories of the internet as a cultural object, it is an attention that cannot be placed aside, regardless of the ethical, methodological, or epistemological outcomes of each intervention.
Conclusion
Just as multiple histories and origins compete for narrative primacy, internet studies as a field confronts a multiplicity of voices competing for legitimacy and resources. The various methods and epistemologies outlined here have common threads amid their differences. The bridges between their specific techniques can serve to build out a coherent, unified concept and theory to help internet studies continue to solidify its internal structures and theoretical boundaries. The principle of selection here concentrates on practitioners and practices of internet studies that address the question of how the internet structures, and is structured by, cultural changes. 

To that end, it excludes certain approaches and perspectives in the service of engaging with this more concentrated set of voices. For example, I have omitted approaches from social network analysis, ethnography, and political science. These areas and modes of inquiry are neither less valid nor less significant in their contribution to debate about the internet; however, since they rarely seek to connect the inner workings of the technologies at hand to the experiential, social effects that they more often describe, they remain tangential to the central questions of this field. 

Further research will help understand the longer-term shape and path of internet studies. The academic programs, publications, and institutions that support the development of internet studies will produce a wealth of data on their impact and effect, the analysis of which might provide deep insight into how the field makes and changes information over time. An ongoing debate over the possible futures of the internet, particularly of its political economy, will have to be checked against the real outcomes of those processes, and these may differ due to geographical and technical circumstances. And there are as-yet-unknown developments in technology, aesthetics, and politics that the field will have to take into account as it grows and further establishes itself.

Finally, this field statement has resulted in three concrete outcomes for my own research. I have gathered and annotated a wealth of bibliographic material, hopefully useful beyond this exercise for teaching and learning. I have tried to mark out a theoretical and methodological position for this field in further research, which will concentrate on creative work in West Africa in the context of the internet's development there and the region's power structures. And I have iterated the material concerns of cultural studies over the layers of the internet's stack, in support of this same research, teaching, and learning.
Bibliography
Adiel A. Akplogan. “Spearheading Internet Technology and Policy Development in the African Region.” presented at the APNIC-29, Beijing, August 26, 2009. https://www.google.com/url?q=http://meetings.apnic.net/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/13986/IGF-and-Africa.pdf.

Alavi, Nasrin. We Are Iran: The Persian Blogs. Brooklyn, NY: Soft Skull Press, 2005.

Alhassan, Amin. “Telecom Regulation, the Postcolonial State, and Big Business: The Ghanaian Experience.” West Africa Review 4, no. 1 (2003).

Amichai-Hamburger, Yair. The Social Net: Understanding Our Online Behavior. Oxford University Press, 2013.

Anderson, B. “The Social Impact Of Broadband Household Internet Access.” Information, Communication & Society 11, no. 1 (2008): 5–24.

Andrejevic, Mark. “Interactive (in)security.” Cultural Studies 20, no. 4 (2006): 441–458.

“An Economic Development Model for IT in Developing Countries.” The Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing Countries 28, no. 7 (2006): 1–9.

“An Open Letter From Internet Engineers to the U.S. Congress | Electronic Frontier Foundation.” Accessed December 13, 2012. https://www.eff.org/deeplinks/2011/12/internet-inventors-warn-against-sopa-and-pipa.

Appadurai, Arjun. “Grassroots Globalization and the Research Imagination.” Public Culture 12, no. 1 (Winter 2000): 1–19.

Aurigi, A. “New Technologies, Same Dilemmas: Policy and Design Issues for the Augmented City.” Journal of Urban Technology 13, no. 3 (2006): 5–28.

Avgerou, C. “Discourse on Innovation and Development in Information Systems in Developing Countries Research.” In Proceedings of the 10th International Conference on Social Implications of Computers in Developing Countries. Dubai: Dubai School of Government, 2009. http://www.ifip.dsg.ae/Docs/FinalPDF/Full Papers/Avgerou_Discourses on Innovation and Development.pdf.

———. “Information Systems in Developing Countries: A Critical Research Review.” Journal of Information Technology 23, no. 3 (n.d.): 133–146. Accessed March 1, 2010.

Ayers, Phoebe, Charles Matthews, and Ben Yates. How Wikipedia Works - And How You Can Be a Part of It. Online: No Starch Press, 2008.

Balkin, J. M. “Information Power: The Information Society from an Antihumanist Perspective.” edited by Katz, J. E. and Subramanian, R. New York: NYU Press, forthcoming. http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=1648624.

Ball-Rokeach, S.J., and M.L. DeFleur. “A Dependency Model of Mass-media Effects.” Communication Research 3, no. 3 (1976).

Batchelor, S.J., P. Norrish, N. Scott, and M. Webb. Sustainable ICT Case Histories. Reading: Gamos Ltd., 2003. http://www.sustainableicts.org/Final Tech report for Sus ICT 31012003.pdf.

Berners-Lee, T. Weaving the Web. New York: HarperCollins, 2000.

Bertola, Vittorio. “Internet Steering-Coordination Group.” In Proposals Repository of Internet Governance Project. WGIG, 2005.

Bertot, J. C., Jaeger, P. T., McClure, C. R., Wright, C. B., and Jensen, E. “Public Libraries and the Internet 2008-2009: Issues, Implications, and Challenges.” First Monday 14, no. 11 (November 2, 2009). http://firstmonday.org/htbin/cgiwrap/bin/ojs/index.php/fm/article/viewArticle/2700/2351.

Best, M.L. Understanding Our Knowledge Gaps: Or, Do We Have an ICT4D Field? And Do We Want One? Cambridge: Publius Project, 2010. http://publius.cc/understanding_our_knowledge_gaps_or_do_we_have_ict4d_field_and_do_we_want_o.

Best, M. L. “Connecting In Real Space: How People Share Knowledge and Technologies in Cybercafés.” Singapore: AMIC, 2010. http://www.globalimpactstudy.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/10/amic.final_.1.1.pdf.

Best, M. L., and Kumar, R. “Sustainability Failures of Rural Telecenters: Challenges from the Sustainable Access in Rural India (SARI) Project.” Information Technologies and International Development 4, no. 4 (2009): 31–45.

Blackman, C., and Srivastava, L., eds. Telecommunications Regulation Handbook. 10th anniversary edition. Washington, DC: The World Bank, 2011. http://www.infodev.org/en/Document.1057.pdf.

Bollier, David. Silent Theft: The Private Plunder of Our Common Wealth. New York: Routledge, 2003.

Bonikowski, Bart. “Digitally Enabled Social Change: Activism in the Internet Age By Jennifer Earl and Katrina Kimport The MIT Press. 2011. 272 Pages. $32.77 Cloth.” Social Forces (January 8, 2013). doi:10.1093/sf/sos160.

Bowers, C.A. Let Them Eat Data: How Computers Affect Education, Cultural Diversity, and the Prospects of Ecological Sustainability. Athens, GA and London: University of Georgia, 2000.

Bratich, Jack. “Public Secrecy and Immanent Security.” Cultural Studies 20, no. 4 (2006): 493–511.

Brown, A. E. L. Intellectual Property, Human Rights and Competition: Access to Essential Innovation and Technology. Edward Elgar Publishing, 2013.

Brown, Ian, and Christopher T. Marsden. Regulating Code: Good Governance and Better Regulation in the Information Age. MIT Press, 2013.

Brügger, Niels. “When the Present Web Is Later the Past: Web Historiography, Digital History, and Internet Studies.” Historical Social Research 37, no. 4 (2012): 102–117.

Bucy, E.P. “Interactivity in Society: Locating an Elusive Concept.” The Information Society 20 (2004): 373–383.

Burrell, J., and Toyama. “What Constitutes Good ICTD Research?” Information Technologies and International Development 5, no. 3 (n.d.): 82–94.

Caldas, A., David, P. A., and Ormanidhi, O. Digital Information Network Technologies, Organisational Performance and Productivity. Oxford: Oxford Internet Institute, 2005. http://www.oii.ox.ac.uk/resources/publications/OIIRP1_200512_Report.pdf.

Castells, Manuel. The End of the Millennium. Vol. III. The Information Age: Economy, Society, and Culture. Cambridge, MA: Oxford University Press, 1997.

———. The Power of Identity. Vol. II. The Information Age: Economy, Society and Culture. Cambridge, MA: Oxford University Press, 1997.

———. The Rise of the Network Society. Vol. I. The Information Age: Economy, Society, and Culture. Cambridge, MA: Oxford University Press, 1996.

Cerrillo i Martínez, Agustí, Miquel Peguera Poch, Ismael Peña-López, and Mònica Vilasau Solana. “Net Neutrality and Other Challenges for the Future of the Internet. Proceedings of the 7th International Conference on Internet, Law & Politics. Universitat Oberta de Catalunya, Barcelona, 11-12 July, 2011.” Conference lecture, July 11, 2011. http://openaccess.uoc.edu/webapps/o2/handle/10609/8341.

Choi, Hwanho, and Bernard Burnes. “The Internet and Value Co-creation: The Case of the Popular Music Industry.” Prometheus 0, no. 0 (0): 1–19. doi:10.1080/08109028.2013.774595.

Christodoulides, George, Nina Michaelidou, and Nikoletta Theofania Siamagka. “A Typology of Internet Users Based on Comparative Affective States: Evidence from Eight Countries.” European Journal of Marketing 47, no. 1/2 (February 8, 2013): 153–173. doi:10.1108/03090561311285493.

Chung, Chung Joo, George A. Barnett, and Han Woo Park. “Inferring International Dotcom Web Communities by Link and Content Analysis.” Quality & Quantity (n.d.): 1–17. Accessed April 9, 2013. doi:10.1007/s11135-013-9847-z.

Chun, Wendy. Control and Freedom: Power and Paranoia in the Age of Fiber Optics. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2006.

“Code of Ethics — Association for Computing Machinery.” Accessed May 4, 2013. http://www.acm.org/about/code-of-ethics.

Cohen, Daniel Jared, and Roy Rosenzweig. Digital History, 2006.

Compaine, B. M. “Information Gaps: Myth or Reality?” Telecommunications Policy 10, no. 1 (1986): 5–12.

Copeland, B. J. “The Modern History of Computing.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Accessed July 10, 2006. http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2006/entries/computing-history.

Cortada, James W. “How New Technologies Spread: Lessons from Computing Technologies.” Technol 54, no. 2 (April 2013): 229–261. doi:10.1353/tech.2013.0081.

Cottle, Simon. “Media and the Arab Uprisings of 2011: Research Notes.” Journalism 12, no. 5 (2011): 647–659.

Cottle, Simon, and L. Lester, eds. Transnational Protests and the Media. New York: Peter Lang, 2011.

Council of the European Union. Granada Ministerial Declaration on the European Digital Agenda. Granada: Council of the European Union, 2010. http://www.eu2010.es/export/sites/presidencia/comun/descargas/Ministerios/en_declaracion_granada.pdf.

Crow, B., N. Zlatunich, and B. Fulfrost. “Mapping Global Inequalities: Beyond Income Inequality to Multi-dimensional Inequalities.” Journal of International Development, 21, no. 8 (2009): 1051–1065.

Dahlgren, P. Media and Political Engagement: Citizens, Communication, and Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University, 2009.

“Database of African Theses and Dissertations (DATAD) | Association of African Universities.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.aau.org/?q=datad.

“Data & Numbers – oAfrica.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.oafrica.com/data/.

Davis-Floyd, Robbie, and Dumit, Joseph, eds. Cyborg Babies: From Techno-Sex to Techno-Tots. New York: Routledge, 1998.

Davison, W.P. “The Third-person Effect in Communication.” Public Opinion Quarterly (1983).

Debray, Regis. Media Manifestos. New York: Verso, 1996.

Deibert, R. J., Palfrey, J. G., Rohozinski, R., and Zittrain, J., eds. Access Denied: The Practice and Policy of Global Internet Filtering. Cambridge: MIT Press, 2008.

Denzin, Norman K., and Michael D. Giardina. Global Dimensions of Qualitative Inquiry. Left Coast Press, 2013.

“Development Informatics: Working Papers - IDPM Working Papaers (School of Environment and Development - The University of Manchester).” Accessed December 5, 2012. http://www.sed.manchester.ac.uk/idpm/research/publications/wp/di/index.htm.

“Digital Divide: The Three Stages (Jakob Nielsen’s Alertbox).” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.useit.com/alertbox/digital-divide.html.

DiMaggio, P., E. Hargatti, W.R. Neumann, and J.P. Robinson. “Social Implications of the Internet.” Annual Review of Sociology 27 (2001): 307–336.

DiMaggio, P., E. Hargittai, C. Celeste, and S. Shafer. “From Unequal Access to Differentiated Use: A Literature Review and Agenda for Research on Digital Inequality.” In Social Inequality, edited by K. Neckerman, 355–400. New York: Russell Sage Foundation, n.d.

Downey, Gary Lee, and Joseph Dumit, eds. Cyborgs and Citadels: Anthropological Interventions in Emerging Sciences and Technologies. Santa Fe: School of American Research, 1998.

Drake, William J. “Reframing Internet Governance Discourse: Fifteen Baseline Propositions.” In Workshop on Internet Governance. New York, 2004.

Dutton, W. H. “Through the Network (of Networks) – the Fifth Estate. Inaugural Lecture, Examination Schools, University of Oxford, 15 October 2007.” 2007. http://people.oii.ox.ac.uk/dutton/wp-content/uploads/2007/10/5th-estate-lecture-text.pdf.

Dutton, W. H., Dopatka, A., Hills, M., Law, G., and Nash, V. Freedom of Connection – Freedom of Expression: The Changing Legal and Regulatory Ecology Shaping the Internet, 2010. http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1654464.

Dymond, A. “Telecommunications Challenges in Developing Countries: Asymmetric Interconnection Charges for Rural Areas. World Bank Working Paper No.27.” Washington, DC: The World Bank, 2004.

Echeberra, Raul. “Possible Changes to the Internet Governance Systems: Root Servers, IP Addresses, and Domain Names.” In Proposals Repository of Internet Governance Project. WGIG, 2005.

Economic Commission for Africa. “SCAN-ICT. Indicators of Information and Communications Technologies.” Addis Ababa: ECA, 2003. http://www.uneca.org/aisi/docs/ScanICT.pdf.

Editor, rfc. “Internet Official Protocol Standards.” Accessed February 26, 2013. http://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc5000.html.

Eickelman, Dale F., and Jon W. Anderson, eds. New Media in the Muslim World: The Emerging Public Sphere. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University, 2003.

Epstein, Dmitry. “The Making of Institutions of Information Governance: The Case of the Internet Governance Forum.” Journal of Information Technology (April 23, 2013). doi:10.1057/jit.2013.8.

Eriksson, Johan, and Giampiero Giacomello. “Content Analysis in the Digital Age: Tools, Functions, and Implications for Security.” In The Secure Information Society, edited by Jörg Krüger, Bertram Nickolay, and Sandro Gaycken, 137–148. Springer London, 2013. http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-4471-4763-3_6.

Erumban, Abdul Azeez, and Simon B. de Jong. “Cross-country Differences in ICT Adoption: A Consequence of Culture?” Journal of World Business 41, no. 4 (December 2006): 302–314. doi:10.1016/j.jwb.2006.08.005.

European Commission. “A Digital Agenda for Europe. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions.” Brussels: European Commission, 2010. http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/digital-agenda/documents/digital-agenda-communication-en.pdf.

———. “Bridging the Broadband Gap.” Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 2006. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2006:0129:FIN:EN:PDF.

———. “Development of Broadband Access in Europe. Accompanying Document to the Communication on Future Networks and the Internet.” Brussels: European Commission, 2008. http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/future_internet/method_2008_survey_idate.pdf.

———. “Early Challenges Regarding the ‘Internet of Things’. Accompanying Document to the Communication on Future Networks and the Internet.” Brussels: European Commission, 2008. http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/future_internet/swp_internet_things.pdf.

———. Europe’s Digital Competitiveness Report. Vol. I. Brussels: European Commission, 2010. http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/newsroom/cf/document.cfm?action=display&doc_id=667.

———. Europe’s Digital Competitiveness Report. Vol. II: ICT Country Profiles. Brussels: European Commission, 2010. http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/newsroom/cf/document.cfm?action=display&doc_id=668.

———. “Future Networks and the Internet. Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions.” Brussels: European Commission, 2008. http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/future_internet/act_future_networks_internet_en.pdf.

———. “Indexing Broadband Performance. Accompanying Document to the Communication on Future Networks and the Internet.” Brussels: European Commission, 2008. http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/future_internet/swp_bpi.pdf.

———. “Methodology for the Collection of Data on Broadband Prices. Brussels: European Commission.” Brussels: European Commission, 2008. http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/eeurope/i2010/docs/future_internet/broadband_prices_methodology.pdf.

Eurostat. Methodological Manual For Statistics On Telecommunication Services. Brussels: European Commission, 2001. http://forum.europa.eu.int/irc/dsis/bmethods/info/data/new/embs/telecommunications1439.doc.

Faris, R., and Villeneuve, R. “Measuring Global Internet Filtering.” In Access Denied: The Practice and Policy of Global Internet Filtering, edited by Deibert, R. J., Palfrey, J. G., Rohozinski, R., and Zittrain, J. Cambridge: MIT Press, 2008.

Fisher III, W. W. Promises to Keep. Technology, Law, and the Future of Entertainment. Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 2004.

Fitzgerald, B. “Copyright Vision: Copyright Jails.” Fortitude Valley: On Line Opinion: Australia’s E-journal of Social and Political Debate (October 26, 2006). http://www.onlineopinion.com.au/print.asp?article=5068.

Fitzgerald, B., Coates, J., and Lewis, S., eds. Cultivating the Creative Commons. Sydney: Sydney University Press, 2007. http://eprints.qut.edu.au/archive/00006677/.

Flickenger, R., ed. How To Accelerate Your Internet. Morrisville: INASP/ICTP, 2006. http://bwmo.net.

Fogu, Claudio. “Digitalizing Historical Consciousness.” History and Theory 47 (2009): 103–121.

Fortunato, John A. Making Media Content: The Influence of Constituency Groups on Mass Media. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2005.

Franklin, M.I. “NGOs and the ‘Information Society’: Grassroots Advocacy at the UN - A Cautionary Tale.” Review of Policy Research no. 24 (n.d.): 309–330. doi:10.1111/j.1541-1338.2007.00285.

Frau-Meigs, Divina, and Jérémie Nicey, eds. From NWICO To WSIS. Intellect Ltd., 2012.

Freedom House. Freedom on the Net. Washington, DC: Freedom House, 2009. http://www.freedomhouse.org/uploads/specialreports/NetFreedom2009/FreedomOnTheNet_FullReport.pdf.

———. Freedom on the Net 2011. Washington, DC: Freedom House, 2011. http://www.freedomhouse.org/images/File/FotN/FOTN2011.pdf.

Fritz, Johannes. “The Routledge Handbook of Internet Politics by Andrew Chadwick and Philip N. Howard (eds). Abingdon: Routledge, 2010. 512pp., £27.99, ISBN 978 0 415 78058 2.” Political Studies Review 11, no. 2 (2013): 268–268. doi:10.1111/1478-9302.12016_66.

Fuchs, Christian. Foundations of Critical Media and Information Studies. Routledge, 2011.

Galloway, Alexander R. Protocol: How Control Exists after Decentralization. The MIT Press, 2006.

Gehl, Robert. “Ladders, Samurai, and Blue Collars: Personal Branding in Web 2.0.” First Monday 16, no. 9–5 (2011). http://firstmonday.org/htbin/cgiwrap/bin/ojs/index.php/fm/article/view/3579/3041.

Gillwald, A. (Dir.). Fair Access to Internet Report. Johannesburg: The Link Centre, 2004. http://www.researchictafrica.net/images/upload/FAIR%2018.03.04%20v17.pdf.

———. Towards the African e-Index: ICT Access and Usage in 16 African Countries. Johannesburg: The Link Centre, 2008. http://www.researchictafrica.net/images/upload/Cairo.pdf.

Gitelman, Lisa. Always Already New. Cambridge, MA: MIT, 2006.

Gleick, James. The Information: a History, a Theory, a Flood. New York: Pantheon Books, 2011.

“Global Opportunities for Internet Access Developments.” Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.olis.oecd.org/olis/2007doc.nsf/LinkTo/NT00005BFA/$FILE/JT03239667.PDF.

Glott, Ruediger, Philipp Schmidt, and Rishab Ghosh. “Wikipedia Survey - First Results: Working Draft” (9). merit.unu.edu.

Gómez, R. “Measuring Global Public Access to ICT. CIS Working Paper No. 7.” Seattle: University of Washington. Accessed July 10, 2009. http://www.cis.washington.edu/depository/landscape/documents/CIS-WorkingPaperNo7.pdf.

Greenwood, J. “The Third Industrial Revolution: Technology, Productivity, and Income Inequality.” Economic Review QII (1999): 2–12.

Hafner, K., and Lyon, M. Where Wizards Stay up Late: The Origins of the Internet. New York: Touchstone, 1996.

Halavais, A. Search Engine Society. Cambridge: Polity, 2008.

Hammond, Philip. Media, War and Postmodernity. London: Routledge, 2007.

Hartley, John, Jean Burgess, and Axel Bruns, eds. A Companion to New Media Dynamics. 1st ed. Wiley-Blackwell, 2013.

Heeks, R. Analysing the Software Sector in Developing Countries Using Competitive Advantage Theory. Development Informatics Working Paper Series, No.25/2006. Manchester: Institute for Development Policy and Management, 2006. http://www.sed.manchester.ac.uk/idpm/publications/wp/di/di_wp25.htm.

———. Reframing the Role of Telecentres in Development. DIG eDevelopment Briefings, No.2/2005. Manchester: Institute for Development Policy and Management, 2005. http://www.sed.manchester.ac.uk/idpm/publications/wp/di/short/DIGBriefing2Telecentres.doc.

Heeks, R. Software Strategies in Developing Countries. Development Informatics Working Paper Series, No.6/1999. Manchester: Institute for Development Policy and Management, 1999. http://www.sed.manchester.ac.uk/idpm/publications/wp/di/di_wp06.htm.

Heeks, R., and Kenny, C. J. The Economics of ICTs and Global Inequality: Convergence or Divergence for Developing Countries?. Development Informatics Working Paper Series, No.10a/2002. Manchester: Institute for Development Policy and Management, 2002. http://www.sed.manchester.ac.uk/idpm/research/publications/wp/di/di_wp10a.htm.

Heidegger, Martin. The Question Concerning Technology, 1977.

Heilbroner, Robert. “Technological Determinism Reconsidered” (1992).

Hess, David. Key Concepts in Science Studies. New York University, 1997.

———. Science and Technology in a Multicultural World: The Cultural Politics of Facts and Artifacts. New York: Columbia, 1995.

Hillis, Ken. Online a Lot of the Time: Ritual, Fetish, Sign. Duke University Press Books, 2009.

Hoofd, Ingrid M. Ambiguities of Activism: Alter-Globalism and the Imperatives of Speed. Routledge, 2012.

Horrigan, J. B., Stolp, C., and Wilson, R. H. “Broadband Utilization in Space: Effects of Population and Economic Structure.” The Information Society 22, no. 5 (2006): 341–354.
Host Distributions by Top-Level Domain Name (by Name). ISC DNS Survey Report. Current Data. ISC, July 2012. http://ftp.isc.org/www/survey/reports/current/byname.txt.

Howard, Philip N., and Muzammil M. Hussain. “The Role of Digital Media.” Journal of Democracy 22, no. 3 (2011): 35–48.
ICANN and Internet Governance: Getting Back to Basics. Washington, DC: Center for Democracy and Technology, July 2004. http://www.cdt.org.
ICANN, Legitimacy, and the Public Voice: Making Global Participation and Representation Work. NGO and Academic ICANN Study (NAIS) Report, August 2001.

“ICT Infrastructure Expansion in Sub-Saharan Africa: An Analysis of Six West African Countries from 1995 to 2002 | Bollou | The Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing Countries.” Accessed December 13, 2012. http://www.ejisdc.org/Ojs2/index.php/ejisdc/article/view/275.

“ICTlogy » ICTlogy, Review of ICT4D » ICTs, Development, Disciplines and Acronyms.” Accessed April 1, 2013. http://ictlogy.net/review/?p=2660.

“IEEE - IEEE Code of Ethics.” Accessed May 4, 2013. http://www.ieee.org/about/corporate/governance/p7-8.html.

“Information Development.” Accessed April 16, 2013. http://m.idv.sagepub.com/content/early/2013/03/08/0266666913477879.abstract.

International Telecommunications Union. “International Telecommunication Regulations (ITRs).” ITU. Accessed December 10, 2012. http://www.itu.int/en/wcit-12/Pages/itrs.aspx.

———. Definitions of World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators. Final Version (April 2007). Geneva: ITU, 2007. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/material/IndDef_e_v2007.pdf.

———. ITU Internet Report 2002: Internet for a Mobile Generation. Geneva: ITU, 2002.

———. ITU Internet Report 2003: The Birth of Broadband. Geneva: ITU, 2003.

———. Manual for Measuring ICT Access and Use by Households and Individuals. Geneva: ITU, 2009. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/publications/hhmanual/2009/material/HHManual2009.pdf.

———. Measuring Digital Opportunity. Seoul: ITU, 2005. http://www.itu.int/osg/spu/ni/wsisbridges/linked_docs/Background_papers/Measuring_Digital_Opp_Revised_31_O.

———. Measuring ICT Availability in Villages and Rural Areas. Geneva: ITU, 2008. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/material/Measuring%20ICT_web.pdf.

———. Measuring The Information Society 2007: ICT Opportunity Index and World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators. Geneva: ITU, 2007.

———. Measuring the Information Society 2010. Geneva: ITU, 2010. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/publications/idi/2010/Material/MIS_2010_without%20annex%204-e.pdf.

———. Measuring the Information Society 2011. Geneva: ITU, 2011. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/publications/idi/2011/Material/MIS_2011_without_annex_5.pdf.

———. Measuring the Information Society – The ICT Development Index 2009. Geneva: ITU, 2009. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/publications/idi/2009/material/IDI2009_w5.pdf.

———. Measuring the WSIS Targets. A Statistical Framework. Geneva: ITU, 2011. http://www.itu.int/dms_pub/itu-d/opb/ind/D-IND-MEAS_WSIS-2011-PDF-E.pdf.

———. “National e-Strategies for Development: Global Status and Perspectives, 2010.” Geneva: ITU, 2010. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/cyb/app/docs/National_estrategies_for_development_2010.pdf.

———. Telecommunication Indicators Handbook. Geneva: ITU, 2005. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/material/handbook.pdf.

———. Telecommunication Regulatory Survey. Geneva: ITU, 2008. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/treg/Events/Survey/survey08_en.rtf.

———. The Missing Link. Report of the Independent Commission for Worldwide Telecommunications Development (The Maitland Report). Geneva: ITU, 2010. http://www.itu.int/osg/spu/sfo/missinglink/The_Missing_Ling_A4-E.pdf.

———. Use of Information and Communication Technology by the World’s Children and Youth. Geneva: ITU, 2008. http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/material/Youth_2008.pdf.

———. World Information Society Report 2006. Geneva: ITU, 2006. http://www.itu.int/osg/spu/publications/worldinformationsociety/2006/WISR-low-web.pdf.

———. World Information Society Report 2007. Geneva: ITU, 2007. http://www.itu.int/osg/spu/publications/worldinformationsociety/2007/WISR07_full-free.pdf.

———. World Telecommunication Development Report 2002: Reinventing Telecoms. Geneva: ITU, 2002.

———. World Telecommunication Development Report 2003: Access Indicators for the Information Society. Geneva: ITU, 2003.

———. World Telecommunication Development Report: Mobile Cellular 1999. Geneva: ITU, 1999.

———. World Telecommunication Development Report: Universal Access. Geneva: ITU, 1998.

———. World Telecommunication/ICT Development Report 2006: Measuring ICT for Social and Economic Development. Geneva: ITU, 2006.

———. World Telecommunication/ICT Development Report 2010: Monitoring the WSIS Targets. Geneva: ITU, 2010. http://www.itu.int/dms_pub/itu-d/opb/ind/D-IND-WTDR-2010-PDF-E.pdf.

———. World Telecommunication Indicators. Geneva: ITU, 2001.

“Internet Access for Development.” Paris: OECD, 2009.

“Internet Architecture Board.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.iab.org/.

“Internet Census 2012.” Accessed March 20, 2013. http://internetcensus2012.bitbucket.org/paper.html.

“Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF).” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.ietf.org/.

“Internet Society I Internet Issues, Technology, Standards, Policy, Leadership.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.internetsociety.org/.

“Internet Studies.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.ciolek.com/WWWVLPages/QltyPages/NetStudies.html.

Introna, L. D., and Nissenbaum, H. “Shaping the Web: Why the Politics of Search Engines Matters.” The Information Society 16, no. 3 (2000): 169–185.

ISOC. “History of the Internet” (2011). http://www.isoc.org/internet/history/.

“ITU - World Conference on International Telecommunications (WCIT-12)  - Plenary Meeting - Document DT/55-E- International Telecommunications Regulations.” World Conference on International Communications, December 13, 2012.

Jansen, M. “Bridging the Gaps in Internet Development in Africa.” IDRC (2006). http://idl-bnc.idrc.ca/dspace/bitstream/10625/15099/14/106156.pdf.

Jenkins, Henry. Convergence Culture. New York: NYU, 2006.

Jensen, M. Open Access. Lowering the Costs of International Bandwidth in Africa. APC Issue Papers Series, October 2006. Johannesburg: Association for Progressive Communications, 2006. http://rights.apc.org/documents/open_access_EN.pdf.

Jensen, M., and Mahan, A. K. “Toward a Single ICT Index. Considerations for the Formulation of a Single ICT Index for the ITU.” presented at the World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators Meeting, Geneva, December 13, 2007. http://www.itu.int/md/dologin_md.asp?lang=en&id=D06-DAP2B.1.3-C-0004!!PDF-E.

Joseph, Meera K. “Critical Theory for Women Empowerment through ICT Studies.” Qualitative Research Journal 13, no. 2 (July 19, 2013): 4–4.

Jung, Joo-Young. “Internet Connectedness and Its Social Origins: An Ecological Approach to Postaccess Digital Divides.” Communication Studies 59, no. 4 (2008): 322–339.

Karatzogianni, Athina. “A Cyberconflict Analysis of the Arab Uprisings” (2012). http://works.bepress.com/athina_karatzogianni/14.

Katz, J. E., Rice, R. E., and Aspden, P. “The Internet, 1995-2000: Access, Civic Involvement, and Social Interaction.” American Behaviorial Scientist 45, no. 3 (2001): 405–419.

Katz, J. E., and Subramanian, R., eds. The Global Flow of Information. New York: NYU Press, n.d.

Kim, Y.C., J.Y. Jung, and S.J. Ball-Rokeach. “Ethnicity, Place, and Communication Technology: Effects of Ethnicity on Multi-dimensional Internet Connectedness.” Information, Technology, and People 20 (2007): 282–303.

Kittler, Friedrich. “There Is No Software” (n.d.).

Kittur, Aniket, Ed Chi, Bryan A. Pendleton, Bongwon Suh, and Todd Mytkowicz. “Power of the Few Vs. Wisdom of the Crowd: Wikipedia and the Rise of the Bourgeoisie.” 25th Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (2007).

Klein, Lauren Frederica. “American Studies after the Internet.” American Quarterly 64, no. 4 (2012): 861–872. doi:10.1353/aq.2012.0044.

Kleinwachter, Wolfgang. “Internet Co-Governance - Towards a Multilayer Multiplayer Mechanism of Consultation, Coordination, and Cooperation (M3C3),” 2004.

Kuehn, Kathleen Mary. “‘There’s Got to Be a Review Democracy’: Communicative Capitalism, Neoliberal Citizenship and the Politics of Participation on the Consumer Evaluation Website Yelp.com.” International Journal of Communication no. 7 (2013): 607–625. doi:1932–8036/20130005.

Kurbalija, J., and Gelbstein, E. Internet Governance. Issues, Actors and Divides. Msida: DiploFoundation, 2005. http://textus.diplomacy.edu/textusbin/env/scripts/Pool/GetBin.asp?IDPool=641.

Kurgan, Laura. Close Up at a Distance: Mapping, Technology, and Politics. MIT Press, 2013.

Lanier, J. You Are Not a Gadget: A Manifesto. London: Allen Lane, 2010.

“Lawrence Lessig on the Increasing Regulation of Cyberspace | Harvard Magazine Jan-Feb 2000.” Accessed March 19, 2013. http://harvardmagazine.com/2000/01/code-is-law-html.

Lee, Francis L. F., Louis Leung, Jack Linchuan Qiu, and Donna S. C. Chu. Frontiers in New Media Research. Taylor & Francis, 2013.

Lehr, W. Measuring the Internet. The Data Challenge. OECD Digital Economy Papers, No. 194. Paris: OECD Publishing, 2012. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k9bhk5fzvzx-en.

Lessig, L. “Make Way for Copyright Chaos.” The New York Times, March 18, 2007. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/03/18/opinion/18lessig.html? ei=5088&en=a376e7886d4bcf62&ex=1331870400&partner=rssnyt&pagewanted=print.

Levy, S. Hackers. Heroes of the Computer Revolution. Champaign: Gutenberg, 1984.

Lih, Andrew. The Wikipedia Revolution. New York: Hyperion, 2009.

Lingel, Jessa. “The Digital Remains: Social Media and Practices of Online Grief.” The Information Society 29, no. 3 (2013): 190–195. doi:10.1080/01972243.2013.777311.

Lister, Martin. New Media: A Critical Introduction. Taylor & Francis US, 2009.

Lunenfeld, Peter. The Digital Dialectic: New Essays on New Media. MIT Press, 2000.

MacBride et al. Many Voices, One World. Paris: UNESCO, 1975. http://books.google.com/books?id=dV-oviiw7dwC&pg=PR4&lpg=PR1&hl=en&output=html_text.

Machill, Marcel. Who Controls the Internet? The Bertelsmann’s Foundation Recommendations for Internet Governance. Berlin: Bertelsmann Foundation, April 2001.

Maciel, Cristiano, and Vinicius Carvalho Pereira. “The Internet Generation and Its Representations of Death: Considerations for Posthumous Interaction Projects.” In Proceedings of the 11th Brazilian Symposium on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 85–94. IHC  ’12. Porto Alegre, Brazil, Brazil: Brazilian Computer Society, 2012. http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=2393536.2393548.

MacLean, Don, ed. Internet Governance: A Grand Collaboration. New York: UN ICT Task Force, 2004.

———. Louder Voices: Strengthening Developing Country Participation in International ICT Decision-Making. Commonwealth Telecommunications Organisation and the Panos Institute, 2002.

Manghani, Sunil. Image Studies: Theory and Practice. Routledge, 2012.

Manovitch, Lev. “The Language of New Media” (2001).

Mansell, R., and Wehn, U., eds. Knowledge Societies: Information Technology for Sustainable Development. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998. http://www.sussex.ac.uk/spru/1-4-9-1-1-2.html.

Mathes, A. “Folksonomies: Cooperative Classification and Communication through Shared Metadata.” (n.d.). http://www.adammathes.com/academic/computer-mediated-communication/folksonomies.html.

Mathiason, John. Internet Governance: The State of Play. Internet Governance Project, September 2004.

Mayer-Schönberger, V. “Useful Void: The Art of Forgetting in the Age of Ubiquitous Computing. RWP07-022.” Cambridge: Harvard University, 2007. http://ksgnotes1.harvard.edu/Research/wpaper.nsf/rwp/RWP07-022/$File/rwp_07_022_mayer-schoenberger.pdf.

McChesney, Robert. The Problem of the Media. New York: Monthly Review Press, 2004.

McChesney, Robert W. Digital Disconnect: How Capitalism Is Turning the Internet Against Democracy. The New Press, 2013.

McDaniel, Major Erin A., and Captain Julio A. Perez. “How to Visualize and Shape the Information Environment.” Field Artillery Novermber-December (2006): 26–33.

McDowell, Stephen D., Philip E. Steinberg, and Tami K. Tomasello. Managing the Infosphere: Governance, Technology, and Cultural Practice in Motion. Temple University Press, 2008.

McGann, Jerome. The Textual Condition. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University, 1991.

McLuhan, Marshall. Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man. New York: Gingko, 2004.

McPhee, Robert, and Pamela Zaug. “Building Theories of Organization: The Constitutive Role of Communication.” In The Communicative Constitution of Organizations: a Framework for Explanation., Building Theories of Organization: The Constitutive Role of Communication:21–48, 2009.

“Measuring Security and Trust in the Online Environment: A View Using Official Data.” Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/47/18/40009578.pdf.

“Measuring User-Created Content: Implications for the ICT Access and Use by Households and Individuals Surveys.” Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/44/58/40003289.pdf.

Morozov, E. The Net Delusion. The Dark Side of Internet Freedom. New York: Public Affairs, 2011.

Mudhai, Okoth Fred, Wisdom J. Tettey, and Fackson Banda, eds. African Media and the Digital Public Sphere. Palgrave Macmillan, 2009.

Mueller, Milton. Ruling the Root: Internet Governance and the Taming of Cyberspace. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2004.

Mueller, Milton, and Hans Klein. What to Do About ICANN: A Proposal for Structural Reform. Internet Governance Project, April 2005.

Mueller, Milton, Andreas Schmidt, and Brenden Kuerbis. “Internet Security and Networked Governance in International Relations.” International Studies Review 15, no. 1 (2013): 86–104. doi:10.1111/misr.12024.

Mustafa, Mohammed A, Laidlaw, Bruce, and Brand, Mark. Telecommunication Policies for Sub-Saharan Africa. World Bank discussion paper. Washington, DC: World Bank, 1997.

“NAIS | The NGO and Academic ICANN Study.” Accessed March 10, 2013. http://www.naisproject.org/.

Nakamura, Lisa. Digitizing Race: Visual Cultures of the Internet. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2007.

“Network Architecture and Policies: Decisions and Tradeoffs.” Accessed December 13, 2012. http://www.bgpbook.com/arch.html.

“New Media and Development » Ghana.” Accessed December 13, 2012. http://www.columbia.edu/itc/sipa/nelson/newmediadev/Ghana.html.

Nicholls, R. “Telecommunications Regulation and the Global Digital Divide,” 2005. http://ssrn.com/abstract=888842.

“NSF Future Internet Architecture Project.” Accessed December 14, 2012. http://www.nets-fia.net/.

NSRC. “Connectiviy Providers Database” (2008). http://nsrc.org/db/lookup/country.php?ISO=EG.

“Nsrc.org: Networking Resources.” Accessed April 2, 2013. http://www.nsrc.org/networking/.

“Nsrc.org: Routing, BGP and IXP Resources.” Accessed April 2, 2013. http://www.nsrc.org/route-bgp-ixp.html.

Nuncio, Rhoderick. “Exploring Cybercultures: Critical and Constructivist Studies on the Internet.” Asia-Pacific Social Science Review 12, no. 2 (October 4, 2013). http://www.ejournals.ph/index.php?journal=dlsu-apssr&page=article&op=view&path%5B%5D=6218.

O’Donnell, James J. Avatars of the Word. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, 1997.

OECD. Broadband and the Economy. Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/62/7/40781696.pdf.

———. Broadband Growth and Policies in OECD Countries. Paris: OECD, 2008.

———. Classifying Information And Communication Technology Services. Paris: OECD, 2007. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/39/25/38226951.pdf.

———. Global Opportunities for Internet Access Developments. Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.olis.oecd.org/olis/2007doc.nsf/LinkTo/NT00005BFA/$FILE/JT03239667.PDF.

———. Information Economy – Sector Definitions Based on the International Standard Industry Classification. Paris: OECD, 2007. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/49/17/38217340.pdf.

———. Measuring Security and Trust in the Online Environment: A View Using Official Data. Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/47/18/40009578.pdf.

———. Measuring the Information Economy. Paris: OECD, 2002.

———. Measuring User-Created Content: Implications for the ICT Access and Use by Households and Individuals Surveys. Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/44/58/40003289.pdf.

———. OECD Communications Outlook 2005. Paris: OECD, 2005.

———. OECD Communications Outlook 2007. Paris: OECD, 2007.

———. OECD Communications Outlook 2009. Paris: OECD, 2009.

———. OECD Communications Outlook 2011. Paris: OECD, 2011.

———. OECD Information Technology Outlook 2000. Paris: OECD, 2000. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/30/56/1939833.pdf.

———. OECD Information Technology Outlook 2002. Paris: OECD, 2002. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/22/38/37620159.pdf.

———. OECD Information Technology Outlook 2004. Paris: OECD, 2004. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/22/18/37620123.pdf.

———. OECD Information Technology Outlook 2006. Paris: OECD, 2006.

———. OECD Information Technology Outlook 2008. Paris: OECD, 2008.

———. OECD Information Technology Outlook 2010. Paris: OECD, 2010.

———. Participative Web and User-Created Content. Web 2.0, Wikis, and Social Networking. Paris: OECD, 2007. http://213.253.134.43/oecd/pdfs/browseit/9307031E.pdf.

———. Seizing the Benefits of ICT in a Digital Economy. Report Prepared for the Meeting of the OECD Council at Ministerial Level. Paris: OECD, 2003. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/43/42/2507572.pdf.

———. Shaping Policies for the Future of the Internet Economy. Report Prepared for the OECD Ministerial Meeting on the Future of the Internet Economy Taking Place in Seoul on 17-18 June.. Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/1/29/40821707.pdf.

———. The Development of Broadband Access in OECD Countries. Paris: OECD, 2001. https://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/48/33/2475737.pdf.

———. The Economic and Social Role of Internet Intermediaries. Paris: OECD, 2010. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/49/4/44949023.pdf.

———. The Economic Impact of ICT. Measurement, Evidence and Implications. Paris: OECD, 2004.

———. The Future of the Internet Economy: A Statistical Profile. Statistical Profile Prepared for the OECD Ministerial Meeting on the Future of the Internet Economy Taking Place in Seoul on 17-18 June.. Paris: OECD, 2008. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/44/56/40827598.pdf.

———. The Role of Communication Infrastructure Investment in Economic Recovery. Paris: OECD, 2009. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/4/43/42799709.pdf.

———. The Role of Internet Intermediaries in Advancing Public Policy Objectives. Paris: OECD, 2011.

O’Neil, Mathieu. “Internet Studies in Europe.” InMedia. The French Journal of Media and Media Representations in the English-Speaking World no. 2 (December 10, 2012). http://inmedia.revues.org/489.

Ong, Walter. Orality and Literacy. New York: Routledge, 1988.

Orlikowski, Wanda. “Using Technology and Constituting Structures.” Organization Science (2000).

Östman, Johan, and Mats Ekström. “Information, Interaction and Creative Production : The Effects of Three Forms of Internet Use on Youth Democratic Engagement.” Communication Research (2012). http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:oru:diva-27194.

Peña-López, I. “Ben Compaine Revisited: The Digital Divide Is Not (just) About Infrastructures.” ICTlogy 42 (March 2007). http://ictlogy.net/?p=528.

———. “The Internet, or How Law Became (even) More Complicated.” presented at the Seminar at the Magister Lvcentinvs on Intellectual Property, University of Alicante, May 14, 2012. http://ictlogy.net/presentations/20120514_ismael_pena-lopez_-_internet_or_how_law_became_even_more_complicated.zip.

———. “The Network Society, or How Industrial Institutions’ Feet Became of Clay.” presented at the Seminar at the Magister Lvcentinvs on Intellectual Property, University of Alicante, May 14, 2012. http://ictlogy.net/presentations/20120514_ismael_pena-lopez_-_network_society_industrial_institutions_feed_of_clay.zip.

———. “The Web 2.0, or How Individuals Became Mass Media.” presented at the Seminar at the Magister Lvcentinvs on Intellectual Property, University of Alicante, May 14, 2012. http://ictlogy.net/presentations/20120514_ismael_pena-lopez_-_web_2.0_or_how_individuals_became_mass_media.zip.

Peng, Tai Quan, and Zhen-Zhen Wang. “Network Closure, Brokerage, and Structural Influence of Journals: a Longitudinal Study of Journal Citation Network in Internet Research (2000–2010).” Scientometrics (n.d.): 1–19. Accessed April 16, 2013. doi:10.1007/s11192-013-1012-x.

“Pew Research Center’s Internet & American Life Project.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.pewinternet.org/.

Pfaffenberger, B. “The Social Anthropology of Technology.” Annual Review of Anthropology 21 (1992): 491 – 516.

Pimienta, D., Prado, D., and Blanco, Á. Twelve Years of Measuring Linguistic Diversity in the Internet: Balance and Perspectives. Paris: UNESCO, 2009. http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0018/001870/187016e.pdf.

Postel, J. “Internet Protocol.” Accessed February 26, 2013. http://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc791.html.

Qureshi, Sajda. “Networks of Change, Shifting Power from Institutions to People: How Are Innovations in the Use of Information and Communication Technology Transforming Development?” Information Technology for Development 19, no. 2 (2013): 97–99. doi:10.1080/02681102.2013.789151.

Raiti, G.C. “The Lost Sheep of ICT4D Research.” Information Technologies and International Development 3, no. 4 (Summer 2006): 1–7.

Raymond, E. S. The Cathedral & the Bazaar. Sebastopol: O’Reilly, 1999.

Reagen, Patrick D. History and the Internet, 2002.

Robins, Melinda B. “Are African Women Online Just Ict Consumers?” International Communication Gazette 64, no. 3 (June 1, 2002): 235–249. doi:10.1177/17480485020640030201.

Rollins, John, and Catherine Theohary. “Terrorist Use of the Internet: Information Operations in Cyberspace.” Congressional Research Services R41674 (8).

Rose, K. “AfPIF: Growing Africa’s Internet Infrastructure.” IEEE Internet Computing 15, no. 6 (December 2011): 94 –96. doi:10.1109/MIC.2011.145.

Rosenbaum, Judith E., Johannes W.J. Beentjes, and Ruben P. Konig. “Mapping Media Literacy: Key Concepts and Future Directions.” Communication Yearbook 32 (2008): 312–353.

Rosenzweig, Roy. “Can History Be Open Source? Wikipedia and the Future of the Past.” The Journal of American History (June 2006): 117–146.

———. Historians and Audiences: Comment on Tristram Hunt and Geoffrey Timmins, 2006.

———. History Matters, 2004.

Rosenzweig, Roy, and Anthony Grafton. Clio Wired: The Future of the Past. New York: Columbia University Press, 2010.

Rosenzweig, Roy, and David Thelen. The Presence of the Past. Columbia University Press, 2006.

Ryan, Patrick, and Jason Gerson. A Primer on Internet Exchange Points for Policymakers and Non-Engineers. SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network, August 12, 2012. http://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2128103.

Savage, Mike, Fiona Devine, Niall Cunningham, Mark Taylor, Yaojun Li, Johs Hjellbrekke, Brigitte Le Roux, Sam Friedman, and Andrew Miles. “A New Model of Social Class: Findings from the BBC’s Great British Class Survey Experiment.” Sociology (April 2, 2013). doi:10.1177/0038038513481128.

Sayo, P., Chacko, J. G., and Pradhan, G., eds. ICT Policies and e-Strategies in the Asia-Pacific. New Delhi: APDIP, 2004. http://www.apdip.net/publications/ict4d/ict4dsayo.pdf.

Schech, S. “Wired for Change: The Links Between ICTs and Development Discourses.” Journal of International Development 14, no. 1 (2002): 13–23.

Schulz, Winfried. “Reconstructing Mediatization as an Analytical Concept.” European Journal of Communication 19 (2004): 87–101.

Schuppan, Tino. “E-Government in Developing Countries: Experiences from sub-Saharan Africa.” Government Information Quarterly 26, no. 1 (January 2009): 118–127. doi:10.1016/j.giq.2008.01.006.

Schwanen, Tim, Mei-Po Kwan, and Fang Ren. “The Internet and the Gender Division of Household Labour.” The Geographical Journal (2013): n/a–n/a. doi:10.1111/geoj.12014.

Sciadas, G. International Benchmarking for the Information Society. Busan: ITU, 2004. http://www.itu.int/osg/spu/ni/digitalbridges/docs/background/BDB-intl-indices.pdf.

Sciadas, G, Lyons, H., Rothschild, C., and Sey, A. Public Access to ICTs: Sculpting the Profile of Users. Seattle: Technology & Social Change Group, University of Washington Information School, 2012. http://tascha.uw.edu/wp-content/uploads/2012/01/Global-Impact-Study-User-Profiles-Survey-Working-Paper-1.pdf.

Sey, A., and Fellows, M. “Loose Strands: Searching for Evidence of Public Access ICT on Development.” Seattle: University of Washington, 2011. http://www.globalimpactstudy.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/p189-sey.pdf.

Sey, A., and Fellows, M. Literature Review on the Impact of Public Access to Information and Communication Technologies. Seattle: University of Washington., 2009. http://cis.washington.edu/depository/publications/CIS-WorkingPaperNo6.pdf.

Simmons, Beth A. “Preface: International Relationships in the Information Age.” International Studies Review 15, no. 1 (2013): 1–4. doi:10.1111/misr.12027.

Singh, JP. “The Institutional Environment and Effects of Telecommunication Privatization and Market Liberalization in Asia.” Telecommunications Policy no. 24 (2000): 885–906.

Singh, JP. “Toward Knowledge Societies in UNESCO and Beyond.” From NWICO to WSIS (n.d.).

“Site Officiel Du NIC.CI .::.” Accessed December 13, 2012. http://www.nic.ci/.

Sornamohan, V. “Telecentre Matters: Getting the Basics Right.” Information Technology in Developing Countries 22, no. 1 (February 2012). http://www.iimahd.ernet.in/egov/ifip/feb2012/vignesh-sornamohan.htm.

Spaiser, Viktoria. “Exploitation of Information and Communication Technologies by Insurgents.” War Studies MA (2008).

Spindel, Chad. “The People Want to Topple the Regime: Exploring the Arab Spring in Egypt, Syria, and Jordan.” SAGE Open (11): 1–7.

Sreberny, A., and G. Khiabany. Blogistan: The Internet and Politics in Iran. London: IB Tauris, 2010.

“State of the Internet - Official Akamai Internet Traffic Report.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.akamai.com/stateoftheinternet/.

Stork, C., and Schmidt, J. P. Towards Evidence Based ICT Policy and Regulation: eSkills. Johannesburg: Research ICT Africa, 2009. http://www.researchictafrica.net/new/images/uploads/ria%20policy%20paper%20vol1paper3%20-%20eskills.pdf.

Sutinen, E., and M. Tedre. “ICT4D: A Computer Science Perspective.” Lecture Notes in Computer Science 6060, no. 2010 (2010): 221–231.

Tambini, D. Universal Internet Access: A Realistic View. Wilts/London: IPPR/Citizens Online, 2000. http://www.citizensonline.org.uk/site/media/documents/937_universal.pdf.

Tayebi, Ali. “‘Communihood:’ A Less Formal or More Local Form of Community in the Age of the Internet.” Journal of Urban Technology 20, no. 2 (2013): 77–91. doi:10.1080/10630732.2013.769317.

“The Center for the Study of Technology and Society.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.tecsoc.org/.

“The Citizen Lab - University of Toronto | The Citizen Lab.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://citizenlab.org/.

“The Geography of Cyberspace Directory - Mapping The Internet.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://personalpages.manchester.ac.uk/staff/m.dodge/cybergeography//mapping.html.

“The Internet Governance Forum (IGF).” Accessed March 10, 2013. http://www.wgig.org/.

“The ISC Domain Survey | Internet Systems Consortium.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.isc.org/solutions/survey.

“The Nigeria Internet Group :: Flagship of Nigeria on the Internet :: Official Website.” Accessed December 13, 2012. http://www.nig.org.ng/aboutus.asp.

“The Specialized Technical Committees | African Union.” Accessed December 13, 2012. http://www.au.int/en/organs/stc.

“The Tanner Lecture on Human Values.” Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, n.d.

Thompson, Ashleigh. “Disability and the Internet: Confronting a Digital Divide.” Contemporary Sociology: A Journal of Reviews 42, no. 1 (January 1, 2013): 88–89. doi:10.1177/0094306112468721p.

Tinka, Mark, Goburdhan, Nishal, O’Flaherty, Christian, Reilly, Art, and Woodcock, Bill. “Internet Topology and Terminology.” n.d.

Toutain, Laurent, and Ana Minaburo. Local Networks and the Internet: From Protocols to Interconnection. John Wiley & Sons, 2013.

Tranos, Emmanouil. The Geography of the Internet: Cities, Regions and Internet Infrastructure in Europe. Edward Elgar Publishing, 2013.

Trinkle, Dennis A., and Scott A. Merriman. The History Highway: A 21st Century Guide to Internet Resources, 2006.

Turkle, Sherry. Alone Together. New York: Basic Books, 2012.
Turlea, G., Lindmark, S., Picci, L., de Panizza, A, Ulbrich, M., Desruelle, P., Bogdanowicz, M., and Broster, D. The 2009 Report on R&D in ICT in the European Union. Brussels: European Commission, 2009. http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC49951.pdf.

UNCTAD. ICT Development Indices 2003. New York and Geneva: UNCTAD, 2003. http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/iteipc20031_en.pdf.

———. Information and Communication Technology (ICT) Development Indices. New York and Geneva: UNCTAD, 2002. http://stdev.unctad.org/un/paper3.pdf.

———. Panel on Indicators of Technology Development. Summary Report.. New York and Geneva: UNCTAD, 2002. http://stdev.unctad.org/un/p1report.doc.

———. The Digital Divide: ICT Development Indices 2004. New York and Geneva: UNCTAD, 2005. http://www.unctad.org/Templates/Download.asp? docid=5878&lang=1&intItemID=2068.

———. The Digital Divide Report: ICT Diffusion Index 2005. New York and Geneva: UNCTAD, 2006. http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/iteipc20065_en.pdf.

Van Dijk, J. “‘Digital Divide Research, Achievements and Shortcomings’.” Poetics 34, no. 4–5 (1006): 221–235.

Voss, J. “Measuring Wikipedia.” The International Conference of the International Society of Scientometrics and Informetrics 10 (24). http://hdl.handle.net/10760/6207 ER -.

Ward, Stephen J. A. Global Media Ethics: Problems and Perspectives. John Wiley & Sons, 2013.

“WCIT-12: Conference Overview.” ITU. Accessed December 10, 2012. http://www.itu.int/en/wcit-12/Pages/overview.aspx.

Webster, Andrew. Science, Technology and Society. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University, 1991.

Weiser, P. J. W. “The Future of Internet Regulation by Phil Weiser :: SSRN,” 2009. http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1344757.

“Welcome - Internet Studies - LibGuides at Curtin University.” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://libguides.library.curtin.edu.au/internet-studies.

Wellman, B. “The Three Ages of Internet Studies: Ten, Five and Zero Years Ago.” New Media & Society 6, no. 1 (2004): 123–129.

“What’s Newsworthy About ‘Information Seeking’? An Analysis of Google’s News Alerts.” Accessed March 19, 2013. http://informationr.net/ir/18-1/paper557.html#.UUfst3E-t38.

White, Hayden. “Introduction: Historical Fiction, Fictional History, and Historical Reality.” Rethinking History 9, no. 2 (2005): 147–157.

Wikle, Thomas A., and Jonathan C. Comer. “Facebook’s Rise to the Top.” International Journal of Virtual Communities and Social Networking 4, no. 2 (32 2012): 46–60. doi:10.4018/jvcsn.2012040104.

Wilkin, Holley A. “Exploring the Potential of Communication Infrastructure Theory for Informing Efforts to Reduce Health Disparities.” Journal of Communication (2013): n/a–n/a. doi:10.1111/jcom.12006.

Winner, Langdon. “Do Artifacts Have Politics?” Daedalus 109, no. 1 (Winter 1980): 121–136.

World Bank. “Information & Communications Technologies.” Accessed December 14, 2012. http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTINFORMATIONANDCOMMUNICATIONANDTECHNOLOGIES/0,,menuPK:282828~pagePK:149018~piPK:149093~theSitePK:282823,00.html.

“World Summit on the Information Society.” Accessed March 10, 2013. http://www.itu.int/wsis/index.html.

“World Wide Web Consortium (W3C).” Accessed December 12, 2012. http://www.w3.org/.

Wu, T. “Network Neutrality, Broadband Discrimination.” Journal of Telecommunications and High Technology Law 2 (2003): 141–176.

Yates, D. J., Gulati, G. J., and Tawileh, A. “Different Paths to Broadband Access: The Impact of Governance and Policy on Broadband Diffusion in the Developed and Developing Worlds.” Kauai: University of Hawaii at Manoa, 2011.

———. “Explaining the Global Digital Divide: The Impact of Public Policy Initiatives on Digital Opportunity and ICT Development.” Kauai: University of Hawaii at Manoa, 2010.

Yates, D. J., Gulati, G. J., and Weiss, J. W. “Towards Universal Broadband. Understanding the Impact of Policy Initiatives on Broadband Diffusion and Affordability.” Edited by Alexander, T., Turpin, M., and van Deventer, J. ECIS 2010 Conference Proceedings. 18th European Conference on Information Systems (ECIS). Accessed February 23, 2010. http://web.up.ac.za/ecis/ECIS2010PR/ECIS2010/Content/Papers/0443.pdf.

Yu, Lixiu, and Jeffrey V. Nickerson. “An Internet-scale Idea Generation System.” ACM Trans. Interact. Intell. Syst. 3, no. 1 (April 2013): 2:1–2:24. doi:10.1145/2448116.2448118.

Yusoff, A.Y. “ICT For Development (ICT4D), Understanding ICT4D Thematics in Malaysia: A Sourcebook.” UNDP. Kuala Lumpur, 2003. http://www.undp.org.my/uploads/ict4d.pdf.

Yzer, M.C., and B.G. Southwell. “New Communication Technologies, Old Questions.” American Behavioral Scientist 52 (2008): 8–20.

Zakon, R. H. “Hobbes’ Internet Timeline - the Definitive ARPAnet & Internet History,” 2006. http://www.zakon.org/robert/internet/timeline/.

Zarsky, T. Z. “Thinking Outside the Box: Considering Transparency, Anonymity, and Pseudonymity as Overall Solutions to the Problems of Information Privacy in the Internet Society.” University of Miami Law Review 58, no. 4 (2004): 1301–1354.

Zgrzywa, Aleksander, Kazimierz Choroś, and Andrzej Siemiński. Multimedia and Internet Systems: Theory and Practice. Springer, 2013.

Zheng, Y, and B.C. Stahl. “Capabilities, Critique and ICTD. Poster for the International Conference on Information and Communication Technologies and Development.” Poster presented at the ICTD2010, London, December 13, 2010.

Zickurh, Kathryn, and Lee Rainie. Wikipedia, Past and Present. Washington, DC: Pew Research Center: Internet and American Life Project, 2011.

Zittrain, J. The Future of the Internet – and How to Stop It. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008.

Zittrain, J. “The Generative Internet.” Harvard Law Review 119, no. 7 (2006): 1974–2040.

Zittrain, J., and Palfrey, J. G. “Internet Filtering: The Politics and Mechanisms of Control.” In Access Denied: The Practice and Policy of Global Internet Filtering, edited by Deibert, R. J., Palfrey, J. G., Rohozinski, R., and Zittrain, J. Cambridge: MIT Press, 2008.

———. “Reluctant Gatekeepers: Corporate Ethics on a Filtered Internet.” In Access Denied: The Practice and Policy of Global Internet Filtering, edited by Deibert, R. J., Palfrey, J. G., Rohozinski, R., and Zittrain, J. Cambridge: MIT Press, 2008.

Zuckerman, Ethan. “…My Heart’s in Accra » The Connection Between Cute Cats and Web Censorship.” Accessed December 11, 2012. http://www.ethanzuckerman.com/blog/2007/07/16/the-connection-between-cute-cats-and-web-censorship/.

Zuckerman, Ethan, and Andrew McLaughlin. “Introduction to Internet Architecture and Institutions” (2003). http://cyber.law.harvard.edu/digitaldemocracy/internetarchitecture.html.

�	Robert W. McChesney, Digital Disconnect: How Capitalism Is Turning the Internet Against Democracy (The New Press, 2013); Kathleen Mary Kuehn, “‘There’s Got to Be a Review Democracy’: Communicative Capitalism, Neoliberal Citizenship and the Politics of Participation on the Consumer Evaluation Website Yelp.com,” International Journal of Communication no. 7 (2013): 607–625, doi:1932–8036/20130005; Donya Alinejad, “Locating Home in a ‘Digital Age’: An Ethnographic Case Study of Second-Generation Iranian Americans in LA and Their Use of Internet Media,” Iranian Studies 46, no. 1 (2013): 95–113, doi:10.1080/00210862.2012.743309; Bart Bonikowski, “Digitally Enabled Social Change: Activism in the Internet Age By Jennifer Earl and Katrina Kimport The MIT Press. 2011. 272 Pages. $32.77 Cloth,” Social Forces (January 8, 2013), doi:10.1093/sf/sos160.


�	Philip T. Duncan, “The Discursive Protection of National Interests: Indigenous Erasure in Internet News Revisions,” Journal of Language and Politics 11, no. 3 (2012): 357–381, doi:10.1075/jlp.11.3.03dun; Mark Andrejevic, “Interactive (in)security,” Cultural Studies 20, no. 4 (2006): 441–458; Alexander R. Galloway, Protocol: How Control Exists After Decentralization (The MIT Press, 2006).


�	Lauren Frederica Klein, “American Studies After the Internet,” American Quarterly 64, no. 4 (2012): 861–872, doi:10.1353/aq.2012.0044; P. DiMaggio et al., “Social Implications of the Internet,” Annual Review of Sociology 27 (2001): 307–336; Wellman, B., “The Three Ages of Internet Studies: Ten, Five and Zero Years Ago,” In New Media & Society 6, no. 1 (2004): 123–129; Mathieu O’Neil, “Internet Studies in Europe,” InMedia. The French Journal of Media and Media Representations in the English-Speaking World no. 2 (December 10, 2012), http://inmedia.revues.org/489.


�	Christian Fuchs, Foundations of Critical Media and Information Studies (Routledge, 2011); A. Mathes, “Folksonomies: Cooperative Classification and Communication Through Shared Metadata.” (n.d.), http://www.adammathes.com/academic/computer-mediated-communication/folksonomies.html; Scott Lash and Celia Lury, Global Culture Industry (Cambridge: Polity, 2007); Gabriel R. Ricci, Culture and Civilization: Cosmopolitanism and the Global Polity (Transaction Publishers, 2013).


�	Lehr, W., Measuring the Internet. The Data Challenge. OECD Digital Economy Papers, No. 194 (Paris: OECD Publishing, 2012), http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k9bhk5fzvzx-en.


�	Gutting, Gary, Michel Foucault’s Archaeology of Scientific Reason, Modern European Philosophy Series (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989); John Hartley, Jean Burgess, and Axel Bruns, eds., A Companion to New Media Dynamics, 1st ed. (Wiley-Blackwell, 2013); Francis L. F. Lee et al., Frontiers in New Media Research (Taylor & Francis, 2013); Martin Lister, New Media: A Critical Introduction (Taylor & Francis US, 2009); Peter Lunenfeld, The Digital Dialectic: New Essays on New Media (MIT Press, 2000); Lev Manovitch, “The Language of New Media” (2001).


�	Kevin M. Moist and David Banash, Contemporary Collecting: Objects, Practices, and the Fate of Things (Scarecrow Press, 2013).


�	Zakon, R. H., “Hobbes’ Internet Timeline - the Definitive ARPAnet & Internet History,” 2006, http://www.zakon.org/robert/internet/timeline/; Holley A. Wilkin, “Exploring the Potential of Communication Infrastructure Theory for Informing Efforts to Reduce Health Disparities,” Journal of Communication (2013): n/a–n/a, doi:10.1111/jcom.12006; Emmanouil Tranos, The Geography of the Internet: Cities, Regions and Internet Infrastructure in Europe (Edward Elgar Publishing, 2013).


�	Manuel Castells, The Rise of the Network Society, vol. I, The Information Age: Economy, Society, and Culture (Cambridge, MA: Oxford University Press, 1996).


�	International Telecommunication Union, ITU Internet Report 2003: The Birth of Broadband (Geneva: ITU, 2003); “State of the Internet - Official Akamai Internet Traffic Report,” accessed December 12, 2012, http://www.akamai.com/stateoftheinternet/.


�	George Christodoulides, Nina Michaelidou, and Nikoletta Theofania Siamagka, “A Typology of Internet Users Based on Comparative Affective States: Evidence from Eight Countries,” European Journal of Marketing 47, no. 1/2 (February 8, 2013): 153–173, doi:10.1108/03090561311285493; Gómez, R and Camacho, K, “Users of ICT at Public Access Centers: Age, Education, Gender and Income Differences in Users,” International Journal of Information and Communication Technologies for Human Development 3, no. 1 (2011): 1–20.


�	H. Zimmermann, “OSI Reference Model–The ISO Model of Architecture for Open Systems Interconnection,” IEEE Transactions on Communications 28, no. 4 (1980): 425–432, doi:10.1109/TCOM.1980.1094702.


�	Caldas, A., David, P. A., and Ormanidhi, O., Digital Information Network Technologies, Organisational Performance and Productivity (Oxford: Oxford Internet Institute, 2005), http://www.oii.ox.ac.uk/resources/publications/OIIRP1_200512_Report.pdf; Manuel Castells, The Rise of the Network Society, vol. I, The Information Age: Economy, Society, and Culture (Cambridge, MA: Oxford University Press, 1996); Dutton, W. H., “Through the Network (of Networks) – the Fifth Estate. Inaugural Lecture, Examination Schools, University of Oxford, 15 October 2007,” 2007, http://people.oii.ox.ac.uk/dutton/wp-content/uploads/2007/10/5th-estate-lecture-text.pdf; Ethan Zuckerman and Andrew McLaughlin, “Introduction to Internet Architecture and Institutions” (2003), http://cyber.law.harvard.edu/digitaldemocracy/internetarchitecture.html.


�	Pew Research Center, “Database Pew Global Attitudes Project” (2011), http://www.pewglobal.org/database/; Jensen, M. and Mahan, A. K., “Toward a Single ICT Index. Considerations for the Formulation of a Single ICT Index for the ITU” (presented at the World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators Meeting, Geneva, December 13, 2007), http://www.itu.int/md/dologin_md.asp?lang=en&id=D06-DAP2B.1.3-C-0004!!PDF-E; Castells, M. et al., Mobile Communication and Society (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2006); “Association of Internet Researchers,” accessed December 12, 2012, http://aoir.org/; “Pew Research Center’s Internet & American Life Project,” accessed December 12, 2012, http://www.pewinternet.org/.


�	Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man (New York: Gingko, 2004); Lev Manovitch, “The Language of New Media” (2001); Racha Mourtada and Fadi Salem, “Civil Movements: The Impact of Facebook and Twitter,” Arab Social Media Report 1, no. 2 (May 2011); Thomas A. Wikle and Jonathan C. Comer, “Facebook’s Rise to the Top,” International Journal of Virtual Communities and Social Networking 4, no. 2 (32 2012): 46–60, doi:10.4018/jvcsn.2012040104; Caldas, A., David, P. A., and Ormanidhi, O., Digital Information Network Technologies, Organisational Performance and Productivity.


�	“Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF),” accessed December 12, 2012, http://www.ietf.org/; “Internet Architecture Board,” accessed December 12, 2012, http://www.iab.org/; “World Wide Web Consortium (W3C),” accessed December 12, 2012, http://www.w3.org/; Zuckerman and McLaughlin, “Introduction to Internet Architecture and Institutions”; Berners-Lee, T, Weaving the Web (New York: HarperCollins, 2000); Alexander R. Galloway, Protocol: How Control Exists After Decentralization (The MIT Press, 2006).


�	Zuckerman and McLaughlin, “Introduction to Internet Architecture and Institutions.”


�	“Links - Resources - Centre for Development Informatics (The University of Manchester),” accessed December 5, 2012, http://www.cdi.manchester.ac.uk/resources/links/index.htm.


�	“Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF)”; Galloway, Protocol.


�	Aleksander Zgrzywa, Kazimierz Choroś, and Andrzej Siemiński, Multimedia and Internet Systems: Theory and Practice (Springer, 2013).


�	Joo-Young Jung, “Internet Connectedness and Its Social Origins: An Ecological Approach to Postaccess Digital Divides,” Communication Studies 59, no. 4 (2008): 322–339.


�	Hudson, H., “Universal Service in the Information Age,” Telecommunications Policy 18, no. 8 (1994): 658–667.


�	Anderson, B., “The Social Impact Of Broadband Household Internet Access,” Information, Communication & Society 11, no. 1 (2008): 5–24.


�	OECD, Participative Web and User-Created Content. Web 2.0, Wikis, and Social Networking (Paris: OECD, 2007), http://213.253.134.43/oecd/pdfs/browseit/9307031E.pdf.


�	“Journal of Electronic Commerce,” accessed December 12, 2012, http://www.csulb.edu/web/journals/jecr/.


�	Zuckerman and McLaughlin, “Introduction to Internet Architecture and Institutions”; “Association of Internet Researchers”; “Pew Research Center’s Internet & American Life Project.”


�	“Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication,” accessed December 12, 2012, http://jcmc.indiana.edu/.


�	Heeks, R. and Kenny, C. J., The Economics of ICTs and Global Inequality: Convergence or Divergence for Developing Countries?. Development Informatics Working Paper Series, No.10a/2002 (Manchester: Institute for Development Policy and Management, 2002), http://www.sed.manchester.ac.uk/idpm/research/publications/wp/di/di_wp10a.htm.


�	E.P. Bucy and C.C. Tao, “The Mediated Moderation Model of Interactivity,” Media Psychology 9 (2007): 647–672.


�	Córcoles Briongos, C., Web 2.0. La Web Como Plataforma (Barcelona: UOC, 2008).


�	Daniel Jared Cohen and Roy Rosenzweig, Digital History, 2006.


�	ISOC, “History of the Internet” (2011), http://www.isoc.org/internet/history/.


�	Gleick, James, The Information: A History, a Theory, a Flood (New York: Pantheon, 2011).


�	Berners-Lee, T, Weaving the Web.


�	Zakon, R. H., “Hobbes’ Internet Timeline - the Definitive ARPAnet & Internet History,” 2006, http://www.zakon.org/robert/internet/timeline/.


�	“KIHC | The Kleinrock Internet History Center at UCLA,” accessed December 12, 2012, http://internethistory.ucla.edu/; Dennis A. Trinkle and Scott A. Merriman, The History Highway: A 21st Century Guide to Internet Resources, 2006.


�	Patrick D. Reagen, History and the Internet, 2002.


�	Berners-Lee, T, Weaving the Web, -; Galloway, Protocol; Copeland, B. J, “The Modern History of Computing,” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, accessed July 10, 2006, http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2006/entries/computing-history.


�	Phoebe Ayers, Charles Matthews, and Ben Yates, How Wikipedia Works - And How You Can Be a Part of It (Online: No Starch Press, 2008).


�	Albery, B, “What Level of Dialtone Penetration Constitutes ’universal Service’?,” Telecommunications Policy 19, no. 5 (1995): 365–380.


�	Alhassan, Amin, “Telecom Regulation, the Postcolonial State, and Big Business: The Ghanaian Experience,” West Africa Review 4, no. 1 (2003).


�	Bowers, C.A., Let Them Eat Data: How Computers Affect Education, Cultural Diversity, and the Prospects of Ecological Sustainability (Athens, GA and London: University of Georgia, 2000).


�	Clay Shirky, Here Comes Everybody: The Power of Organizing Without Organizations, Reprint (Penguin Books, 2009).


�	Wendy Chun, Control and Freedom: Power and Paranoia in the Age of Fiber Optics (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2006); Daniel Jared Cohen and Roy Rosenzweig, Digital History, 2006.


�	Randall R. Dipert, “Other-Than-Internet (oti) Cyberwarfare: Challenges for Ethics, Law, and Policy,” Journal of Military Ethics 12, no. 1 (2013): 34–53, doi:10.1080/15027570.2013.785126; Stephen J. A. Ward, Global Media Ethics: Problems and Perspectives (John Wiley & Sons, 2013); “IEEE - IEEE Code of Ethics,” accessed May 4, 2013, http://www.ieee.org/about/corporate/governance/p7-8.html.


�	“IEEE - IEEE Code of Ethics.”


�	“Comparison Study of Free/Open Source and Proprietary Software in an African Context.,” Bridges.org, 2005.


�	Ethan Zuckerman and Andrew McLaughlin, “Introduction to Internet Architecture and Institutions” (2003), http://cyber.law.harvard.edu/digitaldemocracy/internetarchitecture.html.


�	rfc Editor, “Internet Official Protocol Standards,” accessed February 26, 2013, http://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc5000.html.


�	ISOC, “History of the Internet” (2011), http://www.isoc.org/internet/history/.


�	J. Postel, “Internet Protocol,” accessed February 26, 2013, http://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc791.html.


�	Galloway, Protocol.


�	Copeland, B. J, “The Modern History of Computing,” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, accessed July 10, 2006, http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2006/entries/computing-history.


�	Tinka, Mark et al., “Internet Topology and Terminology,” n.d.


�	Balkin, J. M., “Information Power: The Information Society from an Antihumanist Perspective,” ed. Katz, J. E. and Subramanian, R. (New York: NYU Press, forthcoming), http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=1648624; Christian Fuchs, Foundations of Critical Media and Information Studies (Routledge, 2011); James Gleick, The Information: a History, a Theory, a Flood (New York: Pantheon Books, 2011).


�	“An Open Letter From Internet Engineers to the U.S. Congress | Electronic Frontier Foundation,” accessed December 13, 2012, https://www.eff.org/deeplinks/2011/12/internet-inventors-warn-against-sopa-and-pipa; “OpenNet Initiative,” accessed December 11, 2012, http://opennet.net/; Ian Brown and Christopher T. Marsden, Regulating Code: Good Governance and Better Regulation in the Information Age (MIT Press, 2013).


�	Manovitch, “The Language of New Media”; McLuhan, Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man.


�	Regis Debray, Media Manifestos (New York: Verso, 1996).


�	Goldstein, Jan, ed., Foucault and the Writing of History (Oxford, UK and Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 1994).


�	Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man (New York: Gingko, 2004).


�	Lunenfeld, The Digital Dialectic.


�	S.J. Ball-Rokeach and M.L. DeFleur, “A Dependency Model of Mass-media Effects,” Communication Research 3, no. 3 (1976); E.P. Bucy and C.C. Tao, “The Mediated Moderation Model of Interactivity,” Media Psychology 9 (2007): 647–672.


�	Robert McChesney, The Problem of the Media (New York: Monthly Review Press, 2004).


�	McLuhan, Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man.


�	Manovitch, “The Language of New Media.”


�	Kittler, Friedrich, “There Is No Software” (n.d.).


�	Wendy Chun, “On Software, or the Persistence of Visual Knowledge,” Grey Room 18 (Winter 1995): 26–41.


�	Pfaffenberger, B., “The Social Anthropology of Technology,” Annual Review of Anthropology 21 (1992): 491 – 516; Rhoderick Nuncio, “Exploring Cybercultures: Critical and Constructivist Studies on the Internet,” Asia-Pacific Social Science Review 12, no. 2 (October 4, 2013), http://www.ejournals.ph/index.php?journal=dlsu-apssr&page=article&op=view&path%5B%5D=6218.


�	Caldas, A., David, P. A., and Ormanidhi, O., Digital Information Network Technologies, Organisational Performance and Productivity (Oxford: Oxford Internet Institute, 2005), http://www.oii.ox.ac.uk/resources/publications/OIIRP1_200512_Report.pdf; Flickenger, R. et al., “Wireless Networking in the Developing World,” 2006, http://wndw.net/; S Sibisi, Free/Libre & Open Source Software and Open Standards in South Africa (Pretoria: National Advisory Council on Innovation, 2004).


�	Lanier, J., You Are Not a Gadget: A Manifesto (London: Allen Lane, 2010). See also, by way of serious contrast, Evgeny Morozov's The Net Delusion for a darker vision of the social implications of the technical themes that Lanier addresses.


�	Henry Jenkins, Convergence Culture (New York: NYU, 2006).


�	Turkle, Sherry, Alone Together, n.d.


�	Wendy Chun, Control and Freedom: Power and Paranoia in the Age of Fiber Optics (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2006).


�	Lisa Nakamura, Digitizing Race: Visual Cultures of the Internet (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2007).


�	Lisa Gitelman, Always Already New (Cambridge, MA: MIT, 2006).


�	Pat Harrigan and Noah Wardrip-Fruin, eds., First Person: New Media as Story, Performance, and Genre (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2004).





Levenberg – 880 – Internet Studies

40

