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Zulfa Sakhiyya <zulfasakhiyya@gmail.com>

Globalisation, Societies and Education
8 messages

Globalisation, Societies and Education <onbehalfof@manuscriptcentral.com> Thu, Aug 30, 2018 at 1:43 AM
Reply-To: ellie.tucker@bristol.ac.uk
To: zulfasakhiyya@gmail.com, z.sakhiyya@auckland.ac.nz

29-Aug-2018

CGSE-2018-0005 - From ‘Priceless’ to ‘Priced’: Knowledge in higher education

Dear Ms Zulfa Sakhiyya:

We are having some difficulty securing two reviewers for your paper. If you had any suggestions that may help
speed up the review process. 

Sincerely,
Miss Ellie Tucker
Globalisation, Societies and Education

Zulfa Sakhiyya <zulfasakhiyya@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 30, 2018 at 5:34 AM
To: Elizabeth Rata <e.rata@auckland.ac.nz>

Dear Elizabeth

I’d like to update you about our paper submitted to GSE journal. They find it hard to find reviewers for us (please
see the email below). Do you have any suggestions? I am thinking of Graham.... 

Thank you, and I hope you are well.

Warm regards
Zulfa
[Quoted text hidden]

Elizabeth Rata <e.rata@auckland.ac.nz> Thu, Aug 30, 2018 at 11:00 AM
To: Zulfa Sakhiyya <zulfasakhiyya@gmail.com>

Goodness me – they are slow Zulfa. I’ll put my thinking cap on and get back to you tomorrow.

Hope all is well

Elizabeth

[Quoted text hidden]

Zulfa Sakhiyya <zulfasakhiyya@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 30, 2018 at 12:57 PM
To: Elizabeth Rata <e.rata@auckland.ac.nz>

Indeed they are, Elizabeth... But hopefully it turns out some good results, as we can recommend reviewers of the
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Tabel Revisi  
 

Responses to Reviewers’ Feedback 
 
Reviewer 1 
 

No Reviewer’s Feedback Responses Locations 
1 The introduction is too long and 

needs to be reduced, maybe 
introduce a section "background" 
to break it up. 
 
 

Suggestion accepted. Another 
section is added “Knowledge Forms”. 
 

Page 3 

2 Include the following cited authors 
in your reference list: Popper 1978, 
Winch, 2014, Brandom 2000, 
Berners Lee, Facebook Annual 
Report 

Suggested references added in the 
list. 
 
 

Page 19 -
21 

 
 
Reviewer 2. 
 

No Reviewer’s Feedback Responses Locations 
1 The very first concept that should 

be clarified is that of knowledge, 
and, further, the distinctions that 
are made around this concept. 
The paper distinguishes between, 
on the one hand, ‘symbolic’, 
‘philosophical’, ‘immaterial’, 
‘intrinsic’, and ‘priceless’ 
knowledge, and, on the other, 
‘instrumental, ‘commodifiable’, 
‘material’, ‘extrinsic’, and ‘priced’ 
knowledge. Most of these 
concepts are used in a vague way.  
 

A definition on the keyword 
‘knowledge’ has been added. 
Furthermore, we have also clarified 
that it is not form or function of 
knowledge that we problematize, but 
the purpose for which knowledge is 
used.  
 
 
 

Page 2 & 3 

2 There is no ‘symbolic knowledge’ 
to be juxtaposed with 
‘instrumental knowledge’, because 
all knowledge is ‘symbolic’, and 
not only knowledge. Bourdieu 
(1979), whom the article cites, 

As indicated in the title, we only 
focus on ‘knowledge’ within the 
higher education sector. The purpose 
of overviewing knowledge in general 
is to trace the social origin of 
knowledge as the philosophical 

Page 2 
 



speaks of ‘symbolic systems’, by 
which he means myths, religion, 
language, art, and science ‘as 
instruments for knowing and 
constructing the world of objects’. 
 

foundation of our discussion. And as 
we clarify, the central issue is not so 
much a contestation between the 
functions of knowledge (symbolic 
and instrumental), but the purpose 
for which knowledge is used.  
 

3 Knowledge which is not 
commodified has ‘intrinsic value’, 
and, even more, that it is 
‘priceless’ (in spite of the 
quotation marks used in the text) 
is a crude simplification that can 
lead to serious misunderstandings. 
There is no ‘intrinsic value’ in 
knowledge; its value is always to 
be judged on the basis of its 
particular content (e.g. its validity). 
The same applies to whether it is 
‘priceless’ or not.  
 

The distinction might seem to be 
simplified, but____ 

Page __ 

4 The authors should decide 
whether they would like to clarify 
these different perceptions and 
traditions (e.g. Western and 
Asian), or simply focus on research 
marketisation in universities that 
impedes ‘autonomous intellectual 
activity’ (p. 17), which is a more 
precise term to use in the context 
of their analysis. 
 

Our focus has been on the shift of 
knowledge within higher education 
sector. To demonstrate the shift, we 
need to investigate this issue 
historically, and thus the exploration 
of the social origin of knowledge. 

Page 17 

5 They should also decide, from the 
main points that they are making, 
about the focus of their paper. For 
instance, in the paper’s abstract 
they make an important point – 
that knowledge has the ‘inherent 
paradox’ to undermine its 
instrumental use – which, 
however, is neither substantiated 
nor discussed in the text, at all.  
 

The paper’s focus has been added 
both in the abstract and body. The 
‘inherent paradox’ of knowledge has 
been discussed in the text body, page 
17. “In order to become a 
capitalisable resource knowledge 
needs to be created. But that act of 
creation is uncommodifiable”.  
 
It is impossible to discuss this in the 
abstract. To reach a middle ground, 

Abstract 
(page 1) & 
page 17 



the word ‘inherent’ is deleted from 
the abstract. 
 

6 The authors make another main 
point which is not pursued further, 
either. They bring as examples the 
commercial and non-commercial 
use of the internet.  The examples 
brought are not relevant, because 
the world wide web and facebook 
do not constitute ‘knowledge’, 
unless, of course, one speaks in 
very general terms, but 
technological means which allow 
for the circulation of all kinds of 
knowledge. If there is something 
relevant to be discussed in the 
paper, would have to do with the 
online space of Commons created 
by the internet, which has allowed 
for knowledge to be available 
widely. But this seems to be an 
issue that would extend the paper 
to another territory. 
  

Suggestion has been considered. To 
make our point clear, we replace the 
illustration from Facebook to 
Microsoft. We insist to use this 
general illustration to make the 
philosophical debate grounded. 

Page 8 - 9 

7 The authors should also make sure 
that the sociological concepts 
employed (e.g. collective 
representations, social imaginary 
or shared reality), in interpreting 
the shifts in university knowledge 
production, should be used 
correctly. It is not knowledge, as 
the paper says in various parts, 
which produces ‘collective 
representations’ in society, but it is 
the other way around – though of 
course there is interaction. In 
Moutsios (2018), knowledge 
disciplines, as education systems 
overall, are examined as 
institutions that incarnate social 
significations, and Charles Taylor 
(2004) distinguishes the social 

  



imaginary, which indicates 
common understanding in 
society, from social theory, i.e. 
knowledge, which is produced by 
few people.  
 

8 Although the paper states that it 
draws evidence from research on 
Indonesian universities, conducted 
by one of the two authors, the 
Indonesian case study is quite 
limited in the text, and it is 
referred to as a past study. To my 
opinion, it should come either to 
the centre of the paper or be used 
amongst other examples from the 
literature that illustrate the 
paper’s general points on 
knowledge production. In the 
former case, the paper could give 
some context from the Indonesian 
society, that could illuminate its 
shift to market-oriented higher 
education. 
 

 Suggestion accepted. More 
Indonesian context is given. 
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