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Abstract
How can Knowledge In/Equity be addressed in qualitative research by taking the idea of
Open Science into account? Two projects from the Open Science Fellows Programme by
Wikimedia Deutschland will be used to illustrate how Open Science practices can succeed
in qualitative research, thereby reducing In/Equity. In this context, In/Equity is considered
as a fair and equal representation of people, their knowledge and insights and
comprehends questions about how epistemic, structural, institutional and personal biases
generate and shape knowledge as guidance. Three questions guide this approach: firstly,
what do we understand by In/Equity in the context of knowledge production in these
projects? Secondly, who will be involved in knowledge generation and to what extent will
they be valued or unvalued? Thirdly, how can data be made accessible for re-use to
enable true participation and sharing?
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1. Open Science: a way to generate access to knowledge, but also
to create Knowledge Equity?
Transparency and intersubjective comprehensibility as well as reflexivity are central quality
characteristics of qualitative research (Flick 2019). This requires both a fundamental
openness and insight into the research process and a comprehensive engagement with
research ethics issues. This is of particular importance with regard to vulnerable groups
and participation in research (Von Unger 2014). Therefore, as Marta Bivand Erdal (2019)
indicates in a blog post, Open Science and qualitative research would be well suited:
"Yet, ‘open science’ has a long history, and is arguably a good match for many of the
principles that are central to qualitative research methodologies, e.g. the co-production and
thus also co-ownership of data, and the need to reflect on power hierarchies and equality
in access to science, not least to be able to quality assure the robustness and validity of
scientific findings.” (Bivand Erdal 2019).
In Germany, however, Open Science Practices are rarely common in qualitative
educational and social sciences research (Bayer et al. 2022, Steinhardt et al. 2022).
Rather, the impression arises that qualitative educational and social science research is
not familiar with the principles of Open Science. Various fears, for example, regarding
anonymisation, data protection and, thus, the re-usability of data, give rise to this
impression (Steinhardt et al. 2022). Accordingly, there is much discussion about the nonpossibilities of participating in Open Science and little about the development possibilities
and associated options for action that Open Science offers for qualitative educational and
social science research.
Open Science is a movement calling for the democratisation and decolonisation of
research by interacting openly, collaboratively and inclusively (Chan et al. 2019). VicenteSaez and Martinez-Fuentes (2018) (p. 7) describe their understanding of Open Science as
following: “Open Science is transparent and accessible knowledge that is shared and
developed through collaborative networks”. Knowledge is understood as a central aspect
of Open Science, which also puts the focus on the development and distribution of
knowledge. Accordingly, Chan et al. (2019) state:
"At its heart, Open Science seeks to bring about a re-evaluation of the role of science in
our rapidly changing world. It critiques the status quo of knowledge production by asserting
the importance of democratising knowledge, by reassessing the power relations in our
knowledge infrastructure, and by arguing that scientific knowledge needs to be managed in
collaboration with those who help generate it and will benefit from it.”
In this context, the development of qualitative methods under the heading of research
ethics has long been concerned with questions such as: "How do researchers perceive
their responsibility as scientists? How do they shape their relationships with the people and
institutions they study? How do they handle the data they collect? What information do
they disclose about themselves and their research?" (Von Unger 2014). These questions
always resonate in qualitative educational and social science research, but are rarely
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brought into focus. Here, qualitative research could benefit from the Open Science
Movement, which is currently focusing on these questions under the heading of Knowledge
Equity.
A Pioneer in this field is Wikimedia as they write about Knowledge Equity in their 2017
movement strategy (see also Schoch & Kruschick in this volume):
"We will create a culture of hospitality where contributing is enjoyable and
rewarding. We will support anyone who wants to contribute in good faith. We will
practice respectful collaboration and healthy debate. We will welcome people into
our movement from a wide variety of backgrounds, across language, geography,
ethnicity, income, education, gender identity, sexual orientation, religion, age, and
more. The definition of community will include the many roles we play to advance
free and open knowledge, from editors to donors, to organizers, and beyond.“
(Wikimedia 2017).
Taking these aspects of Knowledge Equity seriously, three central questions arise. Firstly,
what do we understand by In/Equity in the context of knowledge production? For us, equity
is, first and foremost, a principle of order and distribution which, due to its highly normative
character, is to be seen as a dynamic, never-ending process. Political, social or economical
equity, as well as intergenerational and international equity and equity for marginalised
groups or between genders, must constantly deal with the question of what constitutes In/
Equity and what it requires and adapt the ordering and distribution mechanisms (Horn and
Scarano 2013). We, therefore, understand Knowledge In/Equity as a fair and equal
representation of people, their knowledge and insights and see questions about how
epistemic, structural, institutional and personal biases generate and shape knowledge as
guidance (Wikimedia Deutschland n. d.).
Secondly, who will be involved in knowledge generation and to what extent will they be
valued or not? For example, Rochmyaningsih (2018) highlights that researchers from
Indonesia have not been mentioned in publications or their participation has not been
adequately acknowledged despite research participation. Chan et al. 2019) elaborate:
"Collaboration in scientific knowledge production has been historically dominated and
driven by hegemonic (Northern) countries, while non-hegemonic countries tend to take on
secondary roles. Nonetheless, the growing discourse on Open Science provides the
opportunity to reflect critically on the roles and outcomes of collaborative knowledge
creation in Global South contexts." (Chan et al. 2019).
Knowledge In/Equity thus ties in with the same idesas that Bivand Erdal 2019 considers
important in the context of Open Science: "the need to reflect on power hierarchies and
equality in access to science".
Thirdly, how data can be made accessible for re-use with the aim: “An equitable global
knowledge commons strives to go beyond the access barrier and enables true participation
and sharing” (Morrison and Rahman 2020). In this way, participants not only gain access to
the insights gained, but also have the opportunity to work with the data themselves.
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If Knowledge In/Equity is to be considered in qualitative educational and social science
research, equity in the research process, access to knowledge and the transfer of
knowledge and data back to society and research participants must be considered
accordingly.
How this could be possible is illustrated by two examples from the Open Science Fellows
Programme by Wikimedia Deutschland (https://en.wikiversity.org/wiki/Wikimedia_
Deutschland/Open_Science_Fellows_Program, see also the editorial of this volume). The
first example is about how hermeneutic interpretation can be designed in an open way and
how the participants, in this case interviewees, can be involved in the process. The second
example is about research on inclusive education in North-South relations and focuses on
epistemic, structural and institutional biases, which further leads to the need of reflecting
power relationships and equity in the research process. Both projects are dealing with the
question of Knowledge In/Equity, but while the first project will give insights into practical
considerations during the process of data interpretation, the second project will analyse the
contextual factors, in which knowledge is produced.
The two examples are first presented separately, then in relationship to each other and
finally concluded with practical research considerations.

2. Two examples of the Open Science Fellows Programme
The projects presented are both situated in the field of qualitative social and educational
research and deal, amongst other things, with the question of how knowledge production
and transfer to the respective communities can be made more open and equitable. The
focus on power imbalances was particularly guiding for the research.

2.1 Collaborative online interpretation (KolloIn)
The first project was conducted by Isabel Steinhardt in the 2017/2018 cohort of the Open
Science Fellows Programme. The aim of the project was to test whether it is possible to
interpret interviews online collaboratively with the method habitus-hermeneutic (Bremer
and Teiwes-Kügler 2013a). The online interpretation was made possible by a wiki. The
interviews were narrative interviews (Schütze 1977), focusing on the use of digital
technologies in students' biographies. These interviews were collected especially for this
purpose and were part of the research project "Digital Educational Practices of Students" (
Steinhardt and İkiz-Akıncı 2020). For analysing the interviews, the habitus-hermeneutic
method (Bremer and Teiwes-Kügler 2013a, Bremer and Teiwes-Kügler 2013b, LangeVester and Teiwes-Kügler 2013) was used. The habitus-hermeneutic method aims to
reconstruct habitus patterns and related practices of individuals through rule-based
interpretation. In this case, the goal was to reconstruct students' practices in using digital
technologies. Bourdieu (1977) understands habitus as the following:
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"... systems of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures predisposed to
function as structuring structures, that is as principles of generation and structuring of
practices and representations which can be objectively ‘regulated’ and ‘regular’ without in
any way being the product of obedience to rules, objectively adapted to their goals without
presupposing a conscious aiming at ends or an express mastery of the operations
necessary to attain them and, being all this, collectively orchestrated without being the
product of the orchestrating action of a conductor."
Habitus-hermeneutic is conducted as sequence analysis, i.e. individual text passages are
analysed one after the other without knowing the entire material. The sequence analysis
serves to open up the data, to generate ad-hoc hypotheses and to find first traces of
habitus patterns of the interviewee. The ad hoc-hypotheses and traces are validated in the
further analysis of the material (Bremer and Teiwes-Kügler 2013a). The description of the
project is kept very short, as the focus lies on three aspects of Knowledge Equity.

2.1.1 In/Equity in the research process
In the KolloIn-project, Isabel Steinhardt conducted narrative interviews (Schütze 1977).
Narrative interviews focus on the biography of the interviewee and aim to be as detailed as
possible. For this purpose, an introductory question is chosen that addresses the topic of
the interview (in this case, the use of digital technologies in students' biographies), but is
open enough for interviewees to determine where they begin in their narrative and how it is
structured by them. Accordingly, interviewers should intervene as little as possible during
the narrative interview. The interviewer should be empathetic, but not influence the
interviewee. German method books also advise revealing as little as possible about the
research project in advance (Küsters 2009). This assumes that the interviewees orientate
themselves very strongly to the interviewer's explanations and, thus, could leave their own
narration. This assumption and the method as such create an imbalance of power between
the interviewee and the interviewer.
So how was this imbalance dealt with in the KolloIn-project? Firstly, she reflected on the
research situation concerning ascribed (power) positions. Since students were interviewed
and she already held a doctoral degree at that time, there was a power imbalance, solely
from the attribution of symbolic capital. As Bourdieu (1977) states, social positions are
attributed, based on titles, amongst other capital forms. Since both interviewees and
interviewer are located in the field of academia and, in this field, as a doctorate suggests a
higher position, a power imbalance automatically existed.
Secondly, she reflected on her own pre-concepts (Breuer et al. 2019) concerning the
research focus. The focus of the research project was to uncover social inequality in
relation to digital technologies. Thus, she already had assumptions that could impact the
research process, for example, by unintentionally implicitly influencing the interviewees.
Since interviews are social interactions, unconscious, non-verbal communication cannot be
avoided. Interviewers do not become neutral, objective beings (for this, robots would have
to conduct the interviews). Therefore, the assumption in the KolloIn-project was that the
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interviewed students should be informed about the pre-concepts in advance, so that there
is the possibility to reflect on them.
In order to reduce the power and information gap, she wrote blog posts in which the
method was explained and the research project including the pre-concepts were described.
Contrary to common methodological recommendations, she disclosed the goal of the study
and the research questions. This was also accompanied by letting the interviewees
consciously decide how they wanted to deal with a possible taboo topic and, thus, decide
for themselves in which context they placed their own social positioning. Especially
research on social inequality has to be openly addressed to avoid unconsciously
transporting stereotypes.
In the research process, it became apparent that the disclosure of pre-concepts led to an
intensive pre-occupation with the topic and, thus, made very in-depth interviews possible.
The interviewees repeatedly referred to the blog posts as references. This could be seen
as influencing. However, the analysis showed that this rather led to a clear positioning
about values, norms and action patterns. In summary, the interviews were more dense and
more meaningful as a result.
As positive as the disclosure was for the density of the interviews, the power imbalance in
terms of positioning within the field of higher education became even more apparent.
Therefore, she decided to have students conducting further interviews in the research
project. The students were part of a project-based seminar and were trained by Isabel
Steinhardt in how to conduct interviews (for a detailed description of the seminar, see
Steinhardt 2020). This achieved an equity between interviewers and interviewees in terms
of positioning in the field. This does not eliminate the unnatural situation of an interview, but
it does reduce the power imbalance somewhat.
In addition to the interview situation, she also had to reflect on the analysis situation. The
aim of the project was to develop a simple tool to make hermeneutic interpretation possible
online. For this purpose, the tool Semantic CorA, based on the open-source software
MediaWiki, was made usable for interpreting transcripts with objective hermeneutic (
Schindler et al. 2017). The tool KolloIn includes a function to interpret and to discuss other
interpretations. A discussion of other interpretations is only possible after an interpretation
has been given, so that others do not influence one’s own interpretation.
The tool was advertised via Twitter, a mailing list on qualitative methods, a qualitative
social science research network and via personal contacts. A total of 26 people logged into
the tool, eight of whom also provided an interpretation on one of the eight sequences
posted. Five of the eight participating people described themselves as female, two as male
and one person did not provide any information. All participants were researchers working
on their PhDs, with only one person having already completed his/her PhD. The
participants were between 29 and 51 years old.
The development and use of the KolloIn tool were a trial to see if knowledge generation,
i.e. hermeneutic interpretation, is possible online. It was a short trial over a few weeks that
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showed that it is possible to interpret online as the interpretations were dense and helpful.
However, it also became apparent that mainly people who are researchers themselves
participated, since a previous understanding was needed in order to understand the
hermeneutic procedure that was depicted in KolloIn. Here, the aspect of equity was not
redeemed, since it was not possible for everyone to contribute to the production of
knowledge. This would require a different experimental design.

2.1.2 Access to knowledge
Access to the generated knowledge was made possible in the KolloIn-project in two ways:
Firstly, in the sense of "participant feedback" (Johnson 1997), the interviewees were given
the opportunity to participate in the interpretations themselves and to comment on the
transcribed data as well as the results. Participant feedback means:
"By sharing your interpretations of participants’ viewpoints with the participants
and other members of the group, you may clear up areas of miscommunication.
Do the people being studied agree with what you have said about them? While
this strategy is not perfect because some participants may attempt to put on a
good face, useful information is frequently obtained and inaccuracies are often
identified." (Johnson 1997).
In the KolloIn-project, the interviewees were invited to review and comment on the
interpretations. However, they did not take this opportunity. Isabel Steinhardt also sent the
interpretations by e-mail but got no feedback. Her explanation for why participant feedback
did not work has been that participant feedback was formulated as an offer, but not as part
of the interview process. In order to receive participant feedback, she assumed, it must
already be formulated as part of the invitation to participate in the interview.
Secondly, the results were published as open access publications (Steinhardt 2018,
Steinhardt 2020, Steinhardt 2021), as well as in various blogposts (https://sozme
thode.hypotheses.org). This ensures that everyone (who has the technical equipment) has
access to the results.

2.1.3 Re-use of data
The KolloIn-project was designed to make the conducted data and the developed tool
available for re-use. The tool is, as described, a wiki and is based on open source
software. Since the version of the wiki is now outdated, the instruction for rebuilding has
been deleted. Unfortunately, Isabel Steinhardt currently has no capacity to update the wiki.
To enable the re-use of the data, the aim of re-use was already pointed out when the
interviewees were recruited. None of the interviewees cancelled the interview after being
informed about the aim of data re-use. On the contrary, there was a very high level of
acceptance for re-use. In order to make the re-use possible, a declaration of consent was
obtained that complied with the provisions of General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR)
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and contained the passage that the interviews could be made accessible via a research
data repository. For this purpose, the transcripts were anonymised, contextualised in a
comprehensive data report and made available under a CC-BY licence (Steinhardt and
İkiz-Akıncı 2020). Since these are narrative interviews that contain a lot of biographical
data and are, therefore, sensitive data, she had decided to choose a repository that allows
restricted access. By restricted access, it has meant that the re-use of the data must be
requested with an application. The application regulates the conditions for the re-use of the
data, such as data protection and anonymisation. As a consequence, there is a hurdle to
the re-use the data. For example, only persons with university’s affiliation can get access to
it. Citizen Science research without researchers from a university is, therefore, not
possible. In addition, the application process can also be a hurdle. With regard to the reuse of data, a balance must be struck between data security and access to the data.

2.2 "From West to the Rest"? : Knowledge In/Equity in the context
of research on inclusion in the North-South divide
The second project we are presenting in this paper is based on the dissertation project of
Felicitas Kruschick. Within the dissertation project, she is researching the understanding(s)
of inclusive education in a rural area in Ghana using the ethnographic research paradigm
(Kruschick 2021). This means that she was 'in the field' ( Atkinson et al. 2007) for two
months, observing and experiencing the daily lives of families with children with disabilities,
students and teachers in different places such as school, family and community. The selfobservations and observations of others were recorded in 'fieldnotes' (Atkinson et al. 2007
), partly during the observations, but mostly written subsequently. The data basis of the
project is, therefore, a large number of observation protocols, notes, as well as
photographic material. The dissertation project becomes important in the context of Open
Science relevant questions, because Felicitas Kruschick, in the role of an ethnographic
researcher, is socialised within specific epistemologies and understandings of inclusion,
education and disability that are inscribed in the research process and, above all, in the
data material. By discussing epistemic and structural biases in this context of research on
inclusive education in North-South relations, we will make clear that conducting (closed)
research on this subject will reproduce inequity and power dynamics.
As we will explain in the following chapter (2.2.1.), the theoretical concepts of inclusion and
inclusive education are highly problematic on an international level, because of hierarchical
dynamics and the geopolitical location of accumulated knowledge. On behalf of the idea of
Open Science, we, therefore, understand the research basis of this project as problematic
and state, that doing research on inclusive education in North-South relations is complex
and exclusionary. After deriving the theoretical concepts in an international context, two
different aspects are highlighted that are of interest for the question of what makes
research inclusive or exclusive (2.2.2.): Access to knowledge and science communication.
Felicitas Kruschick carried out the project 'From West to the Rest? Knowledge In/Equity in
the Context of International Inclusion Research' in the Fellows Programme Year 2020/2021
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and analysed to what extent those issues - Knowledge In/Equity and power - can be dealt
with using the principles of Open Science.

2.2.1. Research on inclusion in North-South relations
The concept of inclusive education is raised nationally and internationally as a panacea
that reveals new possibilities for participation, involvement and raising awareness while
seeking to minimise exclusion, stigmatisation and discrimination. Based on international
adoptions, such as the UN-Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, adopted
in 2006 (UNDESA (United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs) n. d.) and
Agenda 2030, adopted in 2015 (UNSDG (United Nations Sustainable Development Group)
n. d.), the concept of inclusive education is gaining popularity on different levels and is,
thus, emerging as a global paradigm (Köpfer et al. 2021).
At the same time, the global relevance of the concept of inclusive education, according to
Artiles and Dyson (2005), is due to globalisation dynamics. Inclusive education is, thus,
both an "outcome of global economic trends and itself an instrument of the globalisation of
educational policy and ideology" (Artiles and Dyson 2005). Furthermore, the concept does
not contain a universal idea that applies equally to different contexts. Rather, the
understanding of disability and inclusion varies from context to context and, depending on
the historical, socio-economic and cultural contexts, different approaches to understanding
emerge (Dyson 2013, Singal 2014, Singal and Muthukrishna 2014, Werning et al. 2016,
Mitchell 2005). The negotiation of a 'global' concept thus appears too undifferentiated and
inadmissible. Inclusion is, thus, negotiated as a "slippery concept" (Artiles and Dyson 2005
) which, when used independently of context, has only limited significance.
The concept of inclusion and related developments and discourses continue to be rooted in
"resource-rich model[s] of support provision in high income countries for learners"
(Muthukrishna and Engelbrecht 2018). The transfer of inclusive principles from 'high
income countries' (Muthukrishna and Engelbrecht 2018) to contexts that do not show any
connectivity to these contextual parameters thus transpires to be problematic and bears
the danger of reproducing historically justifiable (colonial) power and domination
relationships (Haskell, S. H. 1998, Eberth and Röll 2021). The concept of inclusion and
inclusive education must, therefore, be understood as a '(de-)colonisation project' and
analysed within the framework of post-colonial and power-theoretical approaches. On the
basis of the preceding presentation, a 'one-size-fits-all solution' (Engelbrecht and Green
2018) seems inadmissible, as this would perpetuate a 'From West to the Rest' (Grech 2011
) attitude of inclusive education.
The negotiation of inclusive education in North-South relations is based on an exclusive
understanding and an exclusionary attitude that works in favour of 'high income countries'
(Muthukrishna and Engelbrecht 2018) and at the expense of a diverse understanding of
disability and inclusion. The inclusive self-claim in the context of research thus runs the risk
of not being able to be fulfilled and, thus, opens up a desideratum in research practice.
These will be made explicit in the following chapter.
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2.2.2. Exclusion dynamics in the context of inclusion research in
North-South relations
Equity in the research process
According to Muthukrishna and Engelbrecht (2018), the concepts of inclusion and inclusive
education were shaped by the hegemony of 'Western' philosophies, which can be traced
back to a specific understanding of cognition and knowledge. The "Western [...] forms of
knowledge and discourses" (Muthukrishna and Engelbrecht 2018) behave in the same way
as the construct of inclusion: we assume that there are co-existing, but not equal
perspectives on knowledge and forms of knowledge, which, based on post-colonial and
power-theoretical perspectives, reveal a hierarchisation that we problematise. In this way,
the discourse on inclusion and inclusive education is homogenised and reproduced in
favour of a monopoly position of Eurocentric perspectives of knowledge and forms of
knowledge (Eberth and Röll 2021). A self-contained cycle is the consequence, which
legitimises a "From West to the Rest" (Grech 2011) dynamic of inclusive education by itself
and, thus influences discourses, as well as theory and practice. The underlying specific
epistemology thus produces Knowledge Inequity that is capable of sustaining this order.
Quintero and Garbe (2013) speak, therefore, of a ‘coloniality of power’, which leads to a
problem that can be dubbed ‘epistemic monoculture’ (Santos et al. 2007, xxxiii), ‘epistemic
violence’ (Brunner 2020) or ‘coloniality of knowledge’ (Quijano 2000).
In the context of inclusion research in North-South relations, equity in the research process
is already endangered by the epistemic basis on which such a research project is built. The
"epistemic monoculture" (Santos et al. 2007) leads to an asymmetry between the
researcher and the researched, which is justified by this epistemic imbalance. It becomes
clear that knowledge - in order of producing, distributing and using - goes hand in hand
with the question of power. It is based on perspectives, reasons and history and entails a
specific responsibility towards the researched (see Kruschick & Schoch in this volume).
Consequently, the analysis of how, for what and why knowledge is produced, distributed
and used must be handled as an elementary component in research processes in order to
be able to approximately fulfil the claim of Knowledge Equity in this way.
In the context of inclusion research in North-South relations, we advocate that the question
of equity must, therefore, already be introduced before the first practical research steps in
the research process. It is important to become aware of the epistemic grounding and the
associated implications and to integrate these into the research design. These aspects
play a significant role in both data collection and data analysis, as well as in writing the
theoretical framework, if one wants to create a research situation that is as equal as
possible. The research process must, therefore, be strongly reflexive and seek to reveal
the pre-concepts (Breuer et al. 2019) of the person conducting the research via reflective
impulses from biases in the science system (Wikimedia Deutschland n. d.).
Of course, other practical decisions in the research process play an important role when it
comes to equity in research. For example, it needs to be asked to what extent the research
field must and can be informed about the research project when linguistic communication
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is difficult and the understanding of knowledge and science varies. What does informed
consent mean, for example, in the research context of North-South relations and to what
extent can and must it be implemented (Byrne 2001)? These and other questions play an
important role, especially in colonially-burdened contexts, although we emphasise that the
basis of an equal co-existence seems to lie in epistemic equity. Starting from this, a/
symmetries can be reproduced and reified, which have an impact on the question of equity
in the research process, both in theory and practice.
This is also evident in the analyses of disability, inclusion and inclusive education in Ghana
(Anthony 2011). While the foreword of the Ghanaian Inclusive Education Policy, which was
developed in cooperation with UNICEF, states: "This policy will respond to changing
priorities and national aspirations as well as international development trend in provisions
for inclusive education" (Republic of Ghana, Ministry of Education 2013), Anthony (2011)
points out that inherent conflicts between the international and Ghanaian
conceptualisations of disability and the understanding of inclusion stand in the way of equal
co-existence.
Access to knowledge
We highlight exclusion dynamics in the context of inclusion research in North-South
relations on two levels: on the one hand, the level of knowledge generation, as we
explained in the previous sub-chapter against the background of equal cooperation in the
research process. On the other hand, exclusion dynamics that lie at the level of knowledge
distribution, which will be discussed in the following paragraph.
Without a basic understanding of knowledge as an epistemic and structural construct,
(inclusion) research in North-South relations regarding knowledge generation runs the risk
of reproducing its own understanding of knowledge and inclusive education. In this way,
Eurocentric perspectives are perpetuated, which leads to knowledge being classified and
ordered in a certain way.
In order to be able to understand this arrangement/sorting, we need to have a look at the
discourse on inclusive education in North-South relations under the following approaches
to reflection: Who navigates, how, why and on what basis through the inclusive education
discourse? To what extent can this navigation be described as a/symmetrical in nature?
How are these a/symmetrical dynamics and structures maintained? What understanding of
inequity/equity resonates at the same time in answering the preceding questions? All these
questions aim to reveal the power relationships in which access to knowledge is
embedded. As knowledge forces us to realise that all access to knowledge remains bound
up in power relationships, as Faulstich (2011) points out, it is important to always also
reflect on what is meant by ‘knowledge itself is power’ (proverb by Sir Francis Bacon)
(Faulstich 2011).
In the context of inclusion research in North-South relations, we assume, as Grech (2011)
has already correctly described, that a "From West to the Rest" (Grech 2011) mentality is
hierarchising and excluding. Consequently, it does not seem surprising if, against the
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background of a concept of inclusion derived from the global North (Werning et al. 2016),
knowledge is also concentrated and accumulated in this geographical indication. The
unilaterally epistemically charged terms, therefore, result much more in a speaking about
than in a speaking with, which is based on an unequal exchange process.
Science communication
In order to open up the constitution of inclusion research in North-South relations towards
more participation in knowledge and Knowledge In/Equity, the project on the understanding
of inclusive education in a rural area in Ghana is pursuing the implementation of Open
Science. To gain more participation, we advocate that first and foremost the research
process and the problems identified must be discussed widely, with and before a
heterogeneous audience. The communication about science with others is about becoming
aware of our own prejudices and stereotypes, our own limited perspectives and trying to
minimise them. For us, this is one essential criterion of conducting inclusive and
transparent research, because, only by opening up our own research ideas, other
perspectives and irritating moments become possible to enrich our research design.
As the discussion about making qualitative data public is a controversial issue in social and
educational research topics (Von Unger 2014Bayer et al. 2022), practising science
communication is one major aspect of giving insight into your ideas and allowing your
ideas to be discussed without making the data material accessible in a public manner. In
this context, the sharing of ideas and issues that emerge regarding research on inclusive
education in North-South relations is of even greater importance to further develop and
visioning about this thematic area.
Science communication is not only about making the final product accessible, such as the
dissertation publication in open access format. Rather, it is also about discussing the extent
to which knowledge can be prepared and made available in an accessible manner in the
sense of Open Methodology, Open Data and Open Access principles to increase the
reusability of the research data via science communication.

3. Conclusion
In Germany, a great deal of scepticism about Open Science in qualitative educational and
social science research (still) exists. One could state that Open Science negotiations focus
on aspects such as reproducibility, replication and significance. However, these aspects
are less relevant for qualitative research. In our contribution, we, therefore, focus on
aspects of Open Science that have great relevance for educational and social qualitative
research, such as transparency, intersubjective comprehensibility, pre-concepts and the
involvement of research participants. Taking these aspects into account, the great
relevance of Open Science also becomes apparent for qualitative research.
In the examination of In/Equity in our projects, we also dealt with posibilities to reduce
injustice and the assumption of responsibility in the research process when it comes to the
production and re-use of knowledge. We formulated questions such as: in what context is
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research conducted? By what is knowledge generation and science defined? What does
research and the accumulation of knowledge actually mean? What kind of responsibility
does it entail?
The focus is on ethical questions associated with the research process. We have
presented three aspects in our contribution using two examples: Equity in the research
process, access to knowledge and re-use of data. By comparing the research processes
from the two projects, we draw five overarching conclusions:
•

•

•

The two projects have a different research focus: on German students and on
doing research on inclusive education in North-South relations. Both projects differ
in the way they are discussing Knowledge In/Equity: the first project is
concentrating on practical considerations during the interpretation process, while
the second is analysing the context regarding epistemic and structural biases in
which knowledge about inclusive education is produced. Furthermore, asymmetries
(power imbalances) are also presenting themselves differently. While the first
project is dealing with asymmetries during data analysis, the second project is
highlighting asymmetries on the level of knowledge production and distribution.
Accordingly, research and the associated power imbalances should be examined
and discussed in the specific context of each relationship.
Ethical questions about specific research relationships are part of most qualitative
research projects. However, these are mostly about data protection and
anonymisation issues. In our contribution, we have shown the added value of
dealing with Knowledge In/Equity as part of the research process. In the first
project, the imbalance of power between the interviewee and the interviewer was
focused. In the second project, ethical questions concerning reproducing postcolonial and power based issues were focused, using the example of the
contextualisation of inclusive education. We, therefore, advocate that ethical
research questions be expanded to include the aspect of epistemological,
structural, institutional, as well as personal biases. In our opinion, besides
anonymisation efforts in the data material, processes of knowledge generation also
play a role in the context of research ethics discussions. Our aim was to show that
Knowledge In/Equity should be a permanent, intensive and differentiated
discussion during the research process, not an on-the-top issue at the beginning or
end of the research process.
It is then crucial to reflect on one's own pre-conceptions, as well as pre-conceptions
inscribed in epistemologies. In this way, fundamentally problematic knowledge
negotiations, as based on postcolonial, discriminatory perspectives, can be made
apparent. It is then necessary to analyse how this understanding can find its way
into the application of methods and be re-interpreted. For example, if a researcher
does not reflect on his/her own understanding of education, disability or inclusion
and where those understandings are deriving from, it is likely that those
understandings finds their way into the research design and the research process.
We identified that this process is problematic in the context of research on inclusive
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education in North-South relations, due to ‘epistemic monoculture’ (Santos et al.
2007, xxxiii) or ‘coloniality of knowledge’ (Quijano 2000).
One of the decisive advantages of qualitative research is the possibility to interact
with the research participants and not only speak about them. Thus, in the
negotiation of the research results, for example, through participant feedback, a
validation of the results can take place and, thus, the views, ways of thinking and
forms of expression of the respondents can be taken seriously.
Furthermore, science communication plays an important role in providing insights
into and discussing elements of research states. Especially when there are
concerns about publishing data due to anonymity and confidentiality issues, this is
a way to share and discuss ideas and perspectives. This is especially important
where 'speaking about' or processes of 'othering' underpin inequity due to postcolonial, power-related aspects. As persons socialised in Germany, conducting
research on inclusive education in North-South relations and using Ghana as an
example, therefore, absolutely requires some exchange between different groups
that irritate and question this socialisation. Furthermore, it is important to reflect on
the approaches, ideas and findings back to researched contexts and, thus, provide
them with insights into the construction of this knowledge.
The comparison of the projects has shown that the provision of knowledge and the
transfer of knowledge should be strongly orientated towards the recipients and,
above all, their technical skills and their data literacy skills (Humm and Schrögel
2020).

With this article, we would like to contribute to the discussion on qualitative methods and
Open Science practices and to focus on the question of Knowledge Equity. We are well
aware that our assumptions of research cannot be transferred one-to-one to other research
areas. However, we hope that, with this contribution, we can provide stimuli for thinking
about Knowledge In/Equity. Reflecting on preconceptions and power inequalities is
relevant for all forms and fields of qualitative research.
We also know that the question of Knowledge In/Equity should not only focus on how
respondents are treated, but also on who is doing research in the first place and how the
science system promotes Knowledge In/Equity. It is hardly possible to include both in one
article. And yet, in the end, we would like to point out that we had the privilege of being
given the freedom to deal with these questions through the fellowship. We were freed for a
short time from the otherwise prevailing pressures of the science system (including
competition, publication pressure or third-party funding quotas) in the discussion of Open
Science and, in our case, Knowledge In/Equity. This kind of freedom is needed much more
often in science.
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