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Open Science



Standards

- data & research - (e.g., Wilkinson et al., 2016)
- data & research ‘availability

: F of research (e.g., Christensen et al., 2019; Rohlfing et al., 2020;
tockemer et al., 2018)

+ NSyl (e.g., Nosek et al., 2018)
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Why this matters

- critical engagement with findings > better |science (e.g., Wuttke, 2019)

- critical engagement with other research >
+ critical engagement with society > [ifiglellgi=slel (4
- critical engagement with profession >
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Research Reality Bites

- quantitative experiences (e.g., Kuehn & Rohlfing, 2016; Mahoney & Goertz,
2006)

- qualitative impossibilities? (e.g., Parry & Mauthner, 2005; Ragin, 1987/2014;
Tuval-Mashiach, 2017)

- interdisciplinarity (“Bezugswissenschaften”)
- internationalization (multiple standards, policies, etc.)

- digitalization (data sources, analysis, access, availability, metadata) (e.g.,
Heintz, 2021; Joye, 2005; Katerbow et al., 2020)
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reality_Bites

Extended Informed Consent



Legal

local rules
international rules
impact on research (opportunities)
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Ethics

- differing research traditions and their standards
- digital data (social media, sensor data, etc.)
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Peers

research communities

research communities

research communities
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Institutional

- funding agencies (state, EU, international)
- universities
- private cooperation (schools of applied sciences + firms)
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Open Social Work Science -
?


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mission:_Impossible_(film_series)

Challenges & Opportunities

- Computational Social Science (CSS) as a future standard for quality scientific
research and output

- opportunity for ® =& researchers to (continue to) embrace and shape
specific research traditions at global level, not simply applying - or ignoring -
international ones

- new possibilities of participatory research and other (new) forms
- need for multi-lingual methodological training (data and digital literacies)
- danger of being ignored
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https://www.gesis.org/institut/abteilungen/computational-social-science
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