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Conceptualizing Openness, inequity and 

injustice

Acknowledgement of the 
diversity of research 

environments around the 
world  - Different ways in 
which OS infrastructures 

fit everyday research work 
in low-resourced settings.

Challenge assumptions 
about the 

technologies, skills and 
forms of knowledge 
that are required to 

produce reliable 
research. 
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Contribute a vocabulary to 
address existing disparities 
in method, resources and 

perception of the 
significance of scientific 

work.



Low-resourced setting 

Two key concepts 
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Epistemic Harm



Yinka Shonibare, “Earth Kid”, 2020

❑ Growing body of evidence about different dimensions of inequities in OS 

(Bezuidenhout et al. 2017, Fell 2019, Ross-Hellauer 2022, Shanahan and 

Bezuidenhout 2022, Leonelli 2022, Cole et al 2024, Bezuidenhout 2025).

❑ Malleable normative concepts: “equity”, “justice”, “openness”.

❑ Commensuration efforts - standardized ways of constructing proxies for 

elusive qualities (Espeland and Stevens, 1998) – to measure them.

❑ “Low-resourced” is not unidimensional or dichotomous (low/high), and 

resources are diverse.

❑ Gaps are unbridgeable and there is no centralized instance of resource 

allocation when it comes to OS research globally.

❑ Focus on processes of redistribution. 
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Case of Redistribution
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❑ Paper:  “More than a NASA Badge: MetaDocencia and Capacity Building for 

Open Science Communities in Latin America.”

❑ Instance of redistribution: training resource developed in/for the US NASA 

context in 2022 and adapted to Latin American contexts.
✓ Funded by NASA through a fiscal partner

✓ Materials were translated and contextualized

✓ Delivered to Latin American scientists (Three cohorts with 406 participants, 210 

‘badged’, 45∞ with graduate degrees, 45,3% identified as being part of one or 

more underrepresented groups in science) 

✓ Connecting communities of practice + training for fund-seeking

❑ Latin American communities of practice: limitations of universalizing 

proclamations about open science + importance of shifting ownership of 

funding and tools.

❑ These communities do not automatically represent alternative epistemologies 

but, in their diversity, strive for better means to operate in dynamic 

international networks.
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Epistemic Harm
P

H
IL

_O
S 

C
o

n
fe

re
n

ce
 A

p
ri

l 2
8,

 2
02

5

Alcalay  2025



Question: In what sense are the testimonial channels and data 
sharing practices of open science ethically and epistemically 

charged? 
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