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The knowledge society is not a final state; rather, it is a collective task that we all must work towards. This reflective report, conducted in a Scholarship of Teaching and Learning approach by a scholar who teaches research methods and has been reflecting on research method education for a number of years, is a contribution to this endeavor. Its purpose is to share praxis, in the Freiran sense, on Open Education and Open Science as public good and commons through a specific example of Open Educational Practice (OEP). The report’s first finding involves documenting that OEP and providing some conceptual tools and suggestions for scholars who would like to move towards Openness. Its second finding, rooted in a previous SNSF research project, focuses on epistemology to raise awareness on the importance of philosophical and historical approaches to education. Without this knowledge, scholars find themselves closed in models that they replicate without consciously considering the values and methods they convey. The report’s third finding is a model of the knowledge creation process that considers knowledge as commons and incorporates a theoretical framework of absences and emergences that encompasses ignorance, inspiration, imagination, creativity, and intuition. Einstein called these faculties “gifts,” and we argue that scholars should learn to leverage them within an overall open framework.
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INTRODUCTION

The call for submissions reads “Open Education for Sustainable Development: Contributions from Emerging Technologies and Educational Innovation.” This paper will address neither development nor technologies, for reasons that will be explained below. Instead, it will address education, the primary focus of Open Education, and research methods in education, for their contribution to education as an area of study.

The paper is conducted in a Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) approach (Boyer, 1990) and aims to share reflections and practice in the area of Open Scholarship, leveraged through Open Educational Practices (OEP) (Cronin and Maclaren, 2018; Huang et al., 2020; Werth and Williams, 2022). To prepare students for their role as full-fledged stakeholders in the knowledge society, it is important for them to experience OEP, make choices, take on responsibilities, and contribute to meaningful findings. For colleagues who would like to try out new ways of teaching and conducting research, this article provides conceptual tools and perhaps an inspiring example.

It is no secret that we live in a time of transition, as modern societies and economies shift towards knowledge societies and economies. Openness is one characteristic of knowledge societies, and the progress of Open Science in the last decade is an indicator that cannot be overlooked (e.g., Ramjoué, 2015; Beck et al., 2020). In the same vein, commoning, universal sharing, and empowerment help to build a collective intelligence that transcends individual languages, disciplines, and epistemologies (Innerarity, 2015b).

Openness has existed for several centuries, with the essential features of freedom and transparency (Baker, 2017). In scholarship, its origin can be traced to 1373 when the people of Florence requested public lectures on Dante. This movement led to the emergence of European universities in Paris, Bologna, Oxford, and Cambridge, which were founded in response to students’ demands for lectures. Openness was driven by internationally mobile students and scholars and was based on a growing curiosity about and awareness of the value of education (Peter and Deimann, 2013). However, this did not last. Over the last 700 years (1300–2000), “we can see periods of freedom and transparency in the dissemination of knowledge animated by empowered learners alternating with periods of public and/or ecclesiastic control on knowledge” (Class, 2022, p. 650).

We will first give an overview of the key topics dealt with in this paper, including the knowledge society, the public good addressing specifically information and knowledge commons, and Open Education. We will then present the paper’s theoretical framework, which consists of the epistemologies of absences and emergences (Santos, 2016) and experiential learning (Usher, 2018). We will discuss the SoTL approach adopted for this article in the method section before sharing our findings and recommendations. We will conclude by highlighting how this reflective report contributes to epistemic sustainability (Class, 2022) through an understanding of the knowledge creation process that takes into account ignorance and imagination as key players. To contribute to Open Education and Openness in general, we advocate for promoting education in line with Einstein’s insights on inspiration, intuition, and other human gifts (Hayes, 2007).



LITERATURE REVIEW


Knowledge Society

A knowledge society is characterized by increased creativity in redefining norms, values, epistemologies, and research methods. Scholars in a knowledge society are tasked with putting together bits and pieces of data, information, knowledge, and ignorance to form the collective intelligence that is sought after (Innerarity, 2015a; Farmer, 2019). This idea can be traced back to open scholars like John Dewey, who discussed the importance of building social and collective intelligence from individual experiences and minds in order to achieve cultural advancement as a community (Dewey, 1937, cited by Farmer, 2019).

Because a knowledge society questions norms, values, and epistemologies, it is first and foremost a society that produces ignorance. Science and research are no longer considered definitive authorities, but, when they articulate new knowledge, sources of instability, and incertitude. A knowledge society is thus a society of ignorance that is aware of this fact and acts accordingly. That is why contemporary societies are in a continuous process of learning and consider learning as active experimenting. Certainties are scarce in any field, debate is the rule, and risk-taking and creativity are guiding principles. Knowledge is both revisitable and revisited; it is closely related to ignorance and involves an element of risk. The unknown (i.e., uncertain knowledge, forms of non-scientific knowledge, and ignorance) is considered as a pool of resources and opportunities instead of a deficit of knowledge.

In decision-making, ignorance is seen as an opportunity for creative action (Innerarity, 2015a). It is a form of the unknown that is unrelated to a temporary lack of information. This kind of ignorance has been generated by the progress of science: It grows in tandem with (and even faster than) scientific knowledge. Ignorance has thus an irreducible dimension that we must understand, accept, and use as a resource. Assessing whether unknown unknowns are relevant or not becomes the central question, as there is not any “superior knowledge” that will completely discover unknowns (Innerarity, 2015a, pp. 56–65).

In the introduction, we stated that we will not talk about development, despite the invitation to do so in the call for papers. Here, we briefly explain why. Our reasoning is based on the work of Santos (2021), who shows how the discipline of sociology emerged in Western societies in order to analyze the problems these societies were facing at the time of the industrial revolution (i.e., around 1760). Although the foundations of sociology had been laid by Ibn Khaldun (1332–1406), scholars did not acknowledge his methodological contribution and at best considered his writings as ethnographic testimonies. After World War II, this same discipline of sociology disseminated the concept of development. Problematized exclusively by Western-centered stakeholders, it resulted in placing “the majority of countries on the wrong side of history, the world of underdevelopment” (p. 291). The concept of development covers several aspects of the human being and human society, from the spiritual to the political to the economic. It also adopts an extractivist perspective toward the planet (Santos, 2016)—the limits of which we can see today, most importantly at the ecological level. We thus think that if we are to attain sustainability, we must base our understanding of the world on concepts—not yet defined, but in the process of being articulated (e.g. Arauz, 2022)—that are different from and independent of development.



The Public Good: Commons

Commons can be understood as resources managed collaboratively by a community that establishes rules and governance with the goal of preserving and sustaining these resources (LePortailDesCommuns, no date). Defined in the Middle Ages on the basis of Aristotelian principles, it “referred to a good belonging to and attainable only by the community yet individually shared by its members.” The public good is at the same time individual and pertains to the community. It is holistic in the sense that the sum of the individual goods “exceeds the goals of inter-individual transactions” (Dupré, 1993, p. 687).

Natural-resource commons have been studied extensively and from several perspectives (e.g., Ostrom, 1990; Haller et al., 2019, 2021). Collaboratively managed digital commons, the most well-known of which are Wikipedia or Linux, have revived this approach of managing goods (Bollier, 2014). Recently, it has been considered at the intergovernmental level with the concept of the digital public good (DigitalPublicGoodsAlliance, 2021). In defiance of private property laws, markets, and states, advocates for commons have shown that this is an efficient and effective way to move forward. Specific communities are responsible for and guarantors of certain resources they have committed to. Regardless of whether the resource is material or immaterial, the commons are defined by a set of social practices and cultures that transcend the collective management of the resource.

The guiding principle of commons is not the resource itself but the sustainability of the community that manages it and of the social rules, values, and ethics that are developed for this purpose. The underlying vision of commons is to serve humanity through social cooperation and mutual support. From a conceptual perspective, the focus of commons is on human, social, and civic concerns. These typically include, for example, openness and feedback, shared decision-making, diversity, society equity, and sociability in the commons (Bollier, 2004, p. 275).

Distinguishing information commons from knowledge commons seems obvious, as information is distinct from knowledge. Knowledge is a cognitive processing capability that results in empowerment and requires intellectual and/or physical effort from those who enact it. Information, by contrast, is formatted and structured data available in the world; it is instantiated only and only when a knowledge processing action takes place (David and Foray, 2003).


Information Commons

Information commons emerged in the 1950s and consist of an openly shared set of information and tools to handle information (Aigrain, 2005, p. 74). Information commons are composed of at least three layers: the physical layer, the logical layer, and the content layer. The physical layer consists of the electromagnetic spectrum, cables, wires, and fibers. The logical layer consists of software and technical protocols that allow expression to be carried over the physical layer. The content layer consists of information, expression, and culture (Benkler, 2001; Bollier, 2004, p. 276).

Information commons is a conceptual tool to raise awareness about collectively owned and managed resources (e.g., Internet, broadcast airwaves) and the claim for legal authority and social norms to control and manage those resources (Bollier, 2004, p. 280). This conceptual tool helps when discussing digital aspects of democratic culture in a knowledge society.

To move from information to knowledge commons, it is worth looking at learning commons. In past decades—particularly with the shift from teacher-centered to learner-centered pedagogies and to the digitalization of human activities—libraries created the concept of the learning commons. Learning commons are collaborative learning spaces that contain various technologies, resources, and services provided by diverse academic units (Blummer and Kenton, 2017, p. 331). Similar to maker spaces (another example of community-led knowledge commons), libraries are considered a “third place” (Blummer and Kenton, 2017, p. 333) where people can access knowledge through different means, resources, and interactions. This third place is also managed from the perspective of the public good, that is, shared decision-making, openness, and feedback. As a side note, it is interesting to underline the key role of librarians in the development of Open Science in academia today. Not only do librarians offer support for new practices related to Open Science, but they can also help design these practices (e.g., Class et al., 2021).



Knowledge Commons

Hess and Ostrom (2007) rely on the relationship established by Machlup (1983) between knowledge, information, and data. This relationship has similarities with David and Foray (2003) theory, discussed above, but incorporates data as a third element. In it, data are considered as raw bits of information, information as organized data in context, and knowledge as the assimilation of information and understanding of how to use it. Finally, knowledge “refers to all intelligible ideas, information, and data in whatever form in which it is expressed or obtained” (Hess and Ostrom, 2007, p. 7).

Hess and Ostrom (2007) caution that research on knowledge commons does not take into account the breadth and depth of the literature on natural-resource commons. Knowledge commons are analyzed both from the perspective of enclosure and the perspective of openness/inclusiveness (i.e., democracy and human rights). In the former, threats take the form of property legislation that prevents open access to knowledge. In the latter, which draws on Benkler (2001), the focus is on digital interoperability, Open Science, and networks to the detriment of the importance of sharing and using shared knowledge to support sustainable democratic societies (Hess and Ostrom, 2007, p. 13). What is needed is a framework that respects the fundamental properties of commons, including the sustainability of the community, shared, and collaboratively managed resources. As a reminder, Ostrom (1990)’s principles for the successful management of natural-resource commons are as follows: clearly defined community boundaries, congruence between rules and local conditions, collective choice arrangements, monitoring, graduated sanctions, conflict resolution mechanisms, local enforcement of local rules, and multiple layers of nested enterprises (Rozas et al., 2021). Inspired by research on natural-resource commons, a similar framework could organize research on knowledge commons. Indeed, research is emerging that attempts to apply the management of natural-resource commons to knowledge commons (e.g., Sanfilippo et al., 2018 see Figure 1 and Table 7 specifically; Stuermer et al., 2017).




Open Education


Education and Research in Education

In Western societies, education as a field of research is relatively young: about 100 years old (Van der Maren et al., 2019). For several decades, researchers argued about the status of education: is it a craft, an art or a science (Burkhardt and Schoenfeld, 2003)? This dispute can be clearly seen in the “paradigm war” among educational researchers (Reeves, 1999; Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2009), who wrangled over whether qualitative or experimental research should be the dominant approach in educational research. The field also underwent substantial changes after World War II (Laot and Rogers, 2015).

The International Bureau of Education (IBE) was founded in 1925 by leading figures in the New Education movement, such as Edouard Claparède, Pierre Bovet, Adolphe Ferrière, and Béatrice Ensor. These leaders advocated for learner-centered education rather than organizational, curricula- and teacher-centered education (Hofstetter and Schneuwly, 2013, p. 216). Some 20 years later, in 1945, UNESCO was created with the pacifist aim of working towards IBE’s goal of building a better world through education. However, in 1957, UNESCO added an economic objective to its initial endeavor, recommending that countries put 5% of their GDP towards schooling in order to support development (Laot and Rogers, 2015). In addition, in the 1940s and 1950s, several supranational organizations either began to focus on education or were created to promote education and scientific research in education (e.g., the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement, OECD, NATO). These organizations attempted to stimulate economic progress through the education, training, and qualification of the working-class population. At the same time, philosophy and history of education, which were key components of university curricula in education, were replaced by scientific approaches borrowed from the natural sciences, for example, experimental methods (Rohstock, 2015).

Education as a scientific field has a responsibility with regard to research methods both for young and senior researchers. In the social sciences, research method education has been studied for more than a decade, beginning with the seminal work of Garner et al. (2009). Researchers have uncovered valuable insights for the praxis (e.g., Garner et al., 2009; Wagner et al., 2011, 2019; Earley, 2014; Kilburn et al., 2014; Lewthwaite and Nind, 2016; Nind and Lewthwaite, 2018), including the necessary mastery of Shulman (1987)’s pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) in the domain of research methods education (Nind, 2020). A recent call for the creation of new methods to study Open Education is also underlined (Ramirez-Montoya, 2020; Savin-Baden, Accepted). For these reasons, research methods might better be presented as a topic of ignorance (see the section below on the knowledge society), rather than from a deterministic perspective. In addition, the philosophy and history of education are essential parts of Content Knowledge (CK) in the domain of research methods education and need to be revisited with Openness and mastered as complex, dynamic, and diverse knowledge.

Education as a practice has been shown to require knowledge and competencies (Jonnaert et al., 2020), but concepts like imagination, creativity, inspiration, and intuition (Hayes, 2007) have been largely ignored in this field. To what extent could these constitute important building blocks for education? With reference to Einstein’s insights, we share here an understanding of these important concepts. “The use of logic permits a person to move from point A to point B; by contrast, imagination can take the mind in any direction it chooses, without restraint” (Hayes, 2007, p. 150). Einstein said that “the intuitive mind is a sacred gift, while the rational mind is only its faithful servant,” but “our society honors the servant and has forgotten the gift” (Waks, 2006; Culham, 2015;, p. 1). Intuition is a form of understanding that is rapid and spontaneous, without the need for conscious thought (Dörfler and Eden, 2014), which can weigh and integrate many factors in split seconds (Dijksterhuis, 2007). It can facilitate direct knowing (Sinclair, 2011), fast problem solving, decision-making, and creativity (Dane and Pratt, 2009) and can even be more accurate than reasoning in complex situations (Pretz, 2011; Sipman et al., 2021, p. 1). Unconventional approaches that engage body and mind and oriented toward finding solutions lead to engagement and deep learning and generate creativity, ingenuity, and inspiration (Nordstrom and Korpelainen, 2011).



Open Education

Open Educational Practices (OEP) offer the opportunity to explore unconventional educational approaches. OEP have been studied for 15 years (e.g., Cronin and Maclaren, 2018; Paskevicius and Irvine, 2019; Bali et al., 2020b; Huang et al., 2020; Clinton-Lisell, 2021; Werth and Williams, 2022), and research shows that five conditions are enabling: (i) Open Educational Resources (OER) as input and output; (ii) enabling technology to support a connected learning community where OEP can flourish; (iii) open teaching approaches that empower students to construct their own learning pathways; (iv) open collaboration to reach out to concerned communities for students to interact with stakeholders outside of academia; and (v) open assessment through peer evaluation, reflective practice, and evaluation by third parties (Huang et al., 2020). Six reasons to adopt OEP resonate with the five conditions and are foregrounded as follows: (i) sharing, that is, the freedom to create, share, and reuse knowledge; (2) transparency, that is, the capacity to trace the knowledge construction process and underlying values and transparency in the entire process from admission to certification; (iii) collaborative knowledge construction, that is, participate in the building of the collective intelligence; (iv) deconstructing power structures in the educational environment, that is, giving voice to everybody; (v) personalized learning, that is, learners have authority to determine their learning needs and learning path; and (vi) learner empowerment, that is, learners are involved as active full-fledged stakeholders in each step of the learning process from the choice of learning outcomes to the design of assessment (Werth and Williams, 2022).

This perspective of OEP is primarily oriented towards pedagogical aims. It is important to be aware that other dimensions are currently being researched. Framing OEP from a social justice perspective (Bali et al., 2020a,b) sounds particularly challenging but all the more relevant within educational endeavours. It echoes other parts of this text that focus on decolonisation, absences and emergences. Authors discuss the impact of OEP and the extent to which they can be considered socially just. They particularly identify actors and contexts where OEP support social justice at cultural, economic and/or political levels and classify them on a continuum from transformative to negative in terms of impact (Bali et al., 2020b).

Keeping in mind this complex background and recalling the history of Open Education (e.g., Weller, 2014; Blessinger and Bliss, 2016; Weller et al., 2018; Bozkurt et al., 2019), the question remains: where should scholars put emphasis today? On the “Open” aspect? On the “Education” aspect? On “Open Education” as a construct and potential means of renewing education?

In this paper, we have deliberately positioned Open Education within the conceptual approach of the public good and commons. This is important to underline with regard to the three strategies used to define approaches to openness. The first strategy associates openness with historical periods or movements in which it thrived (e.g., Florence in 1373, open-source software movement); the second examines the philosophical and conceptual underpinnings of openness, such as the public good; and the third seeks ways to operationalize the concept of Open Education (e.g., with licenses that privilege copyleft over copyright). Constructs common to the three strategies include “the role of freedom, justice, respect, openness as attitude or culture, the absence of barriers, promotion of sharing, accessibility, transparency, collaboration, agency, self-direction, personalization, and ubiquitous ownership” with freedom and transparency as the two essential values from which the remaining derive (Baker, 2017, p. 131).

Again, despite the reference in the call for papers to emerging technologies, in this article we deliberately separate Open Education from technology. In Peter and Deimann (2013)’s history of Open Education, the authors emphasize the importance of dissociating the essentials of this construct from technology. For instance, in the Florence period mentioned above, books were socially perceived as a means of bypassing state and religious authority, which allowed the printing press to develop rapidly; in other words, the values preceded the technology. It can also be interpreted the other way round, that is, the technology enabled the book to become socially what it became. Technologies like printing, railways, computers, and Internet did and do play a role in Open Education, but this is the case throughout the continuum of education, up to and including “closed and controlled education.” In the 1980s, technology started to be foregrounded as a vector of change. This idea is supported by leading economic organizations like WEF, the World Bank, or OECD, which advocate for change through technology and the capitalist economy. Today, this agenda is questioned and even described as “digital feudalism” (Morozov, 2016 cited by Deimann, 2020). In our opinion, therefore, technology should not be foregrounded as the exclusive vector of Openness. Moreover, focusing on Open and Human values, in complementarity with technology, seems to be a more sustainable avenue for future endeavors.





THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The primary theoretical framework adopted for this SoTL study is the sociology of absences and emergences. Experiential learning theory is used to conceptualize engagement through active learning. Both combined are deemed relevant to conduct research in the knowledge society because they provide a means of theorizing ignorance and experience.


Sociology of Absences

The sociology of absences aims to show that what “does not exist” is in fact actively produced as non-existent, that is, a non-credible alternative to what exists. This transgressive approach breaks with the positivist principle of reducing reality to what exists and to what can be analyzed using the methodological and analytical instruments of the modern social sciences. The sociology of absences aims precisely to consider what exists beyond this “abyssal line”—to make possible objects that are impossible and make present those that are absent. There is not a single and unique way not to exist. Not existing is the result of certain processes and logic applied to everything that does not fit into the linear temporality and whole of metonymic reasoning. The sociology of absences focuses on social experiments that have not been entirely colonized by metonymic reasoning. It seeks to explore what exists in the South that is independent from the constructed North/South dichotomy. It is about researching what exists beyond the abyssal line using non-modern mindsets and epistemologies (Santos, 2016, p. 251 and following). We consider it as a concrete intellectual tool to operationalize UNESCO (2021, p. 15) recommendation to open up to diverse knowledge: “Open dialog with other knowledge systems refers to the dialog between different knowledge holders, that recognizes the richness of diverse knowledge systems and epistemologies and diversity of knowledge producers.”



Sociology of Emergences

While the sociology of absences broadens the range of social experiences that are already available, the sociology of emergences broadens the range of possible social experiences. This is where imagination comes into play. The sociologies of absences and emergences are deeply connected: The first builds on social experiences and the second on anchored social expectations.

The sociology of emergences aims to symbolically increase the importance of knowledge, practices, and actors in order to identify future trends and thereby make hope more probable than frustration. Such symbolic amplification is essentially a kind of sociological imagination that allows researchers to better investigate the conditions that make hope possible and better define the principles for action that will promote the fulfillment of those conditions. The sociology of emergences acts on possibilities (i.e., potentials) and capacities (e.g., legitimate authority, power) and focuses on care, without being deterministic.

Figure 1 (below) is a visual representation of the theoretical framework for this SoTL study, which should help readers to synthesize and grasp the main concepts presented here. The framework flourishes from the concept of experiential learning. It is considered from the socio-cultural environment and organized on two continua Autonomy–Adaptation and Expression–Application. The first continuum expresses the degree of empowerment and the second the degree of creativity of individuals interacting with their environment (Usher et al., 1997, pp. 104–114). Individual experiences in identifying absences and facilitating emergences will contribute to larger, similar endeavors. Imagination, knowledge, inspiration, creativity, and intuition all guide scholars and other stakeholders toward collective intelligence.


[image: image]

FIGURE 1. Visual representation of the theoretical framework, drawing on Santos (2016) and the previous studies (Usher et al., 1997; Usher, 2018).





MATERIALS AND METHODS

Open Education impacts our scholarly praxis. Praxis is to be understood in the Freiran sense (Freire, 1994) of reflexion and action deeply entangled and aimed at transforming the world by leveraging (epistemic) justice. Adopting a critical perspective conducted through a SoTL study (Boyer, 1990) was motivated to explore some of this impact. Table 1 outlines the study’s guiding research question and the resulting process used to reach findings (Hubball and Clarke, 2010, p. 4).


TABLE 1. SoTL approach used in this study.

[image: Table 1]



FINDINGS

“I believe in intuition and inspiration. Imagination is more important than knowledge. For knowledge is limited, whereas imagination embraces the entire world, stimulating progress, giving birth to evolution. It is, strictly speaking, a real factor in scientific research.”—Einstein.


Findings With Regard to Open Educational Practices

The first finding of this study consists of an example of a contribution to the knowledge society by one higher education research methods teacher (the author) through an Open Educational Practice (Table 2).


TABLE 2. Summary table to situate the scholar’s Open Educational Practices.

[image: Table 2]

First, I assessed my Open Education capacities with a recent practice-oriented inventory (Universidad-Internacional-de-La-Rioja, no date). This inventory addresses key questions with regard to OEP and offers a summary in the form of a synthetic table together with recommendations for further improvements. Table 2 captures each dimension—from design to assessment through to content and teaching—and the three levels: foreign to OEP, starting to engage, and advanced.

Reaching the advanced level depicted in Table 2 (blue font) requires professional development from the teacher, that is, interest, commitment, and work. In my case, this development has been conducted on a personal-initiative basis through an extremely interesting course on Open Education developed from previously existing Open Educational Resources (OpenMed, 2015). I participated in this 40-h course offered within a Moroccan project (Univ-Ouverte@Maroc, 2021) during the 5 weeks that partly ran in parallel with the research method course I was teaching and that is reported below as an example of OEP. Although I was already an Open educator in many respects, this course was an excellent occasion not only to learn and read more and advance my reflection but also further my praxis. In particular, it was after taking this inventory that I began involving external stakeholders in assessing students’ work (Achour Rahmani et al., 2021).

Huang et al. (2020) have identified five conditions for effective OEP, which are shown in the left column of Table 3. The right column explains how each condition has been scenarized and implemented within a 2-ECTS qualitative research method course offered at the master’s level.


TABLE 3. Implementation of the five OEP conditions in a qualitative research method course at the master’s level.

[image: Table 3]

In future editions of the course, it will be important to discuss qualitative research methods that are epistemologically aligned with knowledge society paradigm shift. For instance, Reader et al. (2021, p. 1) ask questions to which we do not have answers yet but are important to raise in order to investigate new, unknown dimensions. Examples of the questions asked by the authors—one of whom is a research methods teacher—include “Where do the mythical, mystical and spiritual end and the rational, objective and empirical begin?” and “How do we find our bearings in the midst of this complexity and where do we search for resources that are trustworthy and reliable?” Introducing this kind of questioning will balance the pedagogical and social justice aspects of the OEP (Bali et al., 2020b).



Interview Findings

The study’s second finding focuses on epistemology and is based on one interview with a francophone research methods teacher in the area of education and one focus group with anglophone scholars who have been studying research methods education for many years.

The francophone teacher explained that in her university, there used to be a course entitled Epistemology of research in education, which was compulsory for all students. When the teacher who used to offer this course retired, her position—Chair of knowledge sociology—was discontinued, as the institution chose to prioritize other directions for research. Her course continued to be offered for some years before it was also discontinued. The interviewed teacher noted that she has observed a narrowing of epistemological questions at the institutional level, resulting in both teachers and students lacking fundamental knowledge. She underlined two current unproductive attitudes: first, that epistemology goes without saying and as such it is not necessary to teach it; second, that all researchers are able to teach epistemology. Restoring a broad mindset on these key questions of how knowledge is produced and utilized seems timely with the Open paradigm.

The focus group with anglophone scholars was organized in order to compare research findings to their own research findings in an anglophone context. We will focus on one salient aspect of this focus group that concerns epistemology. First, the group noticed that epistemology was not a major topic in their research interviews, nor one that was spontaneously brought up: “This is the kind of things [epistemology] that people learn when they are doing their formal research methods training and then just kind of move on from. It sort of all becomes so embedded that they do not use those words and framing to talk about it.” They also found that talking about practice and observing actual classroom teaching were sometimes quite different because research method teachers lacked a pedagogical vocabulary. As a result, scholars of the focus group ended up acting as information brokers to help their interviewees articulate their pedagogical practices1.



Modeling the Knowledge Creation Process

The previous sections of this paper—specifically, those that link knowledge commons to a theoretical framework of absences and emergences to address ignorance in a knowledge society—form the core of the study’s third finding. Within research method education, axiology, ontology, and epistemology are important to understand, as they constitute the breeding ground of research methods. It is fundamental to the work of research method teachers to question the methods inherited by modern societies, with a view to helping researchers to unveil research objects, that is, emergence process. Up to now, huge efforts have been made towards achieving the Open Access part of Open Science. It is now time to investigate the many remaining facets of Open Science and Open Education: for instance, what science means, making sense of the Open paradigm, reaching out to a variety of knowledge systems (UNESCO, 2021), and working together to build a collective intelligence.

To sum up this third finding, we have provided a visual representation (Figure 2) that builds on Class et al. (2021, Figure 8).


[image: image]

FIGURE 2. Toward Openness in the knowledge creation process, building in ignorance, imagination, inspiration, intuition, and creativity.


To properly understand the core process (depicted in the center circle), it is important to underline that the process is not linear and that each individual element loops on itself. Data are considered as raw bits of information that turn into information when structured. Information is organized data in context that becomes knowledge when it is assimilated by actors who understood how to use it. Knowledge is a cognitive processing capacity that leads to both empowerment and ignorance when fully explored with diverse epistemologies. Ignorance is a form of available knowledge that needs to be recognized as such and that involves imagination. Imagination is a way of broadening the range of possible knowledge and experiences, particularly through inspiration, intuition, and creativity, which are “gifts” that need to be recovered.

The backdrop framework for this process (depicted on the sides) is twofold and relies on knowledge creation processes seen from the scientific-creation perspective (left) and the social perspective (right), as well as on a variety of key elements such as Openness, the knowledge society, and collective intelligence.




SUGGESTIONS FOR THE ADOPTION AND ADAPTATION OF OPEN PRACTICES

As with a design-based study that produces design principles (McKenney and Reeves, 2019), and following reviewers’ comments, scholars can find here some conceptual tools and suggestions for potential adaptation. Indeed, one feature of OEP is making practices transparent so that others can adopt and adapt them and share them again as renewed practice. The breadth and depth of the practices will evolve with time.

Conceptual and positioning tools:

➢ PCK (Shulman, 1987) and TPACK (Koehler et al., 2013) frameworks

These frameworks help scholars to unpack the different types of knowledge that are involved in an area of study. Taking time to identify the pedagogical, content, technological, and combined types of knowledge (e.g., technological and pedagogical) is part of basic educational work. Conducting this work with colleagues and stakeholders from the discipline is worth the huge effort it demands. In addition to the current body of knowledge, scholars can draw on competencies frameworks, professional bodies’ frameworks, knowledge that reside in communities, etc.

➢ Inventory by Universidad-Internacional-de-La-Rioja (no date)

This is a powerful starter tool for evaluating a teacher’s OEP proficiency. Teachers can answer the inventory and then analyze the recommendations, find open courses to improve, read, etc., according to their needs. We recommend that this be done with some colleagues for community spirit, as this will help provide support when crossing thresholds (Meyer et al., 2010). Changing one’s praxis touches on professional identity and requires teachers to have support.

➢ Frameworks for developing inspiration, creativity, and imagination

We do not yet know of any framework in this area, but tools are emerging. For instance, Henriksen et al. (2016) define creativity as a goal-driven process of developing solutions that are novel, effective, and whole. Henriksen (2018) lists seven core transdisciplinary skills involved in creativity: (1) observing; (2) patterning; (3) abstracting; (4) embodied thinking; (5) modeling; (6) play; and (7) synthesis. Taking time to reflect and apply these skills might be a good start. With regard to intuition, Figure 3 from Sipman et al. (2021) represents an interesting flow and the bibliography of the article is rich and can be an excellent resource.

As Einstein said, intuition, imagination, etc., are gifts. It is important to learn to include them in our scholarship, and so it is each scholar’s responsibility to find creative ways to do it.

➢ UNESCO (2021) recommendations for Open Science

Teachers should read the recommendations carefully, evaluate what their country/institution already offers (e.g. roadmaps, services) and evaluate how they want to/are invited to change their practice. They can examine the relationship between Open Science and Open Education and seek coaching if they need it. A very inspiring example to scaffold a deep approach to Openness is that led by Ecuador under the name of buen vivir and buen conocer (Arauz, 2022).

➢ Self-assessment tool for institutional open education practices

This tool (Morgan et al., 2021) enables practitioners to understand where their institution stands in terms of Openness. Change agents may also want to approach decision-makers inviting them to reflect on the four following dimensions - advocacy, policy, leadership and institutional culture – mandate, reputation, centralization/decentralization – as a starting point for future action.

Suggestions:

➢ Adopt a critical perspective and question the methods you are using.

Whether in teaching or in research, we are usually “reproducing” models from different origins. Question your schema, methods, and practices. Where do they come from? Are you deliberately using them and do you agree with their values, epistemologies, etc.? In other words, avoid reproducing approaches “within institutional positivism” (Piron, 2019; Godrie et al., 2020) and question and document yourself until you reach schema, methods, and practices you are aligned with. This takes time, usually months or years.

➢ Involve learners, communities, and stakeholders in the design of your course.

Involve learners and other actors in a participatory way from the beginning (e.g., Funk, 2021) and have them choose the learning outcomes that best suit each of them. Depending on how you teach, it might be difficult to change your posture; the Eduvista scale, designed for introducing technology in one’s teaching, might be helpful in this respect (Eduvista, 2010–2014).

➢ Read scholars with experience in Openness.

Educators who have practiced Openness are numerous. Among the most well-known are John Dewey, Maria Montessori, Paulo Freire, Ivan Illich, and Jacques Rancière.

➢ Keep up to date with the literature on Open education.

The literature on Open Educational Practices, Open Educational Resources, and more generally on Open Education is increasing as funded research in this area becomes more common. Try to find inspiring theories, examples, and case studies in this wealth of literature (e.g., Weller, 2014, 2020; Inamorato dos Santos et al., 2016, 2017; Inamorato dos Santos, 2019; Jung, 2019; Bali et al., 2020a; Burgos, 2020; Farrow and Mathers, 2020; Farrow et al., 2020; García-Holgado et al., 2020; Pitt et al., 2020; Burgos and Berrada, 2021; Burgos et al., 2021; Class, 2021; Stracke et al., 2021; Tlili et al., 2021).



DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this reflective paper, we share three findings. The first is at the level of practice: we share an Open Educational Practice (Anderson, 2009; Cronin and Maclaren, 2018; Bali et al., 2020a; Huang et al., 2020; Werth and Williams, 2022) in research methods teaching at the master’s level. More generally speaking, this practice opens up discussion for broader suggestions and conceptual tools for scholars willing to adopt Open Scholarship practices.

The second is at the level of reflection and concerns the history and philosophy of education. The findings from the interview and focus group (which encompass samples from both the French- and English-speaking worlds) echo the literature, specifically Rohstock (2015) observation that after World War II, supranational organizations dedicated to education replaced philosophy and history of education with so-called scientific approaches inspired from natural sciences. Reintroducing the former approaches is both called for and timely in the knowledge society.

The third is at the level of theory of knowledge. It concerns Openness in the knowledge creation process, considers knowledge as a common, and links it with scientific (i.e., epistemology, positionality) and social perspectives (i.e., collective intelligence) (Santos, 2016), incorporating factors such as ignorance (Innerarity, 2015a), inspiration, creativity, and imagination (Hayes, 2007).

We think that Open Education is a full-fledged construct that scholars, communities, and other stakeholders must learn about in depth. The public-health crisis has already forced societies to envisage life differently and prepared the ground to weave sustainable Open practices into education. As Peters et al. (2020, p. 1) write: “Historically, pandemics have forced humans to break with the past and imagine their world anew. This one is no different. It is a portal, a gateway between one world and the next. We can choose to walk through it, dragging the carcasses of our prejudice and hatred, our avarice, our data banks and dead ideas, our dead rivers, and smoky skies behind us. Or we can walk through lightly, with little luggage, ready to imagine another world. And ready to fight for it.”

The literature shows that over and over again, education and scholarship have been locked into the same roles, actions, and dichotomies—that is, openness vs control, qualitative vs quantitative, free vs paywall, etc.,—endorsed by different actors throughout history (e.g., the state, supranational organizations). Rather than taking a binary approach, that is, on/off (Baker, 2017, p. 132), would not it be more productive to acknowledge that openness coexists with closed/controlled education? A more sustainable approach might be to weave into the fabric of higher education the strong threads of Open Scholarship that have existed at least since the Middle Ages, in a way such that they can thrive in future. Imagination, inspiration, intuition, and creativity should be part of this fabric (Hayes, 2007) to support humanity and its ecosystem2 (Pelluchon, 2021).
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FOOTNOTES

1 It would be interesting to investigate the extent to which the teachers who are the research participants of the anglophone scholars, possess epistemological knowledge and concepts to articulate it.

2 In our efforts to build a collective intelligence, we might just discover something similar to a universal underlying golden ratio (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Golden_ratio) of Education and Openness!
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1 https.//data.snf.ch/grants/grant/ 190634. Please note that no analysis is performed here. We simply report the passages on the epistemology of the interview and focus

group because they align with Rohstock (2015), discussed above.
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