
Open letter 
 
Translation into International Sign: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zXFwEabB9lc


Demand for ethical and professional reappraisal of the research project "Die 
große Dolmetscherumfrage 2022" ("The Great Interpreter Survey 2022") of 
the Forschungsstelle Leichte Sprache (Research Center for Plain Language), 
University of Hildesheim clarification and reappraisal of the above-mentioned 
questions with the involvement of Deaf researchers has taken place.

 

This letter was prepared by Deaf experts, Deaf activists, interpreters for 
German Sign Language and German spoken language, as well as 
researchers, scientists, association representatives and allies. 

Dear Laura Maaß, dear Prof. Dr. phil. habil. Christiane Maaß, dear Ethics 
Committee of the University of Hildesheim under the direction of Prof. Dr. Peter 
Cloos, Prof. Dr. phil. Andreas Mojzisch, Prof. Dr. phil. habil. Christiane Maaß, Prof. 
Dr. Athanassios Pitsoulis and dear President of the University of Hildesheim, Prof. 
Dr. May-Britt Kallenrode, dear Prof. Dr. Silvia Hansen-Schirra of the University of 
Mainz,

 

in September 2022, the Forschungsstelle Leichte Sprache (Research Center for 
Plain Language) at the University of Hildesheim, under the direction of Prof. Dr. 
Christiane Maaß and Laura Maaß (née Schwengber), launched the online survey 
"Die große Dolmetscherumfrage 2022" ("The Great Interpreter Survey 2022"). In 
this project, according to the website (https://
www.gebaerdensprachdolmetscher.de/inhalt-der-studie.html) (2023/01/05, 1:00 
PM), "the cooperation between hearing sign language interpreters and deaf sign 
language users" is to be investigated. It also represents Laura Maaß's PhD project, 
which was submitted on Jan. 17, 2023, according to Instagram and Twitter posts.


We welcome the fact that the topics of Deaf Communities, Deaf Culture, Sign 
Languages and also the research on Sign Language Interpreting continue to come 
into the focus of research and the public. Unfortunately, the desiderata in research 
are still numerous. Similar to Disability Studies or Postcolonial Studies, we are 
dealing with a vulnerable group here, which is why this research requires sensitivity 
to a special degree, an attentive handling of power relations and the privileges that 
go along with them, as well as having to absolutely follow ethical guidelines of 
professional scientific work. This has not been the case with regard to the research 
project mentioned. 


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zXFwEabB9lc
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In the context of the research project, numerous inconsistencies in the research 
design can be identified. We have ethical concerns about the approach and 
methodology. In particular, when conducting this online survey with a vulnerable 
and marginalized group that experiences discrimination at all levels and exclusions 
in everyday life, this research design creates another barrier by creating non-
participatory framework conditions by researchers. 

In this research project, Deaf people were once again made the object of research 
about them, instead of - as would be appropriate and timely - conducting the 
project together with them. In this context, research on an equal footing means not 
to objectify Deaf people, but to conduct research on an equal footing that actually 
ensures valid results from which Deaf communities can benefit. 


Since the ethics committee of the University of Hildesheim has insufficiently 
responded to the complaint and the available arguments despite demand, we feel 
compelled to present our point of view in an open letter: 

• The research project is public and the addressees are Deaf people. Therefore, it 
is to be expected that the addressed communities will also speak up and refer 
to it. However, the survey leaves open from the beginning whether and if so, at 
which point complaints can also be submitted in German Sign Language 
(Deutsche Gebärdensprache, DGS). This is imperative because the target group 
of the survey communicates predominantly in German Sign Language and the 
survey should therefore also be designed in this language.


• Even if a complaint in German Sign Language would be possible, we 
additionally wonder how objectivity and neutrality will be maintained when 
reviewing the complaints. The reason being that  Prof. Dr. Christiane Maaß, a 
member from the ethics committee of the University of Hildesheim (https://
www.uni-hildesheim.de/organe-und-gremien/senat/kommissionen/
ethikkommission/ 2023/02/07, 8:30 PM), leads the research project, which the 
committee is to judge. In this case, it was not made transparent how our 
complaint was discussed, which persons were present and what involvement 
Prof. Dr. Christiane Maaß had in evaluating our complaint.


It is with great concern that we observe that researchers at the University of 
Hildesheim do not seem to address the responsibilities that come with 
participatory research ethics (see Hale & Napier, 2013 and Vaughn & Jacquez, 
2020). Participation in research results as well as participatory research have 
always been demanded by researched marginalized groups and are currently 
advancing to a common standard in other research projects in Germany, such as 
"Geschlechtergerechte Sprache und Genus in der Deutschen Gebärdensprache: 
Eine theoretische Bestandsaufnahme" ("Gender-equitable language and genre in 
German Sign Language: a theoretical review") by Maria Kopf (2022). 
Methodological-critical reflection on the consequences of one's own research and 
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one's own position within one's own research projects is also taken for granted 
nowadays. Reflection has not occurred despite multiple notices from the deaf 
communities. However, at times, as can be clearly seen in the case of the "Great 
Interpreter Survey 2022", morality in science falls by the wayside. 


Accordingly, we address several key issues in our further remarks: on the one 
hand, the ethical aspects of participation research, as well as the insufficient 
implementation of accessibility of the research project for the researched group 
from the perspective of the Deaf signatories.


1. insufficient active participation research 

At the beginning of the survey, the homepage referred to a cooperation with the 
Deutscher Gehörlosen-Bund e. V. (German Association of the Deaf, DGB). 
However, no such form of cooperation with the DGB and individual deaf persons 
mentioned in the research project has taken place. Deaf people and allies have 
pointed out that the statement about "cooperation" does not correspond to reality 
and have asked for correction. The Deutsche Gehörlosen- Bund e.V. had also 
insisted that this statement be corrected. This "correction" did not take place 
promptly after the first complaints and, moreover, only in the form of an Instagram 
post, which read "The Deaf Association did not continue to participate in the 
project. The Federal Association of Sign Language Interpreters continued to 
support the project" (source: https://www.instagram.com/p/CkjJoPhqqlg/, 
2023/01/17, 4:36 PM). In this time further data could be collected on-line, so that 
the Deaf Communities (which was the object of this research!) continued to get the 
wrong impression that the DGB as a representative organization for the Deaf and 
sign language users in Germany supports the project and that Deaf people were 
included here as equal partners into the research.


From this delay and the kind of the correction that took place the following 
questions arise: 

1. Why were Deaf researchers and Deaf people not involved in the research and 
part of this survey from the beginning?


2. Why was there no timely clarification of the role of the DGB and the alleged 
Deaf employees (their names were removed almost simultaneously)? 


3. Why was there no correction in German Sign Language? 

4. Why was the correction not communicated everywhere, but only in an 

Instagram post. Thus, the homepage of the survey still says: "The study is 
made by Laura M. Schwengber and Professor Christiane Maaß from the 
Department of Accessible Communication at the University of Hildesheim in 
cooperation with the German Federation of the Deaf (DGB) e.V. (...)" (Source: 

https://www.instagram.com/p/CkjJoPhqqlg/


https://www.gebaerdensprachdolmetscher.de/wer-forscht.html (2023/02/07, 
8:30 PM).


5. Why was it not explained exactly what the cooperation entailed and why it was 
terminated?


6. Lastly, we wonder why a co-operation with the German Association of the Deaf 
is claimed, although the DGB did not agree from the outset, and as such 
cannot be terminated "after"?


This form of dealing is neither appropriate for an ethical procedure in the research 
process nor towards the Deutscher Gehörlosen-Bund e.V. (German Association of 
the Deaf).


"Disability Studies does not research ABOUT, but WITH people with disabilities, by 
exploring questions of social participation with them and in view of their lived 
experiences. Thus, people with disabilities are included as active subjects instead 
of being in the position of researched passive objects as in traditional research on 
disability." (Köbsell 2019, p. 9). In the mentioned research project of the University 
of Hildesheim, we do not see sufficient participation research involving Deaf 
expertise and associations from the beginning and in all areas and steps. What 
exactly participation means is not up to the interpretation sovereignty of the 
researchers. Those involved in the project "The Great Interpreter Survey" must not 
shirk their responsibility and completely ignore modern research approaches and 
discriminatory structures. In terms of research ethics, a clear social positioning of 
the two researchers is also necessary: they are hearing, their first language is 
German and they are academically educated, among other privileged positions. 
The research project at the University of Hildesheim obviously did not succeed in 
dealing with these privileges in a responsible way.


2. accessibility 

The survey that was part of the project was not designed to be accessible, as it 
was only available in written form. The survey was about deaf people who 
communicate in German Sign Language. Due to experienced historical 
discrimination and language deprivation, it cannot be assumed that Deaf people in 
general have comprehensive written language competence and thus have full 
access to the survey. Accessible information for Deaf people primarily means 
access to information in a sign language, their natural language (see 
Bundesfachstelle Barrierefreiheit, https://www.bundesfachstelle-barrierefreiheit.de/
DE/Fachwissen/Information-und-Kommunikation/Gebaerdensprache/
gebaerdensprache_node.html (2023/02/07, 8:30 PM).


It is therefore to be welcomed that a Deaf interpreter was used for the research 
portal. However, we are very surprised that the sign language materials were 
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limited only to the introduction to the survey. In contrast, no sign language 
translation was provided for the survey itself, making it difficult for Deaf people to 
participate in the survey, even though the survey was explicitly aimed at this target 
group. The presentation and wording of the questions also made it additionally 
difficult to follow the survey without good written language skills. This represents a 
major disadvantage for the group being researched. 


When asked by a participant on social media whether the questionnaire would also 
be offered in DGS, the researcher replied that efforts had been made to formulate 
the questionnaire as comprehensibly as possible. Also, the researcher offered an 
appointment for a joint completion in a video conference appointment of the 
software Zoom, in which the questions would be presented in DGS and 
participants could select the answers on their cell phones. This meant an 
acceptance of non-controlled and possibly deviant translations resulting in 
improper research methodology which does not do the requirements of such work 
justice. In addition, it must be noted here that accessibility played a subordinate 
role in the survey. Instead, barriers were initially erected, which were then to be 
retroactively removed in each individual case upon request. This procedure would 
still have been understandable to a certain extent if technical solutions were not 
available or if the knowledge of DGS as the first language of deaf people was not 
known to the researchers. However, this is not the case.


This cannot be due to technical and content-related difficulties, because there are 
already numerous best practice examples of surveys that were designed in 
German Sign Language and enabled deaf people to participate without barriers. 
Another illustrative example is the work of Johannes Till Höcker (2010) 
"Sozialmedizinische Aspekte der medizinischen Versorgung gehörlosen Menschen 
in Deutschland" (https://openscience.ub.uni-mainz.de/handle/20.500.12030/1008, 
07.02.2023, 20:30), in the abstract it is stated that a quantitative online 
questionnaire with sign language videos was developed, likewise in the past in 
several research projects meticulous attention was already paid to participation of 
Deafblind people. For this reason, we are more than surprised that academics from 
the Master's program "Accessible Communication" do not see themselves in a 
position to design a research design for Deaf people in an equal and accessible 
way from the beginning. For research projects on accessible communication, 
accessibility in communication should actually be a matter of course! 

However, the survey is hardly designed accessible for deaf people. When 
interested deaf participants inquired about accessibility, they were told that 
"comprehensible" formulations were intentionally chosen, because answers would 
be needed in writing for the scientific evaluation. This was then used to justify the 
procedure that in individual cases it would be possible to convey the questions in 
DGS. This is by no means accessibility! 


https://openscience.ub.uni-mainz.de/handle/20.500.12030/1008


How is it that accessibility and the associated laws are taught (UN-BRK, BGG, 
BITV 2.0, etc.), but not applied in the research project itself? The mode of 
operation and reactions to queries from communities show who claims the 
sovereignty of interpretation in matters of accessibility for themselves. The fact 
that Deaf people have to turn to researchers when they have issues understanding 
a survey about their own needs and concerns is scandalous in two respects:


• Researchers in the field of accessibility are unable to turn legal frameworks and 
theoretical approaches to accessibility into practice. In view of these serious 
omissions, we wonder whether these deficiencies show not only in the survey, 
but also in the curriculum of the study program itself. This touches on quality 
requirements in the design of the study program, which should not be ignored 
by the management of the University of Hildesheim.  


• The lack of accessibility was justified by the fact that data for the scientific 
evaluation would be required in writing. This sends the message that formal 
requirements of science take precedence over barrier-free access! Moreover, 
this does not correspond to the facts; there are already numerous examples of 
research projects mentioned, such as the De-Sign Bilingual Project (https://
designbilingual.univie.ac.at/index.php, 07.02.2023, 20:30), which have 
implemented sign language data collection. Moreover, any sign language can be 
transferred to written form.


Above all, that a university, specifically one committed to "Accessible 
Communication", offers a related master's program, implements only a minimum 
of accessibility for Deaf participants is more than disappointing. This group is the 
focus of the research project. Moreover, the university does not correct or reflect 
accordingly in case of critical indications. This, however should be a standard and 
not least intrinsic requirement for a project in this subject matter. The lack of 
willingness to learn and lack of self-reflection are a slap in the face of all who have 
to struggle day in and day out with the barriers that this survey claims to want to 
capture. The criticism of deaf people about the serious omissions of the survey 
must be taken seriously and the whole matter must be dealt with appropriately, i.e. 
in an accessible way, communicatively speaking.  


In addition to these two focal points of our criticism, there are other omissions that 
we would also like to point out:


As already touched upon above with regard to ethical issues, it should also be 
noted that it is questionable in terms of data protection law if the survey is 
designed in such a way that Deaf participants cannot answer it alone. All 
participants are assured anonymity, but in the case of Deaf people, this standard 
does not seem to be required. The fact that the assured anonymity does not apply 
to everyone is not made transparent. In this respect, researchers have also failed 
to take responsibility and precautions under data protection law.


https://designbilingual.univie.ac.at/index.php
https://designbilingual.univie.ac.at/index.php


The research situation on the topics of sign languages, Deaf communities and sign 
language interpreting may still be unsatisfactory in many respects in the German-
speaking world. However, there is extensive professional literature - both German-
language and international publications - on the subject of client satisfaction, the 
relationship between Deaf clients and sign language interpreters, as well as on 
many other professional topics.


With regard to "The Great Interpreter Survey 2022", the impression arises that this 
research takes place detached from the scientific discourse: Relevant institutes 
were not involved: neither nationally nor internationally. No reference was made to 
high-profile researchers and their published work. Furthermore, we miss the 
consideration of basic professional knowledge. 


The researchers write about the use of "Leichte Sprache Plus" ("Easy Language 
Plus") in their survey "This form of Easy Language Plus is similar to German Sign 
Language" (source: https://www.instagram.com/p/CkjJoPhqqlg/, 2023/02/07, 8:30 
PM). The two hearing researchers represent this audist assumption, although it 
contradicts professional points of view. This is a discriminatory statement that 
contradicts the definition of DGS (see https://www.bundesfachstelle-
barrierefreiheit.de/DE/Fachwissen/Information-und-Kommunikation/
Gebaerdensprache/gebaerdensprache_node.html, 07.02.2023, 08:30 PM and 
https://www.slm.uni-hamburg.de/studium/studiengaenge/ba-studiengaenge/
gebaerdensprachen.html, 2023/02/07, 8:30 PM). In addition, the comparison of 
"Leichte Sprache Plus" and German Sign Language did not cite any scientific 
evidence, which is why it is a violation of the professional criteria. Furthermore, the 
scientific criterion of not taking note of already existing knowledge of a 
marginalized community is violated, which is why professional and ethical 
dishonesty can be assumed. After publication of the work, it will be necessary to 
examine how scientifically sound and meaningful the submitted work will be in 
view of the serious qualitative deficiencies. 


Research on structurally disadvantaged people always requires critical reflection 
on one's own actions, especially when the research perpetuates and reinforces 
one's own positions of power. Despite indications from deaf communities, in 
personal conversations and also after reports to the ethics committee of the 
University of Hildesheim, such a reflection was not recognizably carried out in the 
present research project. Rather, the research is continued under exclusion of the 
marginalized vulnerable group to be researched. Instead it is stated that the 
implementation is always correct and in accordance with the research ethos, 
which is in complete contradiction to the criticism.

 

Here we ask ourselves: can the research goal of improving a collaboration with 
interpreters be achieved if in the design of the survey several ethical codes and the 
most basic professional content are already questioned? How is the goal to be 
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achieved if the researcher claims authority and critical comments from Deaf people 
are not addressed? Can the validity of the results be guaranteed if Deaf people are 
excluded from the research? Our unequivocal verdict: No! 

 

We demand:


• A transparent, independent and ethical review of the research project by the 
ethics committee, without the participation of persons involved in the project but 
with the participation of deaf scientists.


• Clear strategies for naming and avoiding abuse of power as well as a clear 
classification of power-critical aspects on the part of the researchers.


• No data collection on accessible communication without active participation of 
Deaf people.


• No culturally sensitive topic treatments without participation of Deaf people in 
order to avoid cultural appropriation


• An explanation of why accessibility was omitted, as this leads to the exclusion 
of people from the vulnerable group and thus also relativizes and marginalizes 
political demands from Deaf communities.


• A self-critical reflection in the study program "Accessible Communication" that 
this research project contributes to exclusions as well as a publication of this 
self-critical reflection and public apology on the part of the researchers in 
German Sign Language. 


• To delete the data collected under false pretense.


• To reject the data collected and evaluated so far because of the methodological 
deficiencies, at least to evaluate them as insufficient.


It would be good for the researchers to learn from their own mistakes, not to 
contribute to the discrimination of others, but to stand in solidarity with them! This 
is indispensable, especially in courses of study such as Accessible 
Communication and the Research Center for Easy Language. It is to be hoped that 
this will also be recognized by those responsible at the University of Hildesheim.
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Co-signers from the Deaf communities 

5. Helmut Vogel, Präsident des Deutschen Gehörlosen-Bundes e.V., 
Lehrbeauftragter, Historiker


6. Elisabeth Kaufmann, 1. Vizepräsidentin des Deutschen Gehörlosen- Bund e.V. 


7. Jörg Apel, qual. Dozent für Deutsche Gebärdensprache, Lehrbeauftragter


8. Dana Apel, päd. Mitarbeiterin, Förderschule mit Förderschwerpunkt Hören, 
staatl. anerk. Dozentin für Deutsche Gebärdensprache


9. Dr. Ulrike Gotthardt, Fachärztin für Nervenheilkunde, LWL-Klinik Lengerich, und 
Fachteam "Gesundheit" des Deutschen Gehörlosen-Bund e.V.


10. Melanie Loy, Praxisforschung in Sozialer Arbeit und Pädagogik M.A., 
wissenschaftliche Mitarbeiterin mit dem Ziel der Promotion


11. Wille Felix Zante, Referent für Presse- und Öffentlichkeitsarbeit beim 
Deutschen Gehörlosen-Bund e. V., Autor, Journalist und Dozent, Magister 
Artium Gebärdensprachen &  Sprache, Literatur und Kultur Nordamerikas


https://www.bundesfachstelle-barrierefreiheit.de/DE/Fachwissen/Information-und-Kommunikation/Gebaerdensprache/gebaerdensprache_node.html
https://www.bundesfachstelle-barrierefreiheit.de/DE/Fachwissen/Information-und-Kommunikation/Gebaerdensprache/gebaerdensprache_node.html
https://openscience.ub.uni-mainz.de/handle/20.500.12030/1008
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/335701631_Sign_language_interpreting_services_A_quick_fix_for_inclusion
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/335701631_Sign_language_interpreting_services_A_quick_fix_for_inclusion
https://designbilingual.univie.ac.at/index.php


12. Pamela Meyer, Bundesjugendvorsitzende der Deutschen Gehörlosen-Jugend 
e. V. 


13. Jenny Igersky, stellvertretende Bereichsleitung der Abteilung Betreutes 
Einzelwohnen der Sinneswandel gGmbH, Studentin der Sozialen Arbeit B.A.


14. Katharina Mitterhuber, Dipl. Rechtspflegerin (FH)


15. Xenia Dürr, Dipl. Fotograf*in, Aktivist*in, Linguist*in B.A. und 
Gebärdensprachpädagog*in


16. Corinna Brenner, Übersetzerin und Dolmetscherin, Aktivistin, Studentin der 
Deaf Studies B.A.


17. Sofia Wegner, Dipl.-Psychologin


18. Thimo Kleyboldt, Dipl. Pädagoge


19. Asha Rajashekhar, Oberstudienrätin an Sonderschulen/ Förderschwerpunkt 
Hören und Kommunikation


20. Swantje Marks, wissenschaftliche*r Mitarbeiter*in, sonderpädagogische 
Fachkraft, M.A. Sonderpädagogik mit der Fachrichtung 
Gebärdensprachpädagogik


21. Thomas Finkbeiner, Dipl. Sa/Dipl. Sp (Fh), Übersetzer und Dolmetscher, 
Lehrbeauftragter für besondere Aufgaben


22. Stefan Goldschmidt, Magister in Soziologie und Gebärdensprachen, 
wissenschaftlicher Mitarbeiter an der Universität Hamburg


23. Alina Gervers, studentische Hilfskraft, Studentin B.A. Sonderpädagogik mit der 
Fachrichtung Gebärdensprachpädagogik und Englisch als Zweitfach


24. Olga Pollex, Lehrerin und Fachseminarleiterin für Sonderpädagogik mit den 
Fachrichtungen Gebärdensprachpädagogik und Audiopädagogik, Aktivistin bei 
dgs.faktencheck


25. Kristin Reker, Dipl. Designerin (F) und Sozialarbeiterin (B.A.), Aktivistin und 
Peer-Beraterin für die Bedarfe taubblinder und hörsehbehinderter Menschen


26. Adelina Worseck, Seminarleiterin für Jugendsprache, Studentin B.A. 
Sozialökonomie, Aktivistin


27. Simon Kollien, Dipl. Psych., Institut für DGS, Universität Hamburg


28. Benedikt J. Sequeira Gerardo, Übersetzer, Dolmetscher, Unternehmer und 
Leiter von Taubenschlag


29. Simon Tenbrink, Studienrat an Sonderschulen/ Förderschwerpunkt Hören und 
Kommunikation




30. Conny Ebert, Student*in der Politikwissenschaften (B.A.), FernUniversität 
Hagen und Mentor*in für neu oder wiedereinsteigende Fernstudierende


31. Danny Dormann, Sachbearbeiter, Aktivist und DGS-Nutzer


32. Katrin Wälder, Psychologin (M.Sc.) und psychologische Psychotherapeutin i.A.


33. Martin Stehle, Dipl. Informatiker für digitale Medien, Experte für barrierefreies 
Internet


34. Uta Meißner, Informatik B.A., Gebärdensprachpädagogin und Mitarbeiterin des 
Projekts "Digitale Unterstützung der beruflichen Eingliederung gehörloser 
Menschen"


35. Jasmin Klohe, Studienrätin Förderschule, Förderschwerpunkt Hören


36. Kirsten Zäh, Geschichte und Amerikanistik (M.A.), Peer Beraterin für die 
Belange tauber Menschen, Aktivistin


37. Susanne Klinner, Dipl. Pädagogin, Lehrbeauftragte, freiberufl. Dozentin


38. Marcus Miebach, Regierungsamtsrat, Diplom-Verwaltungswirt (FH)


39. Kelly Staudt, Sozialarbeiterin M.A. und wissenschaftliche Mitarbeiterin in der 
partizipativen Sozialforschung


40. Nicole Schäfer, Diplom-Sozialarbeiterin (Fh), Kita Allerhand (Sinneswandel)


41. Sabine Heinecke, Diplom-Sozialpädagogin (Fh), Wohnhaus für Gehörlose mit 
psychischen Erkrankungen


42. Christine Linnartz, Dipl. Sozialarbeiterin, Coach (DGFP), 2. Vorsitzende MhDeaf 
e.V. (Mental Health & Deafness Bundesverband der psychologisch und 
psychotherapeutisch und forschenden Fachkräfte im Bereich tauber und 
hörbehinderter Menschen e.V.)


43. Gabriel Linnartz, Peer Berater, Vorstandsmitglied MhDeaf e.V. 


44. Christian Borgwardt,  Oberstudienrat an Sonderschulen/ Förderschwerpunkt 
Hören und Kommunikation


45. Ana Navas Serna, Sozialpädagogin B.A.


46. Mathias Pointner, Psychologe (M.Sc.) i. A.


47. Gudrun Kellermann, Lehrkraft für besondere Aufgaben an der Evangelischen 
Hochschule RWL und Mitarbeiterin im Bochumer Zentrum für Disability Studies 
(BODYS)


48. Kerstin Baake, Dipl. Psychologin, Systemische Therapeutin, Hand zu Hand 
e.V., Psychosoziale Beratungsstelle 


49. Anna Stangl, Dipl.-Psychologin, Systemische Therapeutin




Non-Deaf co-signers expressing solidarity 

50. Prof. Dr. Iman Attia, Professorin für Rassismusforschung an der Alice-Salomon-
Hochschule Berlin


51. Prof. Dr. Swantje Köbsell, Lehreinheit Inklusive Pädagogik, Universität Bremen


52. Prof. Dr. Theresia Degener, Evang. Hochschule RWL, BODYS (Bochumer 
Zentrum für Disability Studies)


53. Prof. Dr. Asiye Kaya, Professorin für Communityorientierung und Social Change 
an der Alice-Salomon-Hochschule Berlin


54. Prof. Dr. Sandra Smykalla, Professorin für Theorien der Sozialen Arbeit an der 
Alice-Salomon-Hochschule Berlin


55. Dr. Jasna Russo, freiberufliche Sozialforscherin und Dozentin


56. Raúl Krauthausen, Kommunikationswirt und Design Thinker, Aktivist für 
Barrierefreiheit und Inklusion, Gründer von Sozialhelden, Moderator, Autor


57. Dina Zander-Tabbert, Staatl. geprüft. Dolmetscherin für Deutsch u. Dt. 
Gebärdensprache,1. Staatsexamen Lehramt (Sonderpäd./Germanistik) 


58. Meike Vaupel, Studienrätin an Sonderschulen/ Förderschwerpunkt Hören und 
Kommunikation, staatlich geprüfte Gebärdensprachdolmetscherin, (ehemalige 
Prof. im Diplom-Studiengang Gebärdensprachdolmetschen in Zwickau (FH))


59. Angelina Sequeira Gerardo, Dolmetscherin für Deutsch u. Dt. 
Gebärdensprache, M.A.


60. Mille Skovdal Jepsen, Deaf Studies B.A. und Dolmetschen für Deutsch und 
Deutsche Gebärdensprache M.A.


61. Alex Metzner, Deaf Studies B.A. und Dolmetschen für Deutsch und Deutsche 
Gebärdensprache M.A.


62. Juliana Kolberg, Geschäftsführung xart splitta e.V.


63. Anna Koddenbrock, Studentin der Kritischen Diversity und Community Studies 
M.A.


64. Franziska Winkler, Kulturvermittlerin, Initiatorin PoesieHandverlesen, Studentin 
der Deaf Studies B.A.


65. Florian Köhler, Student*in Gebärdensprachdolmetschen M.A., Humboldt-
Universität zu Berlin


66. Lisa Leonhardt, Studentin M. Ed. Sonderpädagogik mit den Fachrichtungen 
Gebärdensprachpädagogik / Hören und Kommunikation (Schwerpunkt 



integrierte Sekundarschule), Studentin M. A. Gebärdensprachdolmetschen, 
Medizinisch technische Radiologieassistentin


67. Charmaine Callahan, Deaf Studies B.A. Student*in 
Gebärdensprachdolmetschen M.A., Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin


68. Fabienne Gretschel, Volljurist, Beraterin zu Antidiskriminierungsrecht, 
Intersektionalität und Diversität


69. Jona Schmitz, Dolmetscher, Deaf Studies B.A. und Dolmetschen für Deutsch 
und Deutsche Gebärdensprache M.A., HU Berlin


70. Noa Winand, Dolmetscher*in, Dolmetschen Deutsch und Deutsche 
Gebärdensprache B.A. 


71. Viviane Grünberger, Dolmetscherin, Deaf Studies B.A. und 
Gebärdensprachdolmetschen M.A., Humboldt Universität zu Berlin


72. Ulli Steinseifer, Dolmetscherin, Deaf Studies B.A. und Dolmetschen für Deutsch 
und Deutsche Gebärdensprache M.A., HU Berlin 


73. Natascha Anahita Nassir-Shahnian, Politikwissenschaftlerin (M.A), Referentin 
für Diversitätsentwicklung, Moderatorin


74. Alma Arnoul, Dolmetscherin, Deaf Studies B.A., Dolmetschen für Deutsch und 
Deutsche Gebärdensprache M.A., HU Berlin


75. Alex Giebel, M.A. Social Sciences, Referentin für  Kommunikation und 
Barriereabbau


76. Annika Reusch, Dolmetscherin für Deutsche Laut- und Gebärdensprache (B.A.)


77. Prof. Dr. Utan Schirmer, Professor für Soziologie an der Alice-Salomon-
Hochschule Berlin


78. Andrea Schöne, B.A. Politikwissenschaft, Soziologie, Geschichte, Journalistin, 
Speakerin, Autorin, Referentin, Dozentin, Moderatorin


79. Julia Ruf, Dolmetscherin, B.A. Sprache, Kultur, Translation (Englisch, 
Französisch), B.A. Gebärdensprachdolmetschen (Universität Hamburg)


80. Carmen Böhm, klinische Sozialarbeit M.A., wissenschaftliche Mitarbeiterin für 
partizipative Forschung


81. Pia Koch, Dolmetscherin für Deutsche Gebärdensprache und Deutsch (B.A.)


82. Anika Loidl, Dolmetscherin für Deutsche Gebärdensprache und Deutsch (B.A.), 
Studentin im Master Soziale Arbeit: Diversität gestalten


83. Dr Kathrin Plank, wissenschaftliche Mitarbeiterin in der Erziehungswissenschaft 
und Lehrer*innen-Bildung




84. Dr. Klaudia Grote, wissenschaftliche Geschäftsführerin des 
Kompetenzzentrums für Gebärdensprache und Gestik (SignGes) der RWTH 
Aachen und Vorsitzende des Vereins Mental Health & Deafness e.V.


85. Franziska Witzmann, wiss. Mitarbeiterin Bochumer Zentrum für Disability 
Studies BODYS, EvH RWL


86. Wilma Pannen, Dipl. Pädagogin, Systemische Therapeutin, Hand zu Hand e.V., 
Psychosoziale Beratungsstelle 


87. Brigitte Faber, Leiterin Politische Interessenvertretung behinderter Frauen im 
Weibernetz e.V.


88. Martina Puschke, Leiterin Politische Interessenvertretung behinderter Frauen 
im Weibernetz e.V.


89. Svea Loy, Dolmetscherin für Deutsche Gebärdensprache und Deutsch M.A., 
Lehramt an Gymnasien, M.Ed.



