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Executive Summary: 
This deliverable is the output from OPAL Work Package 3, Deliverable 3.1 
'Scope of Desk Research and Case Study identification'. The purpose of the 
deliverable is to identify from a primarily European Union geographical (but 
with some world-wide coverage) perspective, examples or case studies of 
good practice in, and success factors for, Open Educational Practice (OEP). 
From these case studies an initial set of dimensions has been extracted which 
support achievement in quality and innovation through OEP. These dimen-
sions are being used as the basis for the development of a quantitative survey 
instrument to gather a broader body of evidence on OEP. The case studies 
were analysed to: 
1. Evidence the quality of OEP in the EU. 
2. Identify methods, concepts, and practices used by institutions to enhance 
OEP quality 
3. Identify the factors influencing the quality and innovation potential of OEP 
and the perceived level of quality of Open Educational Resources. 
4. Map out actors, initiatives, practices, tools and concepts in the EU land-
scape (with some world-wide coverage). 
 
The report is divided into the following sections: 
 
Section 1: Introduction and background to Open Educational Practices (OEP) 
Section 2: Definition and methodology for the review of OEP 
Section 3: Survey of OEP case studies 
Section 4: Factors influencing the quality and innovation potential of OEP 
Section 5: Conclusion 
Section 6: References 
Section7: Web-site references 
 
There are three appendices: 
Appendix A: Case Study Template 
Appendix B: The descriptions of OER case studies 
Appendix C: The Broader OER Landscape 
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1 Introduction and Background: Open Educational 
Practices  
In this document the current state of the art of open educational practices is 
summarised. The work reported here sets the scene for the larger OPAL in-
itiative which will provide tools, guidelines and support to the community of 
organisations, individuals and policy makers who are concerned about the up-
take OER usage, and how it can contribute to improving quality and innovate 
educational scenarios.  

 

1.1 OPAL: providing support to opening educational practices 
in Europe and beyond 
The overall aim of OPAL is to improve the effectiveness of teaching and learn-
ing by enhancing the quantity and quality of Open Educational Resources 
(OER) that can be incorporated into higher education and further education 
provision. The central vision of the OPAL project is that articulation and use of 
the Open Educational Practices (OEP) that surround OER will lead to better 
quality and innovation in the development and use of OER, i.e. a focus on 
OEP will lead to an iterative improvement in OEP. 

‘As a project promoting Open Educational Practice, the OPAL project 
fosters EU policies in the field of social inclusion and is consistent with 
the orientation of several intertwined EU policies, and in particular aims 
to contribute to the achievement of the Lisbon goals, the i2010 initia-
tive, and the Bologna process.’  (OPAL, 2009) 

 
The objective of the OPAL project will be to foster OEP in HE and AE with im-
proved quality and innovative educational practices, and to establish a Euro-
pean Consultative Group which will work towards feeding a quality and inno-
vation agenda into existing OER initiatives, and to elevate the projects results 
onto an EU level of perception. It will study and analyse the use of OEP from 
a holistic perspective taking into account the views of the OEP governance 
community. It will: 

• Elaborate and validate guidelines 

• Use it for the peer-review of resources and practices which will be linked in 
an EU OER Quality Clearinghouse 

• Establish a register of organisations joining the EU Charter on Quality and 
Innovation through OEP and will establish an Innovation Award. 

The aims of the OPAL project are innovative in three respects:  

1 It extends the model of OER with the concepts of quality and innovation 
into the concept of open educational practices (OEP), where OER are 
used in innovative educational scenarios to raise quality for HE and AE. 
Research and experience show that the uptake of OER demands a culture 
of sharing, valuing innovative and social network based forms of learning, 
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and encouraging novel pedagogical models. The OPAL project combines 
OER with the concept of quality and innovation to OEP, practices which 
support the (re)use and production of high quality OER through institu-
tional policies, promote innovative pedagogical models, and learner em-
powerment.  

2 It is focussing on innovation and quality through OEP and thus aims to 
have an impact on the use of OER in the fields of HE and AE. Existing ap-
proaches for fostering the use of OER have made achievements by focus-
ing on building access to resources (e.g. MERLOT, MIT OCW, Stanford 
iTunes, the OU’s Openlearn, Rice University, Opentrain UNESCO, OER 
WIKI UNESCO etc.), and licence models (e.g. creativecommons.org). 
However, there are a number of cultural barriers (including: a lack of trust, 
few examples of existing sharing cultures, and a lack of acceptance or the 
vision to see the potential of OER for education) that hinder the up-take of 
OER, OER use and better access. The OPAL project will aim to build trust 
by establishing an EU environment for Quality and Innovation through 
OEP in the fields of HE and AE. 

3 The OPAL project aims to build an EU multi-stakeholder environment 
which will take into consideration the OEP governance community in order 
to embed quality and innovation, concert European activities, and provide 
a European interface to international initiatives. While existing OER initia-
tives gather large provider institutions of high reputation mostly from out-
side of the EU, the OPAL project proposes for the first time to create an 
EU multi-stakeholder group of organisations, learners, policy makers and 
professionals to promote OEP sustainably. 

 
 

1.2 Scope and structure of this document  
This deliverable is the output from OPAL Work Package 3, Deliverable 3.1 
‘Scope of Desk Research and Case Study identification’. The purpose of the 
deliverable is to identify examples or case studies of good practice in, and 
analyse from them success factors for, Open Educational Practices (OEP). 
While the scope of the funded initiative is a European one, the OPAL initiative 
understands itself as being a bridge to other regions of the world and intends 
to include evidence from other regions of the world well as to share Europe’s 
experiences and learn from others.  

From these case studies an initial set of dimensions has been extracted which 
support achievement in quality and innovation through OEP. These dimen-
sions are being used as the basis for the development of a quantitative survey 
instrument to gather a broader body of evidence on OEP. The case studies 
were analysed to: 

1. Evidence the quality of OEP in the EU. 
2. Identify methods, concepts, and practices used by institutions to enhance the 

quality of OEP. 
3. Identify the factors influencing the quality and innovation potential of OEP and 

the perceived level of quality of Open Educational Resources. 
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4. Map out actors, initiatives, practices, tools and concepts in the EU landscape 
(with some world-wide coverage). 

 
The report is divided into the following sections: 
• Section 1: Provides a contextual background to the work 

• Section 2: Provides a definition and methodology for the review of OER 

• Section 3: Gives an analysis of OEP on the basis of OEP case studies  

• Section 4: Describes factors influencing the quality and innovation poten-
tial through OEP 

• Section5: Looks towards an OEP framework 

The document will start by tracing the origins of the Open Educational Re-
source (OER) movement and provides a definition for the term OER. How-
ever, it goes further to describes the ‘practices’ that surround the development 
and use of OER and provides a starting definition for the term Open Educa-
tional Practices (OEP), which are the central focus of the OPAL project.  

This report aims to define a holistic OEP framework on the basis of existing 
research and to identify and describe existing cases of good practices of 
OEP. These will be used to extract a set of initial dimensions of outstanding 
achievements of quality and innovation through OEP. It will be a ‘living report’, 
iteratively refining a set of OEP dimensions, focusing in particular on what 
constitutes success factors and good practice. The document will feed into the 
next set of OPAL activities, namely a stakeholder consultation which will take 
place in the Cloudworks website that will be used as the web-based OEP 
Monitoring Environment (Work Package 3, Deliverable 3.2), in which the vali-
dation consultations with the community will be carried out, and feedback from 
the consultations will be collected. Community stakeholders will be invited to 
share their views on the study result, which will be continuously presented 
and refined. The information will be a comprehensive presentation of assump-
tions, methods, and experience. The Cloudworks Cloudscape web address is:  
 
http://cloudworks.ac.uk/index.php/cloudscape/view/2019 
 
OPAL, by definition, is a community-based project, adopting an ongoing itera-
tive approach to OPAL outputs. Ongoing consultation with the broader stake-
holder community is important. This means that the project builds on experi-
ences from different relevant OER practitioner communities and will feed its 
results back into these communities. The consultation processes of the re-
search team and the communities are of the utmost importance and are the 
interface for thematic discussion and exchange in order to aggregate the use-
ful, and separate out the overhead, from the reports and information gathered. 
The following consultation will be conducted: 

• Three thematic discussions will be held in the Cloudworks social network-
ing site for educators, each lasting one week. These will be moderated 
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and synthesised at key points. Stakeholders from relevant OER communi-
ties will be invited to discuss the key conclusions of the project. See: 

o http://cloudworks.ac.uk/cloudscape/view/2105 

• At the beginning of each week, a moderator will post a statement and then 
follow up the reactions of stakeholders to it. At the end of each week, the 
moderator will summarise (weave) the discussions of the week.  

The output of this deliverable will provide a direct input into the following 
OPAL project Work Packages: 
 
• Work Package 3: a) The international standardised survey on open educa-

tional practice, b) research design for in-depth interview panel with OEP 
champion institutions  

• Work Package 4 – Guidelines on Quality and Innovation through OER 

The work conducted will also feed into the following Work Packages: 

• Work Package 5 - European OER Consultation Group 

• Work Package 6 - OER Quality Clearing House 

• Work Package 7 – OER Innovation Awards. 

The case studies addressed the complete OEP governance community. The 
results and recommendations of the case studies (via this document) will be 
made available on the Cloudworks web-site 
(http://cloudworks.ac.uk/cloudscape/view/2085) to community stakeholders for 
wider consultation and validation. Cloudworks is a social networking site for 
sharing and discussing learning and teaching ideas. It combines many fea-
tures evident in other tools, such as blogs, wikis, forums and enables the col-
lective improvement of the material on the site in a number of ways: collective 
aggregation of links and references, tagging, etc. Cloudworks forms a natural 
follow on to the extensive consultation on OER that has already taken place in 
the UNESCO wiki; it will build on and link to this site in a complementary way. 
The consultation will draw on a number of existing well-established communi-
ties, such as: 
 
Table 1: OER communities and networks 

Community Number of experts reached 

• The UNESCO-
OER WIKI 
members (850 
members),  

The UNESCOR OER community was established in 
2005 and has 850 members (see http://oerwiki.iiep-
unesco.org/ for further details). The community has al-
ready engaged in an extensive consultation process on 
how to advance the OER movement (http://oerwiki.iiep-
unesco.org/index.php?title=OER:_the_Way_Forward) 

• ICDE com-
munity mem-

Member organisations (Africa 5, Asia 41, Australia and 
Oceania 8, Europe 28, Latin America and the Caribbean 



     11 

bers 9 and North America 13) 

Individual members (Africa 4, Asia 9, Australia and Oce-
ania 4, Europe 15, Latin America and the Caribbean 3 
and North America 11) 

• EFQUEL 
community 
members 

Europe - 85 members, outside Europe – 5; 9 European 
network I all with over 1000 member organisations  

• The JISC/HEA 
OER network 
in the UK 

29 projects plus an overarching support project, SCORE. 
A total of 80 HE institutions are involved in the UK and 
many of the projects link into the HEA existing subject 
centres. Therefore this network has the potential to rich 
across the UK education community. SCORE also in-
tends to support 36 fellows over the next two years. 

• The Olnet net-
work 

Two main partners (OU and Carnegie Melon) plus a 
network of international fellows worldwide. The Olnet site 
has 250 registered users.  

• OCW The extensive international OCW network will also be 
drawn on. 

• Hewlett funded 
projects  

Hewlett have funded by far the greatest concentration of 
OER-related initiatives, with over 40 listed on their web-
site (http://www.hewlett.org/programs/education-
program/open-educational-resources/oer-proposals). 
These include major initiatives such as MIT, Carnegie 
Melon, Rice university, Utah state university and the OU.  
We will connect into this network via the established 
Hewlett Grantees network (see for example 
http://cloudworks.ac.uk/index.php/cloudscape/view/2053) 

• Consortium 
member net-
works 

The OPAL project consist of a strong consortium who 
have extensive links across the research and teaching 
community worldwide 

 
In addition the outputs from the desk research and case study identification 
work are being used to extract a set of initial dimensions of outstanding 
achievements of quality and innovation in the field of OEP, which will be used 
an input to Work Package 3. See the supplementary document – ‘OEP Di-
mensions Supplement’. 

1.3 Introduction to Open Educational Resources as the Back-
ground of Open Educational Practices 
This section provides a brief introduction to the concept of Open Educational 
Resources (OER). This includes a brief description of the emergence of the 
OER movement, a definition of the term and an overview of the OER land-
scape (including key initiatives and stakeholders). This concept is returned to 
in more detail at relevant points in the document.  
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Before describing the emergence of the OER movement it is worth briefly po-
sitioning the term ‘OER’. Conole and McAndrew (2010) provide the following 
definitions:  

• A learning object can range from a simple digital asset (such as a piece of 
text or an audio file) through to a more complex learning resource incorpo-
rating a range of media and designed to support a particular learning ac-
tivity. 

• Open Educational Resources (OER) are teaching and learning materials 
made freely available for use and repurposing by teachers and learners. 
The term is potentially synergistic with learning objects; the emphasis is on 
the open licence allowing the use and reuse of the resources. 

• A learning activity consists of a set of tasks a learner undertakes, either 
individually or in a group, using a specific set of resources (which may in-
clude tools) to achieve a set of intended learning outcomes. 

• Learning design is a research area developing methods, tools and re-
sources to support teachers in making pedagogically informed better use 
of technologies. It is also worth noting that related to this is the term - 
Open Courseware (OCW), which means free and open digital publication 
of high quality educational materials, organized as courses. 

The OER movement reflects the growing interesting in recent years in making 
educational content freely available. Terms such as ‘open content’ and ‘open 
educational resources’ have gained currency. There is now a well-established 
international community of those interested in producing, using and research-
ing OER.  Conole and McAndrew (2010) provide a summary of the emer-
gence of the field, highlighting the key movements and reports, which is 
summarised here.  

The term Open Educational Resources (OER) was first used by UNESCO at 
its ‘Forum on the Impact of Open Courseware for Higher Education in Devel-
oping Countries’ in 2002. However it is worth noting that MIT had already 
used the term OpenCourseWare with their initiative in 2001. Alternative labels 
include ‘open courseware’, ‘open learning resources’, and ‘open teach-
ing/learning resources’ (UNESCO 2002, p.24).  Commissioned by the Hewlett 
foundation, Atkins et al. (2007) the report provides a comprehensive review of 
the development of the OER movement, describing many of the major initia-
tives in the field and some of the key achievements. A complementary report 
emerged at around the same time, commissioned by OECD (2007). Both re-
ports give a good overview of the field, the motivations and aspirations behind 
the OER movement, as well as a reflection on some of the challenges associ-
ated with this area. Liyosh, Kumar and Seely Brown (2008), through an edited 
collection, consider the wider notion of ‘openness’ and what it might mean in 
an educational context. The Hewlett Foundation defines OER1 as: 

                                                        
1 Definition on the Hewlett website, 
http://www.hewlett.org/Programs/Education/OER/ 
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‘Teaching, learning, and research resources that reside in the public 
domain or have been released under an intellectual property license 
that permits their free use or re-purposing by others.’ 

 

Whilst the OECD defines them as: 

‘Digitised materials offered freely and openly for educators, students 
and self- learners to use and reuse for teaching, learning and re-
search.’ (OECD, 2007:133) 

The scale of effort and investment in the development of OER is impressive, 
as the following statement on the OpenCourseWare website2 indicates: 

‘OpenCourseWare Consortium is a collaboration of more than 200 
higher education institutions and associated organizations from around 
the world creating a broad and deep body of open educational content 
using a shared mode.’ 

In 2002 the Hewlett Foundation initiated an extensive OER programme, the 
chief aim was to ‘catalyze universal access to and use of high-quality aca-
demic content on a global scale’ (Atkins et al., 2007:1). More recently, in the 
UK, the Higher Education Academy (HEA) and the Joint Information Systems 
Committee (JISC) have initiated a large-scale call on the development of 
OER,3 building on existing initiatives such as JORUM and OpenLearn. Ac-
cording to the OECD (2007) over 300 universities worldwide are engaged in 
the development of OER with more than 3000 open access courses. There 
are numerous initiatives and consortia involved in this area; examples include: 
the OpenCourseWare consortium (http://www.ocwconsortium.org/), the China 
Open Resources for Education (CORE) consortium 
(http://www.core.org.cn/cn/jpkc/index_en.html), the Japanese OCW Consor-
tium. (http://www.jocw.jp/), the ParisTech OCW project. 
(http://graduateschool.paristech.org/), Irish IREL-Open initiative 
(http://www.irel-open.ie/), and the UK JORUM repository 
(http://www.jorum.ac.uk/). 

The Cape Town Open Education Declaration4 argues that the OER move-
ment is based on ‘the belief that everyone should have the freedom to use, 
customize, improve and redistribute educational resources without constraint’. 
It focuses on three suggested strategies to removing current barriers to the 
use of OER: i) teacher and learner engagement with OER, ii) general policy to 
publish openly and iii) commitment to open approaches at institutional and 
government levels. 

                                                        
2 http://www.ocwconsortium.org/about-us/about-us.html 
3 See 
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/funding_calls/2008/12/grant1408.aspx for 
details of the call and associated documentation 
4 http://www.capetowndeclaration.org/ 
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The OER movement has been successful in promoting the idea that know-
ledge is a public good, expanding the aspirations of organisations and indi-
viduals to publish OER. However as yet the potential of OER to transform 
practice has not being realised. There is a need for innovative forms of sup-
port for the creation and evaluation of OER, as well as an evolving empirical 
evidence-base about the effectiveness of OER. However, recognition of the 
importance of investment and effort into promotion of the use and uptake of 
OER is evident is the prominence given to OER developments in a recent ma-
jor report on Cyberlearning, commissioned by the National Science Founda-
tion (NSF, 2008). One of the five higher-level recommendations in the conclu-
sion to the report is to ‘adopt programs and policies to promote Open Educa-
tional Resources.’ 

Researching Open Educational Resources raises issues in how to address 
global connections, and the reuse, design and evaluation of world wide efforts 
to work with learning resources that are available for free use and alteration. 

‘OER is not only a fascinating technological development and potentially 
a major educational tool. It accelerates the blurring of formal and infor-
mal learning, and of educational and broader cultural activities. It raises 
basic philosophical issues to do with the nature of ownership, with the 
validation of knowledge and with concepts such as altruism and collec-
tive goods. It reaches into issues of property and its distribution across 
the globe. It offers the prospect of a radically new approach to the shar-
ing of knowledge, at a time when effective use of knowledge is seen 
more and more as the key to economic success, for both individuals and 
nations. How paradoxical this may turn out to be, and the form it will 
eventually take are entirely unforeseeable. The report offers some pre-
liminary handles for understanding the issues raised.’ (OECD, 2007:9) 

Open provision of course materials has become a more extended movement 
with many universities adopting the approach. However the diverse OER pro-
jects have not received much research attention as to how best to move from 
existing provision to better structures for open operation. UNESCO (2002) 
identified four elements that have to be considered when talking about Open 
Educational Resources:  

• The vision for the service - open access to the resource, with provision for 
adaptation 

• The method of provision - enabled by information/communication tech-
nologies 

• The target group - a diverse community of users 

• The purpose - to provide an educational, non-commercial resource“ 
(UNESCO 2002, p.24).  

The main properties of OER are: free access ‘enabled by information and 
communication technologies’ and a ‘non-commercial purpose’ (UNESCO 
2002, p.24). OER is intended to make “high-quality educational material freely 
available worldwide in many languages”. (Keller and Mossink, 2008). 
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McAndrew, Santos et al. (2009) argue that despite some terminological differ-
ences (Hylén, 2006) open educational resources are largely digital assets 
(music, images, words, animations) put together into a logical structure by a 
course developer who has attached an open license to it. In other words, the 
content is openly available (it can readily be found or discovered), is openly 
accessible (it is in a form which others can take it away) and openly re-usable 
(the user can easily modify it and is allowed under the license to do certain 
things with it without having to ask the creator’s permission first).  
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2 Definition and Methodology for the Review of Open 
Educational Practices  
In order to find elements of what constitutes open educational practices a 
number of cases from the broader field of open educational practices were 
identified, researched and analysed. This section discusses the case studies 
that were reviewed, along with a description of other related OER initiatives 
and projects. The purpose of the review was to:  
 
• Interrogate these examples to identify elements of existing OEP 

• Identify the state of the art in open educational practice articulate what 
constitutes OEP and in particular good practice 

• Extract the associated dimensions of OEP in order to provide input into 
further research activities. 

This section thus sets out to present the evidence collected from a recent 
desktop study of Open Educational Resources projects and their working 
practices. Examples from the case studies are given where appropriate in ad-
dition to evidence gathered from the contemporary OER literature. Bringing 
this information together and through its examination may also help determine 
the pathway towards not only a holistic OEP concept but also the establish-
ment of an OEP framework.   

 

2.1 Methodology 
We began with a working definition of OEP (see Section 2.2.) to help define 
the scope of the desk research and guide the review of case studies. To iden-
tify open educational practices we looked at a range of OER cases studies. A 
number of criteria were used in choosing the case studies to be reviewed:  

i) Well established: We included a significant number of OER initia-
tives that were well established, which were likely to have a more 
mature set of associated practices and an understanding of the bar-
riers and enablers associated with OER 

ii) Coverage of key areas: examples that provided evidence along the 
key areas of interest (policy, quality, innovation, barriers and en-
ablers, etc.) 

iii) Geographical coverage: as much as possible a reasonable geo-
graphic spread, with a particular emphasis on examples from Eu-
rope 

iv) Educational sectors: examples which were from both the field of 
higher education and from the field of adult education. 

A case study template was drawn up outlining the data to be collected (Annex 
A). This included background and contextual information, as well as headings 
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around the key areas of interest. The template was validated within the con-
sortium. Collection of the case studies was divided amongst the partners ac-
cording to their areas of expertise. Appendix B ‘OER Case Studies’ lists the 
case studies. The case studies were then collated and analysed to draw out 
key features. An evolving set of OER dimensions was then derived (see Sec-
tion 3 in this document). The dimensions provided the basis for the input into 
the development of the quantitative survey.  

The scope of research extends to higher education (HE) and adult education 
(AE). Whereas HE refers to the traditional HE segments, inclusion of the AE 
sector widens this territory / target group considerably and refers largely to the 
segment of "ongoing, further education", but also post degree and non degree 
related provision. The higher education sector includes: all European (+ selec-
ted beyond) Universities and HE institutions (private and public) offering edu-
cational programmes/courses for students, corporations, and professional 
training, etc. The adult education sector includes: all forms of non-vocational 
adult learning, whether of a formal, non-formal or informal nature (taken from 
the glossary of terms of the Lifelong Learning programme: 
http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/llp/glossary_en.html). AE therefore 
refers to all European (+ selected beyond) adult-learning institutions. This 
goes beyond university education and includes also community colleges, 
adult learning centres, providers for professional training, and further educa-
tion for adults. Adult education is also sponsored by corporations, labour 
unions, and private institutes. The field now embraces such diverse areas as 
vocational education, training (VET) designed to advance individuals' general 
proficiency, especially in relation to their present or future occupations. The 
field does not normally include degree awareness training for the professions 
(VET). 

 

 

2.2 A working definition of Open Educational Practice  
This section helps to clarify what is and isn’t in scope in term of OEP. It pro-
vides a number of illustrative examples that help to clarify the relationship be-
tween OER and OEP and a starting position on the nature of OEP. This is 
guided by abstraction from the case studies of OER/OEP undertaken as part 
of Deliverable 3.1 and will act as input to the quantitative survey being carried 
out as part of Deliverable 3.2. It is worth noting that we are aware that OER is 
part of a broader spectrum around the notion of openness and open practices: 
such as open source work, open research initiatives and more generally open 
dialogic practices evident in Web 2.0 environments. We intend to be cognis-
ant of this broader landscape but focus in this work specifically on OER and 
associated practices. 

A database or repository of open educational resources is not open educa-
tional practice. The pure usage of these open educational resources in a tradi-
tional closed and top-down, instructive, exam focussed learning environment 
is not open educational practice. However, if OER are used to create re-
sources which are more learner-centred than the ones existing before, if 
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learners are involved into the creation of content which is taken seriously by 
the teachers/facilitators, if teachers are moving away from a content centred 
teaching to “human resource” based teaching, if learning processes are seen 
as productive processes and learning outcomes are seen as artefacts which 
are worth sharing and debating, improving and reusing, then OER might im-
prove the learning process and then we talk about open educational practices.  

Open Educational Practices have a “lifecycle” which is influenced by the entire 
open educational practice governance community: 

• Be it the national policy makers who are promoting the use of open edu-
cational resources,  

• The rector of a higher education institution who is initiating an institution 
wide open education initiatives in which teachers are asked to create, 
find, adapt and share OER in an institution wide OER repository, and in 
which educational strategies and models are collected and shared 
amongst teachers 

• The teachers who are encouraging learners to produce, share and vali-
date content 

• Or the learners who are using open available content to create knowledge 
landscapes on study topics which better fit their needs than the available 
text book “one size fits all” style. 

 

Conole (2010) suggests that Open Educational Practices (OEP) are a set of 
activities and support around the creation, use and repurposing of Open Edu-
cational Resources (OERs). It also includes the contextual settings within 
which these practices occur. Therefore there are three importance dimensions 
to this: 

• The stakeholders engaged with creating, using or supporting the use of 
OER. These can be further sub-divided into those involved in ‘creation and 
use’ of OER and those involved in ‘policy and management’ aspects of 
OER, namely the: 

o Creators - create the OER, and could be either ‘teachers’ or ‘learn-
ers’ 

o Users - Use the OER, and could be either ‘teachers’ or ‘learners’ 

o Managers - Provide the infrastructure to support the OER (techni-
cal and organisational) and the tools/support to create/use OER 

o Policy makers - Embed OER into relevant policy 

o Support staff – facilitating the OER and OEP process 

• The range of mediating artefacts that can be used to create and sup-
port the use of OER. These include: 

o Tools and resources to help guide the creation and use of OER 

o The technologies to support the hosting and management of them 
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• The contextual factors which impact on the creation, use or support of 
OER 

Ehlers (2010) provides further explanations and elaborations in the. 

• OEP are defined as practices which support the (re)use and production of 
high quality OER through institutional policies, promote innovative peda-
gogical models, and respect and empower learners as co-producers on 
their lifelong learning path. OEP address the whole governance com-
munity, policy makers, managers, administrators of organisations, educa-
tional professionals and learners 

• There is little consideration of how OER are supporting educational prac-
tices, and promote quality and innovation in teaching and learning 

• Open Educational Practices are defined as the use of open educational 
resources in such a way that the quality of educational experience is 
raised. Whereas OER are focusing on content and resources, OEP repre-
sents the practice in which an educational method is employed to create 
an educational environment in which OER are used or created as learning 
resources 

In addition the project’s aimed to include the notion of both innovation and 
quality in the use of OER. An attempt to integrate both the structural definition 
give above and the intent to emphasize the quality and innovation aspects is 
captured in the following general definition: 

‘Open Educational Practices (OEP) constitute the range of practices 
around the creation, use and management of open educational re-
sources with the intent to improve quality and innovate education‘ 

 

 

2.3 Overview of the Selected Case Studies of the OER and 
OEP Landscape 
The case studies reviewed during the desk-based research are listed below 
by country/geographic region. Appendix B lists the case studies in more de-
tail. Further details on each case study are available in the individual case 
study templates (http://cloudworks.ac.uk/cloudscape/view/2085). The dimen-
sions of OER that were extracted from the case studies are discussed in Sec-
tion 3 of this document.  The case studies were chosen to give a spread in 
terms of covering both the HE and AE sectors, geographical local and repre-
sentative of the different types of projects/initiatives possible (i.e. different 
types of consortium, different focus, spread of subject areas, models of 
Quality Assurance, etc.).   

United Kingdom 
• OpenLearn, OU UK (AS) 

• SCORE (PM) 



     20 

• UK - JISC funded: 

o Exeter University (AS) 

o Nottingham University (AS) 

o Oxford University (AS) 

o University of Westminster (AS) 

o University College London (AS) 

o SC Economics (Bristol) (AS) 

• Cambridge University (AS) 

• POCKET (TW) 

• OTTER (TW) 

• Open Educational Repository in Support of Computer Science, Ulster 
University and 5 other HE partners (TC)  

• The Humbox project, Southampton, Royal Holloway & Warwick Uni-
versity and 12 other HE partners (TC)  

• Open Educational resources pilot project, Loughborough University 
and 9 other HE partners (TC)  

• Collaborative open resource Environment (CORE), Liverpool University 
and 21 other HE partners (TC)  

• Skills for Science project, Hull University and 17 other HE partners 
(TC)  

• C-Change project, Plymouth University and 12 other HE partners (TC)  

• Art, Design & Media OER project, Brighton, Cumbria and University of 
the Creative Arts (TC)  

• FETLAR, Nottingham Trent University and 11 other HE partners (TC)  

• Biosciences Interactive Laboratory/Fieldwork Manual, Leeds University 
and 11 other HE partners (TC)  

• OERs in Simulated learning (SIMSHARE), Warwick University and 4 
other HE partners (TC)  

• PHORUS project, Kings College London & 16 other HE partners (TC)  

• Key Social Sciences resources for learning & teaching, Birmingham 
University and 16 other HE partners (TC)  

• Organising Open Educational Resources (OOER), Newcastle Univer-
sity and 16 other HE partners (TC)  
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• Open Content Employability project, Coventry University (TC)  

• Unicycle project, Leeds Metropolitan University, UK 

• BERLiN project, Nottingham University, UK 

• OpenStaffs project, Staffordshire University, UK 

• Open Source Electronics Learning Tools project, York University, UK 

• openUCF, University College Falmouth, UK 

• The Numeracy Bank (Numbat) project, Anglia Ruskin University, UK 

• EVOLUTION project, University of Central Lancashire, UK 

• Chemistry-FM project, University of Lincolnshire, UK 

• Open Educational Resources Project (OERP), Bradford University, UK 

• ICS Open Educational Resources (TW) 

Ireland 
• NDLR (GC) 

Holland 
• OpenER (GC) 

• Wikiwjs (GC) 

Germany 
• Akleon (UE) 

• KELDAmet (UE) 

• CampusContent (UE) 

• Podcampus (UE) 

• Zentrale für Unterrichtsmedien (UE) 

• Dual Mode Technische Universität Darmstadt (UE) 

• MatheVital (UE) 

• Skriptenforum (UE) 

Austria 
• EducaNext (UE) 

• eLibrary Projekt (UE) 

Switzerland 
• GITTA (UE) 
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Brazil 
• UnisulVirtual (AS) 

North America 
• CCCOER/CCOT (GC) 

• BC campus (PM) 

• MIT OpenCourseware (GC) 

Finland 
• EDU.Fi (TK) 

• AVO-SOMETU (TK) 

• Le Mill (TK) 

Estonia 
• Estonia National Network 

Portugal 
• INTERACTIC (AA) 

• Casa das Ciências (AA) 

 

Appendix C also includes a description of the broader OER landscape. This 
includes other OER initiatives that have not yet been scrutinised according to 
the OPAL OER case study template, as well as broader initiatives.  
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3. Analysis of Open Educational Practices on the 
basis of selected cases 
This section describes the analysis of a Europe-wide case study collection 
outlined in the previous section. Stakeholders identified through the case 
studies are listed along with their principle roles in terms of OEP. A set of 
eight dimensions has been abstracted from the case studies, which can be 
used to analyse and describe Open Educational Practices (Section 3.2). 
Finally, the document provides a more detailed description of each of the di-
mensions, along with specific examples drawn from the case studies. The 
purpose of the review was to: 

• help refine our definition of the term Open Educational Practices (OEP) 

• outline the specific characteristics of Open Educational Practices (OEP) 

• elicit a set of dimensions of OEP derived from a series of case studies of 
OER 

• feed into a broader pan-European survey of OER and OEP to be con-
ducted in three languages and across eight countries 

• form a basis for broader community consultation about how articulation of 
OEP can be used to promote innovative practices in the creation and use 
of OER and improve the quality of OER.  

 

 

3.1 OEP stakeholders  
The stakeholders of open educational practice are the ‘open educational prac-
tice governance’ community. These are those actors who are involved into 
open educational practices from all perspectives, be it the policy making com-
ponent in the field of education in which national, regional or local (communal) 
policies are shaped and implemented to stimulate the use of open educational 
practices, production and distribution of learning materials, the management 
or administration of educational organisations, teaching or providing learning 
environments, or learning in learning environments in which open educational 
resources are used to improve quality and access of learning.  We are focus-
sing on higher education institutions and on educational organisations in the 
field of adult learning.  

Table 2: OEP stakeholders 

 Higher education Adult learning 
Policy maker level European, national, re-

gional, local (communal) 
European, national, re-
gional, local (communal) 

Management and  ad-
ministration level  

Rectors/ VCs of HE In-
stitutions, Heads of ad-
ministration, leaders of 
technical departments, 

Directors of Adult Learn-
ing Centres or initia-
tives, leaders of admin-
istrative units within 
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institutional policy mak-
ers, IP experts  

adult learning centres, 
leaders of technical de-
partments within ALCs, 
institutional policy mak-
ers, IP experts 

Educational level 
(teachers, professors, 
curriculum designers, 
etc.) 

Teachers, professors, 
curriculum designers, 
learning material de-
signers, assessors and 
validators of learning, 
teacher trainers, peda-
gogical advisors and 
consultants, support 
staff related to educa-
tional processes, Tech-
nical editors converting 
materials into online 
format, , quality assur-
ance professionals, etc. 

Teachers, facilitators 
(also learners can be-
come teachers in adult 
learning), material, and 
curriculum designers, 
validators/ assessors, 
teacher trainers, peda-
gogical support staff, 
advisors, Technical edi-
tors converting materials 
into online format, 
quality assurance pro-
fessionals, etc.  
 

Teaching and learning 
level  
(learners, students, tu-
tors, teachers) 

Students in formal learn-
ing contexts, lifelong 
learners, informal learn-
ers  

Students in formal learn-
ing contexts, lifelong 
learners, informal learn-
ers 

 

For all stakeholders our aim was to enquire how open educational resources 
are used (created, found, used in teaching/learning, shared, and adapted) to 
improve quality and innovation of the learning environment. All the above 
stakeholder categories can either be involved as individuals, as part of com-
munities (online or face-to-face) or as members of institutions leading initia-
tives in the field of OEP. The following stakeholders were cited in the case 
studies as being involved with different aspects of OEP: 

• Teachers - finding, creating, using or repurposing OER 
• Formal learners - finding, creating, using or repurposing OER 
• Informal learners - finding, creating, using or repurposing OER 
• Non-formal learners - finding, creating, using or repurposing OER 
• Managers – decide strategy and implementation plan and resources re-

lated to OER 
• Policy makers - implement policy around OER  
• Technical editors - converting materials into online format 
• Instructional designers – helping ensure the design of OER adheres to 

good ID principles 
• Educational developers - helping staff gain the skills to understand and 

use OER 
• Quality assurers - putting in place QA models and ensuring the quality of 

OER both in terms of content and processes 
• Translators – converting OER into other languages 
• International relations staff – dealing with cross-cultural issues 
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• OER mentors - providing support for collaborators in creating and using 
OER 

• Wider community – for example family members of learners  
• E-learning and OER researchers – with an interest in exploring specific 

questions around the use and effectiveness of OER. 
 
 

3.2 The OEP dimensions identified 
As described previously, OEP is defined as the full set of practices around the 
creation, use and management of OER. This includes the tools that are used 
to support this process, the resources themselves and any enabling frame-
works. OEP covers the full spectrum of policy, research and practice around 
OER and involves almost all stakeholders involved in supporting and manag-
ing learning provision in educational systems. Our aim through analysis of the 
OER case studies was to gain a better understanding of the type and scope of 
OER that has been undertaken to date. To articulate the different approaches 
that had been adopted, what had worked and what hadn’t. Each case study 
was completed according to a pre-defined template. Analysis of the case 
studies lead to the generation of a set of ‘dimensions’ or themes across the 
case studies, which provide a common framework with which to compare and 
contrast the case studies. The following eight OEP dimensions were identi-
fied: 

• Strategies and policies 
• Quality Assurance (QA) models 
• Partnership models 
• Tools and tool practices 
• Innovations 
• Skills development and support 
• Business models/sustainability strategies  
• Barriers and success factors 

 
These dimensions come out of the analysis of over 60 collected case studies 
and can be used as dimensions and categories for the analysis of OEP on the 
different target group levels. As outlined above, OEP can be influenced by ac-
tions, rules and regulations on all levels of stakeholder involvement. The fol-
lowing table gives an overview of how the dimensions influence the actions of 
four aggregate groups of stakeholders; policy makers, management and ad-
ministrators, educational professionals and learners.  
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Table 3: The relationship between stakeholders and the OPE dimensions 

Stakeholders  Practice Level Influence Dimensions 
Stakeholders… …perform actions in 

their practice fields… 
…which show impacts in 
the following dimensions. 

Policy Makers Policy-Environments  
(National, Regional, 
Local conditions)  

Strategies and policies 
Decision of funding 

Management, Admin-
istration: Educational 
organisation(s) 

Organisational Envi-
ronment 
(also includes consor-
tia, and partnerships) 

Strategies and policies 
QA models 
Partnership models 
Tools and tool practices  
Innovations 
Skills development & sup-
port 
Business models/ sustain-
ability strategies  
Barriers and success fac-
tors 
Funding 

Educational Profes-
sionals 

Educational Envi-
ronment 
(consists of techno-
logical plus social envi-
ronment) 

Tools and tools practices 
Barriers and success fac-
tors 
Innovation 
Skills development & sup-
port 

Learners Teaching and learning 
processes(activities 
and outcomes) 

Tools and tools practices 
Innovation 
Skills development & sup-
port Barriers and success 
factors 

 

The following section discusses the specific evidence for each of the eight di-
mensions of OEP that came out of the analysis of the Europe-wide case study 
analysis. This section is discussed under the eight dimensions against the 
four headings outlined in the table: the policy environment, the organisational 
environment, the educational environment and the teaching and learning pro-
cess. The evidence from the case studies is discussed, and an indication of 
which case studies demonstrated each type of evidence is given. It is worth 
noting that the four levels are hierarchical in nature, therefore some of the di-
mensions indicated at a higher level can be considered to cascade through to 
the lower levels. This is taken as given. For example a national level policy in-
itiative will naturally have a direct impact on each of the other levels, although 
the impact might be of a different kind. For example a new funding initiative at 
a national level might lead to new OER activities and initiatives at an organi-
sational level, changes in attitudes and teaching practice at the educational 
level, and finally an improved student experience for the learner.  
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3.2.1 Strategies and Policies 
At the policy environment level the most evident dimensions are strategies 
and policies. Strategies include: 

i) The level of national level engagement or support 

ii) Adopting a national-level initiative to pool expertise, gain critical mass 
and develop a vibrant community (such as NDLR in Ireland, BCCam-
pus in Canada, Wikiwjs in Holland), and provision of a coherent 
national focus, through the repository and associated events and sup-
port mechanisms (NDLR, Wikiwjs, SCORE).  

Policy makers implement policy around OER through key white papers (see 
for example the NSF Cyberlearning report from the states, NSF, 2008), via in-
clusion in strategy document (see for example the UK HEFCE elearning strat-
egy), through funding calls (see for example the international work supported 
by the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation and the recent call in the UK 
jointly funded by the HEA and JISC) or through acting as a front to promote 
OER initiatives (for example the public support of the Dutch education minis-
ter for the Wikiwjs initiative).  

Policies include having in place a national level policy drive. For example in 
the UK, there has recently been a joint national funding initiative funded, by 
JISC and the HEA, which focuses on making a significant amount of existing 
learning resources freely available online and licensed in such a way as to 
enable them to be used and repurposed worldwide. Notice that the focus here 
is on ‘existing’ materials, rather than on the actual creation of OER, which is a 
significant shift from earlier OER funded initiatives such as those supported by 
the Hewlett Foundation. In contrast to some of the government or national 
level directives in Europe, in Brazil for example there is no public policy in 
place for OER at the HE level.  

Three main strategies have emerged at the organisational environment level: 
i) The extent to which initiatives are bottom up, versus top down, within 

institutions. 
ii) Lightweight/user driven strategies versus institutional structured work-

flow. 
iii) The degree to which students are actively involved. 

Policies in place at the organisation level obviously need to be of a different 
level of granularity to those at the national level and include:  

i) The need for need to adhere to the initiatives/policies in order to be 
able to join (e.g. CampusContent, NDLR). 

ii) The requirement to adhere to Open Source principles and approaches. 
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iii) Adhering to existing policy practices and standards. For example the 
CCCOER project points to the wikieducator5 exemplary collections of 
institutions with OER policies, and also to the DLISE review of collec-
tions best practices. 

iv) Linking to national or broader policy agendas For example the OpenER 
project links to the Lisbon agenda, feeding through Dutch government 
objectives in this area 

v) Mainstreaming OER work into institutional business provision. This was 
a core object of the OpenLearn initiative in the UK and is now being in-
stantiated. Many other initiatives are seeing the importance’s of build-
ing in sustainability and embedding into core processes as an essential 
part of their overall strategy.  

 

 

3.2.2 Quality Assurance Models 
A range of Quality Assurance (QA) models was evident across the case stud-
ies. These depended on a number of factors: 

• The type of institution and their learning and teaching culture 

• The balance of importance of the ‘value’ of teaching (in comparison to 
research activities in the institution). 

• The degree to which OER activities were seen as research activities in 
their own right 

• The level of e-learning maturity of the institution 

• The extent to which they had engaged with OER work previously.  

QA models range from lightweight, user-defined models to strictly controlled 
hierarchical models. An example of a lightweight and user-driven model came 
from the Southampton University case study and their edshare project. They 
provided the option of either open-web sharing or institution-only sharing, ac-
cording to academics wishes. The OER are made available as simple assets 
(such as PowerPoint, Word, or PDF files), i.e. standard formats that academ-
ics are used to producing in their everyday practice. In terms of QA and ad-
herence to standards this is very much a lightweight approach, no adherence 
to IMS CP or LOM is required. OpenExeter is another example of quality con-
trol driven by academics, although interestingly it does adhere to IMS stand-
ards and is SCORM compliant. It is interesting to note that Southampton and 
Exeter would both view themselves as ‘research-focused’ institutions, where 

                                                        

5 http://wikieducator.org/Exemplary_Collection_of_institutions_with_OER_policy 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the academic view is still privileged; hence such lightweight, academic-driven 
approaches are to be expected. In fact, this does appear to be quite a com-
mon approach adopted by many of the case studies; certainly some of the 
more recent, smaller initiatives.   

In contrast to these lightweight models, the OpenLearn initiative is a good ex-
ample of a top-down controlled QA model, with clearly articulated quality pro-
cesses and identified roles (authors, editors, technical support, quality assur-
ers, etc.).  Again this can be seen as both a consequence of the unique posi-
tion in the UK as a large-scale distance educational institution (with a well es-
tablished, Ford-ish-production model for course production and presentation) 
and due to the fact the project received considerable funding from the Hewlett 
Foundation and hence was in a better position to set up more rigorous and 
complex roles and processes.  

Other case studies can be seen as examples along a spectrum from light-
weight to more controlled QA models and a number of examples of the QA 
practices are evident from across the case studies. These practices include 
the use of peer-reviewing as a means of assuring quality (for example in the 
Gitta project); defining criteria for peer-production and open content (the AVO 
project); and more organic and community peer-review based relatively linear 
quality assurance models, where quality assurance checks and processes are 
embedded into the workflow for production of OER; annotation through ex-
perts which help the users through the learning materials; multi-level reviews, 
or reviews against a set of pre-defined criteria.  

An example of a relatively linear quality assurance models is the OpenER pro-
ject, where authors are required to produce and submit content, which is then 
checked, converted and rechecked. EducaNext is an example of a more or-
ganic community-based model, where members are able to comment on pub-
lished content or run a complete course evaluation. KELDAmed is another 
example, which includes annotation by experts, who then are also available to 
help the users through the learning materials.  

CampusContent have multi-level reviews where experts review the material 
and then learners can further improve shared understanding of the OER 
through their own annotations. Podcampus is an interesting example of a 
lightweight QA model, where contributions are provided from experts. Another 
community-based model can be seen in the CCCOER/CCOT initiative which 
enables educators to share reviews of materials, and also to look at and 
comment on the reviews of others. The CCOT reviews are done against a set 
of pre-defined criteria. These include sub-dimensions around accuracy, im-
portance or significance, pedagogical effectiveness, completeness of docu-
mentation, ease of use for teachers and learners, inspirational/motivational for 
learners, and robustness as a digital resource. Another interesting model is 
that adopted by eLibary, which involved multiple stakeholders, who could con-
tribute to both the development and improvement of the resources in a variety 
of different ways.  
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3.2.3 Collaborative and Partnership Models 
Some OER initiatives have involved more than one organisation and a num-
ber of partnership models have emerged. In some cases these include differ-
ent types of academies (universities, technical universities, colleges), in other 
cases they focus on specialist areas, each led by a senior academic in that 
field.  

The Gitta project involved ten Swiss partner institutions, who jointly developed 
and operated learning content for academic education in the field of Geoin-
formatics. The partners are interdisciplinary institutions, different types of 
academies (universities, technical universities, colleges), as well as multilin-
gual.  

The TRUE project consisted of 14 such specialist areas, each led by a senior 
academic in that field. Each specialist leader gathered and collated materials 
from colleagues in various universities. Resources included syllabus details, 
reading lists, lecture slides, seminar/workshop materials, problem sets and 
worksheets, student handouts, assessment schemes, past assessments and 
module/unit handbooks.   

The AVO project has a dozen organizations and tens of experts involved, and 
operates through the national network eOppimiskeskus, the Association of 
Finnish eLearning Centre. Ope.fi is aimed at teachers in Finland and focusing 
on learning materials that would otherwise not be published – i.e. materials 
that are not of interest for the commercial publishing companies, materials 
that are not likely to have a large enough audience in order to make publish-
ing worthwhile from the economic point of view. 

In Canada the BCcampus OER initiative has been implemented in 25 institu-
tions, through a multi-institutional partnership, which involves staff from more 
that one institution. At the moment however these resources are only shared 
amongst the 25 institutions and are not available more openly.  

The e-library project uses volunteers of national eLibraries to help digitise 
content and then work with scientists and students to publish them. Employ-
ers also help to create and maintain content.  

An interesting example of a partnership mode is that between OpenLearn and 
UnisulVirtual, who chose materials from the existing platform for translation 
into Portuguese. Materials were analysed by UnisulVirtual tutors and chosen 
on their suitability in terms of relevance, clarity and depth.  

 

 

3.2.4 Tools and Tool Practices 
A rich range of tools and tool practices emerged from the case studies, ex-
ploiting the full potential of new technologies to support the sharing and cri-
tiquing of resources. In some cases institutional Learning Management Sys-
tems (LMS) have been adopted, in other cases a more specialised digital re-
pository has been created. More generally web 2.0 tools (such as wikis, blogs, 
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social networking sites, etc.) are being used in a variety of ways to foster and 
promote the community of practice around the OER.  Not surprisingly in gen-
eral there is strong support for adopting open practices. Most projects sub-
scribe to some form of creative commons licensing, in particular the use at-
tribution, non-commercial, share-alike basis.  

Connexions is mentioned across a number of the case studies as a valuable 
system for sharing and editing OER. Similarly the EduCommons content 
management system has been used as an OER platform by a number of pro-
jects (for example OpenER). OpenLearn used the open source learner man-
agement system Moodle for hosting its OER, whereas others used commer-
cially available LMS (for example NDLR used Blackboard). Rather than create 
a separate platform, UnisulVirtual, choose to use the specially adapted plat-
form that OpenLearn created. OpenExeter chose to use its existing Informa-
tion Technology Infrastructure Library system, whereas U-NOW developed a 
conventional website. Some used relatively lightweight packaging and distri-
bution of OER (using Word files in ZIP and PDF formats), whereas others ad-
opted an XML-based framework. Gitta for example used eLML (eLesson 
Markup Language). A number of the sites incorporated or developed spe-
cialised repository tools to enable different types of search (for example AK-
LEON) or KELDA (an annotated database).  

Web 2.0 tools were used in a variety of ways. ZUM-Unity used forums and 
blogs as a means of exchanging ideas. In contrast, a number of projects 
chose wiki-based systems – sometimes for storage and sometimes to pro-
mote discussion and community building (for example the Unesco wiki, 
Wikiwjs, ZUM-wiki and Skriptenforum, eLibrary). MatheVital used a repository 
plus a wiki for annotation.  More specialised OER such as podcasts have 
either been distributed via specialised podcasting platforms (as in the case of 
Podcampus) or via iTunes (for example the OUUK and the OpenSpires pro-
ject at Oxford University). ELibary used Voice-Over-IP and instant messaging. 
Other standard available web tools such as Twitter and YouTube have also 
been used as a means of distributing information at the various OER initia-
tives. CCOT used the social networking site Ning to promote community en-
gagement. The AVO project includes SOMETU, which is also Ning based and 
provides a forum for people who are interested in the potential that social me-
dia offers for learning. It is described as a tool that ‘not only helps expand 
one’s knowledge but promotes business, eDemocracy, citizen activism and 
leisure activities in the digital age’.  More recently a number of projects have 
been using the Cloudworks site as a means of sharing and discussing OER 
issues and practices (for example OpenExeter, Olnet, the Hewlett grantees 
and NROC). AVO is also exploring the use of Virtual Worlds (along with mo-
bile devices, blogs, wikis, and other social media tools). Finally a number of 
tools have emerged to support visualising OER, both in terms of making their 
inherent designs explicit (CompendiumLD) and to support visualisation of ar-
gumentation about OER issues (Compendium and Cohere).  

At the educational environment level, in addition to the above, a number of 
other factors emerged. There were some good examples of the use of voting 
and ‘recommendation’ tools to enhance community engagement and shared 
consensus, and syndication formats like RSS and RSS aggregators to distri-
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bute metadata and provide access to content. Blogs, wikis and discussion 
forums have all been used as spaces to discuss OER/OEP and to co-create a 
shared understanding and there are examples of the use of social networking 
sites and file sharing services (such as Flickr, Slideshare and YouTube). Col-
lectively there is evidence that these tools enable peer critiquing and com-
menting, which is leading to an improved shared collective understanding. 
Community-based tagging, the use of folksonomies to create metadata and 
tagging has become more important as users have shifted away from pre-
defined metadata categories.  

Adopting open practices is, perhaps not surprisingly, fairly common. The em-
ergence of the Creative Commons license four or five years ago was a major 
break-through in terms of providing a means for project to label the level of at-
tribution and the degree of sharing they wanted on the resources. Most of the 
case studies reviewed from the UK, for example, use attribution, non-
commercial, share-alike. However some projects were not comfortable with 
the share-alike option, meaning that the repurposing of the OER was not pos-
sible. More generally in terms of adopting open practices there are a range of 
approaches, for example some projects have deliberately chosen to use open 
source tools (such as Moodle), whereas others have opted for bespoke sys-
tems or commercially available products. Likewise projects differed in their at-
titudes to adherence to open standards ranging from full to no compliance. In 
the BCcampus project, OER developers have a choice of two licensing op-
tions: Creative Commons Share Alike-Attribution Canada Licence or the BC 
Commons licence (90% have chosen the latter).  

 

 

3.2.5 Innovations 
Innovations evident from the case studies included the use of tools specifically 
for the creation and use of OER (Connexions, OpenLearn, and eduCommons 
are particularly noteworthy), as well as examples of innovation in the applica-
tion of Web 2.0 practices to create and use OER (such as use of blogs, wikis, 
open repositories, RSS feeds, and social book marking). Examples of good 
practice were seen in a number of cases in the development of communities 
around OER, such as the NDLR Communities of Practice approach, and Edu-
caNext. Some work has been done more recently to help make the design of 
OER more explicit and the application of principles from pedagogical patterns 
work, for example the work as part of the Olnet initiative. There is clearly more 
potential for aligning research understandings from the field of pedagogical 
patterns to the design and use of OER. There were also examples of good 
practice in terms of support mechanisms that had been put in place for staff 
such as training materials, events, and workshops. See for example the 
NDLR programme of activities, the Campus promo kit, and the materials pro-
duced by UnisulVirtual. The AVO project appears to be innovative in terms of 
trying to harness web 2.0 practices. Its stated outcomes are the development 
of ‘new networks and forums to facilitate web2.0-learning culture, handbooks 
and toolkits for teachers, decision-makers and citizens about social media, 
patterns for social networking and open content production, road-shows and 
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online-conferences, hands-on workshops and seminars to train users to apply 
digital tools to their everyday activities’. Another aspect of AVO that can be 
considered as innovative is that it collects actors and activists of OEP in Fin-
land into a nationwide network. 

UnisulVirtual made an online course available via the OpenLearn platform, but 
complemented this with local tutor support paid for by the university.  

Other innovations included: provision of easy mechanisms to exchange both 
content and information about related OER activities (EducaNext); effective 
application of open source principles and licences (e.g. UnisulVirtual and the 
University of Leicester case studies); use of simulation environments to pro-
vide learners with a visual, quasi-haptic approach to abstracting data (Mathe-
Vital); making lessons available at multiple levels for different types of learn-
ers and the generation of solution-orientated case studies (Gitta); the creation 
of new networks of peer learning for experts of different fields (AVO); and an 
impressive student-led initiative, where students share collections of minutes, 
notes and scripts which they took in lectures and seminars in universities.  

 

 

3.2.6 Skills Development and Support 
A range of mechanisms has been used to overcome academics’ initial con-
cerns about OER and to help with skills development and support. These in-
clude: mechanisms to foster and support community engagement, the provi-
sion of case studies of good practice and exemplars, running of parallel 
events and workshops, and provision of specific training materials. For exam-
ple the Campus promotion kit includes marketing materials, guidelines and tu-
torials on OER, an open textbook adoption worksheet, OER needs assess-
ment survey, policies and models. The NDLR adopts a Community of Practice 
(CoP) approach and aims to facilitate the development of CoP around the 
OER to provide mutual peer support and in particular the establishment of 
discipline-based CoP.  

Getting staff-buy in and support, and making it relevant to them, emerges 
again as a key issue at this level, but also important is ensuring that there is a 
critical mass of resources and of people to support and sustain these types of 
initiatives. Language and culture issues are also barriers to uptake and adop-
tion. This was evident in particular in case studies which involved the transla-
tion of materials such as UnisulVirtual, who had to hire staff to translate the 
OER and to discuss them with lecturers, for adaptation and localisation pur-
poses. This has also been cited as an issue in Turkey, where the number of 
new universities has doubled since 2003 and there is recognition of the value 
and role of OER, but only if they are available in Turkish. The AVO project 
aims to strength the production of open content through the development of 
high quality materials by training and networking key experts.  
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3.2.7 Business Models/Sustainability Strategies 
An ongoing critical discourse against the OER movement is the issue of how it 
can be made sustainable in the longer term and what business models might 
be appropriate.  Untangling which models are actually being used in practice 
is complex, as a number of models might be used in conjunction, and projects 
may change the basis of their business model over time. For example it is 
common for projects to start through some funding initiative and then to move 
to an alternative model once that initial funding finishes.  

Downes (2007) provides a useful categorisation of funding models for open 
source type initiatives, endowment models (where the project obtains base 
funding); membership models (where a coalition is invited to contribute a 
sum); donation models (where requests are made for donations); conversion 
models (where initial freely made material ultimately leads to some element of 
the paying consumer); contributor-pay models (where the contributor pays for 
the cost of maintaining the contribution and the provider makes it freely avail-
able); sponsorship models (such as commercial advertising); institutional 
models (where the institution assumes responsibility for the initiative); and 
government models (direct funding via government agencies); partnership or 
exchanges (where the focus is on exchanging resources).  

In the case studies examples a mix of these are evident. For example the 
OpenLearn initially fitted the endowment model through funding from the 
Hewlett Foundation, but now is supported internally and hence fits under the 
institutional model primarily. However because of the ongoing range of spin 
off initiatives and partnerships it could also be considered to fit in with a num-
ber of the other models to some degree as well (endowment, conversion, and 
partnership).  

All of the case studies under the current HEA/JISC OER programme are es-
sentially a mix of endowment and institution, as although they are receiving 
funding for the work there is a requirement that there is institutional support 
and ongoing commitment to the work. The business model of UnisulVirtual 
was one of ‘independent investment’; that is, it did not use public funding 
money to promote its OER initiative, but used university funds to implement it.  
Its aim was to mainstream OER into its usual university practices. However, 
its model of making material available via OpenLearn supported through local 
paid tutors is an example of institutional investment. BCCampus could be ar-
gued to be a mix of a Government model (as it received government aid) but 
also fits under the partnership model.  

The lack of clarity of individual business models is perhaps not surprising, as 
in reality projects will probably adopt a number of strategies in conjunction. 
For example many initiatives have reported that making some of their educa-
tional material freely available has led to direct revenue returns, in terms of 
learners then signing up for paid courses (hence an example of the conver-
sion model). Furthermore many of the pioneering early flagship OER projects 
now boast a range of spin-out initiatives, consultancy work and related re-
search projects. Encouragingly there seems to be a general recognition of 
and commitment to OER work as is evident in the number of institutions who 
are prepared to sign up for some element at least of the institutional model.  
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3.2.8 Barriers and Enablers 
Many of the projects have incorporated formal evaluation mechanisms and so 
have been able to document both the barriers and enablers to the uptake and 
adoption of OER. Some are technical (for example a lack of interoperability 
between platforms) but others are more to do with cultural or organisational 
issues.  

For example in some instances there is evidence of users accessing OER but 
not repurposing them. A commonly cited barrier is academics reluctance to 
provide resources under a Creative Commons share-alike license. More gen-
erally academics have often been slow to see the benefit of OER and have 
been concerned about the investment in time the creation and use of OER will 
take. A significant issue is the lack of experience of using web 2.0 technolo-
gies and given that most OER are delivered and repurposed this way, this is 
potentially a significant barrier. 

The Pocket project aimed to explore the issues that inhibit users from down-
loading, uploading and repurposing material from OpenLearn. The project 
identified a number of barriers to transformation and made recommendations 
for improvement.  

As a means of overcoming barriers caused where Internet access is slow or 
expensive the eGranary project sets up mirror sites for OER. A good example 
of a project that has attempted to address staff self-motivation is the West-
minster University case study, where they used Multimedia Training Videos as 
a means of promoting their OER work and explaining the benefits to staff. An 
alternative strategy is to see the OER work as part of a broader family of e-
learning initiatives. MatheVital is perceived as successful because it is an ad-
ditional initiative to the e-learning activities of the faculty.  

Open.fi adopts a different approach to getting teacher engagement. In addi-
tion to its core offering, i.e. the digital learning materials, the portal offers a 
wide variety of materials for supporting teaching and learning. It organises 
competitions and theme days (e.g. European Spring 2010, intellectual prop-
erty rights day with European Competition) and includes links to European 
sites such as eTwinning. 

The collaborative approach adopted by the e-library project (involving e-library 
volunteers, students, scientists and employees) is stated as being a great mo-
tivator and helps teach the stakeholders involved to work in teams and gives 
them experience of using new technologies). 

There are four main types of barriers and enablers. They are technical, eco-
nomic, social and legal and examples of all four types were evident in the 
case studies. This section draws extensively on two main reviews covering 
this topic (Centre for Educational Research and Innovation, 2007; Open 
eLearning Content Observatory Services, 2007).  
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Technical Issues 
Not surprisingly there are a number of technical barriers associated with the 
development and use of OER, although arguably as technologies improve 
and interfaces become more intuitive some of these technical barriers are be-
coming less of a problem. As OER are made available over the web, access 
to the web is a prerequisite. This can be a significant barrier therefore in 
countries where access is limited or there is no broadband. In addition there 
are technical issues with converting print material into digital format. There are 
choices to be made in terms of whether to use PDF or XML formats and there 
are decisions to be made in terms of the extent to which metadata is added 
and what type of metadata will be most appropriate. The MIT OCW chose 
PDF as the document format for their courses, however PDF has limitations. 
For example the PDF format inhibits reuse, as it is not possible to dissect and 
reconfigure the resource easily. HTML or XML formats offer greater flexibility, 
but require higher levels of technical skills. Nonetheless many initiatives have 
opted for these formats, recognising the increase flexibility they provide and in 
particular the easy which with they can be repurposed or transferred to differ-
ent technology platforms. 

Technical drivers are associated with the ease of use, cost and availability of 
technologies. The Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (2007: 59) 
suggests the following mechanisms for overcoming technical barriers: in-
creased broadband availability: increased hard drive capacity and processing 
speeds coupled with lower costs: greater provision and variety of technologies 
to create, distribute and share content: and provision of simpler software tools 
for creating, editing and remixing: and decreased cost and the increased 
quality of consumer technology devices for audio, photo and video. 

During the last ten years there has been an enormous change in the way 
knowledge is created and communicated. Web 2.0 technologies have trans-
formed the way in which we interact, access and use digital materials. The 
wide availability of broadband networks allows learners and educators to 
communicate a thought, a message or even learning material almost instan-
taneously. At the present time there is also the rapid development of mobile 
technologies using OER content and these are often related to location-based 
services. 

This change in the broader technological landscape is timely and is an im-
portant driver in terms of OEP. JISC in the UK has been one of the leaders in 
terms of the development of digital content infrastructures, both in terms of the 
technical architecture required, as well as an understanding of how to popu-
late and manage digital repositories (Centre for Educational Research and In-
novation, 2007: 61). Other large-scale commercial operations are also inter-
ested in working in this space. For example Google is piloting a project for the 
free hosting of educational material, for example large open collections of sci-
entific data, and shows that the development of access, and of course preser-
vation of access, is going on (Aitkins, Daniels, Brown, Hammond and Allen, 
2007: 26). Copyright tools are also becoming easy to use. Creative Commons 
now offers the ccPublisher tool for licensing and have even developed add-
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ons for Microsoft Office and OS pendant OpenOffice (Open eLearning Con-
tent Observatory Services, 2007: 98).  

 

Economic Issues 
There are significant resources associated with the creation and management 
of OER. These are both technical and human costs. The Centre for Educa-
tional Research lists a number of costs: 

• Investment in appropriate hardware and software to develop and share 
OER. It’s worth adding that this might be the provision of new hardware or 
software, or adaptation of existing hardware or software  

• Costs associated with developing the resources  

• Costs needed to sustain OER initiatives in the long run 

The exact nature of the costs will depend on how sophisticated the OER initia-
tive is. Even with the most rudimentary and streamlined example there will be 
costs associated with someone capturing the content, digitising it, checking 
for and resolving any copyright issues, and putting in place some quality as-
surance check on the final product. With more sophisticated initiatives that are 
either larger in scope or more complex in terms of the nature of the consor-
tium involved and the scale of the initiative, there are additional costs in-
curred. These initiatives are likely to need more complex workflows, different 
roles for the different activities involved, and invariably some element of pro-
ject management.  

Making the resources available in a variety of formats (for example in print, on 
physical media such as hard drives, DVDs and USB drives, as well as over 
the Internet) will also add to the costs and creates an additional burden in 
terms of versioning control. However, providing OER in a variety of formats is 
particularly important in terms of social inclusion and as a means of address-
ing the issues of access for those with poor Internet provision. Many academ-
ics lack the necessary skills needed to create OER and to add appropriate 
metadata and hence there may be an additional cost in terms of up-skilling 
them. It is essential therefore that there is appropriate training available as 
well as easy to use tools which help to create rich metadata, especially for 
those persons who are unaware of the significance of metadata and its func-
tion in good OEP. 

As discussed in the previous section there are a variety of business models 
currently being trialled around the development and ultimately sustainability of 
OER initiatives, but as yet there is no one clear model that is guaranteed to 
work. In the last few years significant funding has been made available by a 
number of public and private parties, notably the William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation. However, this scale of investment is unlikely to continue and in-
deed the recently funded JISC/HEA OER programme placed the emphasis on 
making available existing digital resources, rather than funding for the creation 
of OER.  There are many OER projects in the pipeline which cannot be fully 
funded by such parties, and this model of funding is not sustainable. There-
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fore alternative funding models will need to be developed. Models based on 
membership fees, or payment for consultancy services associated with the 
OER, have been suggested. Donation and sponsorship models have also 
been suggested, and as discussed in the previous section Downes (2007) 
provides a detailed critique and examples of nine models, along with some of 
the pros and cons of each.  

The Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (2007: 59) identify five 
forms of economic enablers, which are either the result of recent technological 
advantages (such as the lower cost of broadband Internet connections or the 
increased availability of tools for creating, editing and hosting content), or can 
be considered as strategies or approaches to adopt (for example providing 
opportunities to reduce costs through co-operation and sharing or articulation 
of new business models for sustainability).  

The increasingly ubiquitous nature of the Internet provides opportunities for 
distance/online collaborations that would not have been possible in the past. 
Therefore it is now possible to have large-scale, multi-partner initiatives co-
constructing and manipulating resources online. Clearly such collaborations 
have cost benefits, ‘by sharing and reusing, the costs for content development 
can be cut, thereby making better use of available resources (Centre for Edu-
cational Research and Innovation, 2007: 64). However, this of course is 
based on the assumption that the institutions involved are willing to share their 
materials with each other. . This means consequent sharing and creation of 
resources by all institutions. This is at the heart of the OpenCourseWare Con-
sortium, which involves over 120 institutions worldwide. Another perceived 
driver relates is to use the marketing of high quality OER as a means of at-
tracting new students: 

‘There is a need to look for new cost recovery models, new ways of ob-
taining revenue, such as offering content for free, both as an adver-
tisement for the institution, and as a way of lowering the threshold for 
new students, who may be more likely to enrol – and therefore pay for 
tutoring and accreditation – when they have had a taste of the learning 
on offer through open content’. (Centre for Educational Research and 
Innovation, 2007: 65).  

 

Social Issues 
A number of social or cultural barriers are evident. Firstly, academics may be 
sceptical as to the value of investing in the creation of OER. Secondly, they 
may lack the necessary skills (either technical or pedagogical) to create or 
use OER. Thirdly, there are cultural obstacles in terms of sharing or using re-
sources developed by other teachers or institutions (Centre for Educational 
Research and Innovation 2007: 59-60). Fourthly, there are usually no recogni-
tion systems to reward academics for engaging with OER initiatives. Indeed 
quite the reverse, involvement can be seen as a distraction from doing more 
important activities such as research (Centre for Educational Research and 
Innovation 2007: 60). Fifthly, academics may be apprehensive about taking 
part in such initiatives, feeling a loss of control and ownership over their 
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teaching materials and concerns about possible misuse of any OER they pro-
duce. Finally, for some there is simply a lack of interest in pedagogical innova-
tion; teaching is seen as a routine part of their role, with research as the main 
passion and driver. 

Cultural obstacles are also an issue. Firstly there are language barriers. A 
significant proportion of OER have been produced in English. This is a major 
barrier to use for those where English is not their first language. A number of 
the flagship initiatives have translated their materials. MIT is, for example, at-
tempting to counter this barrier by translating its content into different lan-
guages, as well as publishing new content. Similarly, OpenLearn materials 
are now available in a range of different languages and indeed as one of the 
case studies testifies are actually working in close partnership with other insti-
tutions to go beyond simple translation of materials, to the provision of addi-
tional support at the local level. Even if the resources are translated, (which 
has an associated cost), there may be subtle language nuances that change 
the meaning. Secondly, there are significant regional variations in terms of 
culture, religion and customs. So what may be acceptable in one context will 
be culturally unacceptable in another context. Similarly examples and case 
studies used within OER to explain particular teaching points may be too con-
textually located and hence not travel well to other cultural contexts.  

Motivation and incentives are important factors in terms of getting staff buy in 
and engagement and hence the lack of any visible reward system is likely to 
be an obstacle for the deployment of OER in teaching and learning. To estab-
lish a credible academic reward system that includes the production and use 
of OER might be the single most important policy issue for a large-scale de-
ployment of OER in teaching and learning.   

Understandably, teachers are generally reluctant to share their resources, un-
less they can see a benefit. Articulating the benefits or putting in place appro-
priate reward mechanisms are two important strategies for getting staff buy-in. 
As touched on briefly above there are a number of other complex factors at 
work in terms of academic reluctance. Some are not interesting in teaching 
innovations, whereas others lack the necessary skills. The use of OER re-
quires a change in mindset, away from didactic, teacher-centred pedagogical 
approaches to those in which the teachers’ role is more around orchestration 
and facilitation of the learning. In addition, the teachers’ role is no longer 
around creation and dissemination of knowledge, indeed learners could there-
fore be more actively involved in the design of curricula and the creation of 
knowledge (Yuan et al. 2008: 20). 

The Centre for Educational research and Innovation has identified the follow-
ing social enablers; ‘the altruistic motives of individuals; opportunities for insti-
tutions to reach out new social groups; increased use of broadband (and 
hence experience of working in online digital spaces); the desire for both 
teachers and learners to have interactivity in learning materials; an increased 
willingness to share, to contribute and to create online communities’ (Centre 
for Educational Research and Innovation, 2007: 59). Altruistic motives are of-
ten based on the notion that sharing knowledge is a good thing to do (Ibid: 
64). People should have easy/equal access to educational resources and this 
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access should be at minimal cost to the individual. Indeed this idea of people 
being educated for free has its roots in the United Nations Human Rights.  

Opportunities to reach out to new social groups can have two different inter-
pretations. Firstly, targeting new groups especially people who are not yet in-
volved in higher education. This aligns well with the general increased promi-
nence on lifelong learning in policy rhetoric at the European level, and within 
individual member states. This also has potential positive publicity benefits ‘It 
is good for public relations and it can function as a showcase to attract new 
students’ (Ibid: 64-65). Indeed there is some evidence to support this. MIT re-
port that about 35% of their new students stated that they chose MIT because 
of having first had a look at MIT OCW (Ibid: 52).  

Freely available OER might suggest that there will be an increased willing-
ness for users (both teachers and learners) to share, contribute and partici-
pate in social communities. However, this is not always the case. Individuals 
may prefer to share only within a closed community of peers (Ibid: 104). OER 
initiatives need to be sensitive to their end users and the degree to which they 
are comfortable in participating in open spaces. Many initiatives have taken 
this on board and have created safe, closed spaces that can be user con-
trolled in terms of access. At the other end of the scale, open web 2.0 prac-
tices offer a different set of advantages, enabling users to be part of a world-
wide community. In addition, web 2.0 tools can now be appropriated to enable 
individuals to create their own Personal Learning Environment (PLE) of tools 
and services (customising tools such as personal Weblogs, social networking 
tools, social bookmarking, online content sharing, personal file repositories, 
and e-portfolios for personal use).  

 

Legal Issues 
The following are the four main legal issues associated with creating and 
making OER available, copyright issues, ownership, Intellectual Property 
Rights and permission to use. Many resources may be context-bound due to 
copyright issues so it is not possible to adapt the source to local prerequisites. 
This barrier seems to be one of the most crucial ones. Without the permission 
of the copyright holder it is strictly prohibited to copy, reproduce or change re-
sources. The default rule is that all uses which are not expressly permitted by 
the copyright owner are strictly prohibited. One of the main focuses of OER 
lies in sharing, using and adapting resources, and with the restrictions con-
cerning copyright the whole model would not be applicable. However, since 
the founding of the Creative Commons licensing scheme, copyright issues are 
less of a problem. Another inhibitor is material derived from commercial sour-
ces. A commercial educational resource based on parts of the publishers’ ori-
ginal part will not be open for learning activities such as re-use, modification 
or sharing due to monetary considerations of the publishers. Also educational 
material which gets published by universities often consists of some content 
which is from third parties and therefore it is not fully legal to reuse or adapt it. 

Licensing schemes such as Creative Commons and the GNU Free Documen-
tation Licence have made a significant difference in terms of providing a 
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mechanism for OER to be easily attributed and shared. These new schemes 
offer wide and easy to use licensing options and promote good OEP that en-
courages the development of OER. The features of such licences are that the: 

• Licensees are granted the right to copy, distribute, display, digitally per-
form and make verbatim copies of the work into the same or another for-
mat. 

• Licences have worldwide application for the entire duration of copyright 
and are irrevocable. 

• Licensees cannot use technological protection measures to restrict access 
to the work. 

• Copyright notices should not be removed from copies of the work and 
every copy of the work should maintain a link to the licence. 

• Attribution must be given to the creator of the copyright work (BY). 

• Use is around ‘fair use/fair dealing plus’ (see for example 
http://creativecommons.org/weblog/entry/5681), in that they grant a layer 
of protection on top of, and in addition to, the scope of activity that is per-
mitted under existing copyright exceptions and limitations. 

The further existing optional features are:  

• Non-commercial (NC) - others are permitted to copy, distribute, display 
and perform the copyright work – and any derivative works based upon it – 
but for non-commercial purposes only. 

• No derivative works (ND) - others are permitted to copy, distribute, display 
and perform exact copies of the work only and cannot make derivative 
works based upon it. 

• Share Alike (SA) - others may distribute derivative works only under a 
licence identical to that covering the original work. (Centre for Educational 
Research and Innovation 2007, p.74) 

 
Copyright openness with Creative Commons licenses  

The figure above is taken from Hodgkinson-Williams, Cheryl; Gray, Eve 
(2009: 9) and gives an overview of all available Creative Commons (CC) 
Licences. CC licences provide the basis on which to share and re-use OER 
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(Fitzgerald 2007, p.13). By mixing and matching the three core licences it is 
possible to generate six different licences, as shown in the figure. Although 
CC is meant to be a driver, by its nature, it implies some kind of barrier. The 
No Derivates and Non-Commercial clauses for example are not fully compati-
ble with ‘free content’ as defined by Mako Hill and Möller (Centre for Educa-
tional Research and Innovation 2007: 78). Nevertheless CC seems to be a 
very important project that acts as a strong driver for OER development. An-
other feature of CC is the machine-readable translations, the so-called meta-
data of the CC licenses. This data allows users to discover and search ma-
terial that has a link to a CC license. Several search engines like Google have 
incorporated a feature that allows a user to search for materials that are con-
nected to CC licenses (Open eLearning Content Observatory Services 2007: 
59). To help address such issues CC launched a new subdivision called 
Learning Commons with a main focus on education and educational re-
sources. “The mission of Learning Commons is to break down the legal, tech-
nical, and cultural barriers to a global educational commons.” (Yuan et al. 
2008: 17). Thus Learning Commons gives expertise and advice to the OER 
community to solve cultural and technical barriers. The Open eLearning Con-
tent Observatory Services (2007: 103) cites Rice University as a good exam-
ple. 

‘One of the leading examples of IT-enabled innovation in teaching is 
the Connexions platform, which is managed by Rice University (USA) 
but invites university professors and high school teachers from any-
where in the world to participate. Connexions allows them to design, 
update and make available teaching and learning material in a modular 
and highly interactive way. All content can be used by others under a 
Creative Commons license.” (Open eLearning Content Observatory 
Services 2007, p.103) 

In summary the recognised enablers of good OEP can be identified in the fol-
lowing quote from OLCOS:6 

‘Hence, ideally a repository would be a Web-based environment in 
which teachers can create, manage and share some parts of what they 
consider useful for teaching. Actually, the question of how to manage 
content effectively is one of the most important, and repositories might 
become much more appealing to teachers by providing assistance with 
this. However, this requires a good understanding of what teachers do, 
or would like to do, with digital content’. (Open eLearning Content Ob-
servatory Services 2007: 102-103) 

                                                        
6 http://www.olcos.org/ 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4 Quality and Innovation through Open Educational 
Practices  
The previous section presented the data from the case studies. This section 
contextualises this in the broader research literature and in particular dis-
cusses in detail two of the key concepts that the OPAL project is concerned 
with; namely the notions of quality and innovation of OEP. 

 

4.1 Introducing quality of educational practices  
This section provides a short overview of the concept of quality as it is gener-
ally used. It focuses on the quality of resources versus quality of practices. It 
provides a short account of what current indications there are around the cre-
ation and use of quality processes, concepts, concentrating where possible on 
approaches that are specifically around actual OEP.  

There are numerous ways of measuring quality processes in the context of 
OEP and the creation of OERs. One approach, having defined an identifiable 
measurement of quality, might be to contrast the quality of the resources with 
the quality of practices. Another method, at a different (institutional) level, 
might be to compare the quality mechanisms of existing educational material 
production with that of OER creation. The former methods are often carried 
out by Faculty, University or National Assurance Agencies and, as such, may 
have long established mechanisms and processes. In the UK, for example, 
Higher Education teaching (including educational material production) is over-
seen by the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) who state that they will: 

• safeguard the public interest in the sound standards of higher education 
qualifications 

• inform and encourage continuous improvement in the management of the 
quality of higher education 

(http://www.qaa.ac.uk)   

The QAA achieve this through carrying out regular teaching quality assess-
ments in either specific subjects areas or in terms of institutional audits of 
teaching practices in the Higher Education sector. Currently there does not 
appear to be quite such an established set of processes for OER production, 
however, it is possible to anticipate that OEP quality processes could fall into 
three categories, namely those that assess the:  

• Technical production quality 

• Pedagogical presentation of resources 

• Subject content quality (in terms of accuracy) 
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OEP is a broad church: individual OER production processes vary, explicit 
pedagogy is not always apparent (or may have been considered?) and deliv-
ered OERs cover a wide range of subject areas, each potentially inviting dis-
tinctive measures of accuracy or trust in the validity of their content. The cur-
rent state of OER quality control, according to Wikimedia 
(http://strategy.wikimedia.org) have been summarised in further terms of: 

Quality in this context has several important components: 

• Content: does the material contain the right information on the right topic? 

• Context: is the material appropriate for, and relevant to, a specific group of 
students, in a specific classroom, in a specific school or more broadly in 
other learning contexts for lifelong learners? 

• Efficacy: has the material been proven effective? 

In summary the quality processes to be assessed for OER and OEP can thus 
be measured in terms of ‘fit for purpose’. It is important to recognise that any 
measurement of quality is contextual and ultimately the end user (learner or 
educator) will measure the quality of any OER through a variety of (subjective) 
mechanisms often unique to their experience and context. 

As an addenda to this focus on quality processes it is opportune to note that 
the forthcoming OER workshop in Windhoek, Namibia, organised by 
UNESCO and The Commonwealth of Learning (COL)7 “Open Educational 
Resources for Quality Assurance Agencies” part of a series called “taking 
OER beyond the OER community: Policy and Capacity” will encompass many 
of these objectives. The initiative’s aim is to expand understanding of OERs 
by educational decision makers in order to promote their wider use, in other 
words the main purpose is to promote quality assurance of OER production 
and delivery. The workshop aims to bring together experts in quality assur-
ance as well as from quality assurance agencies in both developing and de-
veloped worlds to: 

• Understand OER and acknowledge them as legitimate and promising op-
tion for Higher Education 

• Discuss how OER can impact on a higher education institution’s develop-
ment 

• Understand how do OER impact on quality in higher education institutions 

• Discuss how quality assurance agencies can include OER in their ap-
proaches to audits and accreditation 

(http://www.col.org/OER) 

                                                        

7 Commonwealth of Learning website: http://www.col.org/OER 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The underlying conviction behind the concept of quality through open educa-
tional practices is that  

1. The quality of education has to focus on educational practices and 
cannot just be taking one single part of educational processes in view 
(like the quality debate did for a long time). 

2. Educational practices are concerned with the whole of the educational 
process (i.e. stakeholders, interactions and the actual resource), which 
lead to more practical performance competence of an individual within 
a particular domain.  

3. The nature of the ‘openness’ of educational practices is directed to-
wards opening traditional “closed” instruction-oriented, content-
focussed educational practices towards open educational practices, 
which are focussing on social practices, acquiring competence to be 
able to perform responsible action within a domain.  

‘Quality’ as an activity is now well established within educational institutions. A 
range of metrics has been developed to identify and benchmark ‘quality’ 
within and between institutions. Alongside this a range of methodologies has 
been developed. In general there has been a shift from the notion of basic 
‘quality audit’ through ‘quality assurance’ and finally in recent years towards 
‘quality enhancement’. Within the broader focus on quality around teaching 
and learning practices, e-learning is a particular focus of interest; in part be-
cause it challenges many aspects of traditional teaching and learning pro-
cesses and in part because it is seen as having the potential to act as lever-
age to promotion innovation. Wirth (2006) reports that an empirical study 
among European universities (241) revealed that more than half of the institu-
tions at least partly apply a quality model for e-learning (53 %) (PLS Ramboll 
Management 2004: 70). The instruments used are mostly focusing on learner 
satisfaction or evaluation by external peers, creation of an internal quality sys-
tem, external quality assessment, and guidelines as well as standards for 
course development. In addition to this, 24 universities reported that they ap-
plied the same quality assurance methods for e-learning as they do for tradi-
tional educational settings (ibid). Research by Fraunhofer IPSI (2003: 32) con-
firms these findings: In the corporate sector, user feedbacks are very much in 
the focus, only very few organizations are opting for quality certificates (only 
7-8% according to a study conducted by Unicmind 2002: 26). Additionally van 
Buren and Erskinen (2002) report of findings which show that over three quar-
ters of all evaluations conducted are targeting users’ satisfaction and not 
learning success, transfer or return of investment of an educational process.  

Balli et al. (2002: 17) state that an increase of quality related activities took 
place during recent years. In particular, the increasing number of country-, re-
gion- and even worldwide rankings and benchmarks are dedicated indicators 
for this development (see Danish Evaluation Institute 2003: 21, Federkeil 
2004: 63). The reason for this rise in quality related activities can be attributed 
to increasing competition, the improvement quality strategies themselves (see 
Falk 2000: 557), a growing understanding of quality as a major differentiator 
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on the market and changing legal limiting factors (see Bötel/ Krekel 2004: 25, 
Bötel et al. 2002: 36).  

The debate however is not so much characterized by accurate empirically de-
fined concepts and operationalised notions but rather constituted of a dense 
bundle of a broad range of arguments, objectives, convictions and procedures 
(Terhart 2000: 809). It is less characterized by its precise definition but rather 
by its positive connotation. The very impact of the word “quality” on behaviour 
demonstrates its meaning. The word merely signifies “composition” (Latin: 
qualis) but in everyday language it is used to distinguish a characteristic of an 
object as being of a higher calibre than that of another object. Fröhlich and 
Jütte emphasize that even if quality management approaches nowadays’ may 
not be completely satisfying yet, they at least must be seen as a chance to 
become more sensitive towards current challenges and innovative ways to 
solve quality issues (Fröhlich/ Jütte 2004: 13). 

Quality in education is a multidimensional concept (cf. Donabedian 1980, 
Ehlers 2004). Different approaches therefore to define quality are available 
(cf. Quartapelle/ Larsen 1996). Berkel (1998) suggests a three-dimensional 
scheme – originally for service quality – which has been adapted to the field of 
educational processes in the following description. It locates quality within 
three poles (ibid., p.19): 

• Objective vs. subjective: This dimension addresses the question of who is 
defining quality criteria and values. If the quality value is defined only 
through the performance indicators of a product, Berkel (1987) terms it ob-
jective quality. The quality characteristics then have to be a part of the re-
spective good – which is only partially true for the field of education. For 
education the quality characteristics are usually defined through individual 
persons or committees in a subjective way. The definition of quality re-
quirements through clients or learners is a subjective quality definition. 

• Inherent vs. instrumental: This dimension relates to the question where 
quality can be observed and when it becomes explicitly measurable. In-
herent quality relates to quality which can be observed as lasting and in-
hering quality of a product. If quality reveals only through a service pro-
cess and thus the participation of clients, we refer to it as instrumental 
quality. Often objects with inherent quality characteristics (e.g. Learning 
Management Systems, learning materials, etc.) are used in an instrumen-
tal way. 

• Endogenous vs. exogenous: If organisational processes and structures 
are taken into account when evaluating and/or assuring educational quality 
we speak of endogenous quality. If the educational institution or organisa-
tion is not part of a quality evaluation, we can speak of exogenous quality. 
The quality evaluation of education needs an active process. Endogenous 
and exogenous can be used to distinguish between quality assessments 
which are either directed to the surface structure (exogenous) or the deep 
process structure (endogenous) of an educational service. 

According to Berkel’s (1998) distinction, the quality of education is subjective, 
instrumental and endogenous. It reveals that quality in education is a client-
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oriented concept where the quality requirements are defined in participation 
between clients and providers. The quality of education is therefore consti-
tuted only through mutual interaction of learners with their learning envi-
ronment (cf. Brindley/ Walti/ Zwaki-Richter 2004), and the evaluation of quality 
is influenced by organisational processes within which the educational pro-
cess takes place (endogenous).  

E-learning quality – or educational quality in a wider context – is a diverse 
concept. It is not an absolute and fixed category but rather depends on the 
situation in which it is employed. No country has (yet) reached a social, politi-
cal or academic consensus on what educational quality actually is. Different 
methods are used to assure quality, ranging from market-oriented instru-
ments, government-driven consumer protection mechanisms and accredita-
tion concepts to institutional strategies and individual instruments. Ap-
proaches can have an explicit intentional character or can be rather implicit – 
when quality development is left to individuals’ professional competences. 

The definition of quality always takes place as a normative act, referring to a 
specific context. Consequently, situations and interests always influence its 
definition. This applies specially to quality in the sector of social and educa-
tional services, since the quality of those services is by nature only constituted 
in the moment of service provision itself and through a negotiation and co-
production of the professional educational actor and the client. 

To critically analyze quality it is helpful to identify the basic points of the de-
bate. We can distinguish between three fundamentally different aspects in the 
discussion (Ehlers 2003): 

• Different interpretations of quality 

• Different stakeholders with different perspectives on quality 

• Different forms of quality (input-, process-, output-quality) 

Together these three aspects provide a general frame of reference for the de-
scribed debate. 

One dimension is the different interpretation of the meaning of quality. Nu-
merous definitions from various fields are available. For example, a widely 
used definition in economics is a product-oriented understanding which views 
quality as a physical characteristic of an object. Of course such a definition 
cannot easily be transferred to the educational sector. Unlike businesses edu-
cation does not involve classic supplier-customer relationships. It is an asso-
ciation of co-producers. An e-learning program supplies technology and con-
tent but it is down to learners themselves to actively use it, i.e. learn. This 
interaction between the learning environment and the learner is known as a 
co-production process. In education, we can currently identify about five dif-
ferent meanings of quality (Harvey, Green, 2000): 

• Quality as an exception, describing the surpassing of standards, 

• Quality as perfection, describing the state of flawlessness, 
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• Quality a functionality, referring to the degree of utility, 

• Quality as an adequate return, measured by the price-performance or 
cost-benefit ratio, 

• Quality as transformation, describing the above mentioned co-producer re-
lationship between the learner and the learning environment and referring 
to the learners progress in terms of a learning process. 

There are not only different interpretations of quality but also different stake-
holders’ perspectives: the enterprise as a user of a training measure, the tu-
tors supervising an e-learning-program, the human resource managers who 
establish a framework for continuing education in their sector, and the learn-
ers. Each of these players generally has divergent interests and differing 
quality requirements and interpretations. It is therefore important to regard 
quality not as a static element but as a negotiation process between different 
stakeholders involved in the social process. 

Last but not least, quality can also refer to different educational processes or 
levels. We can cite the different levels of the famous quality triad by Dona-
bedian (Donabedian, 1980): 

• e-learning prerequisites (input or structure quality): availability or capability 
of the technological infrastructure, qualification of tutors, etc., 

• The learning process (process quality): the interaction of learners, learning 
formats, corporate learning culture, learning content and desired training 
goals, 

• The result (output/ outcome quality): the increase in learners professional 
competence. 

Quality cannot be generalised. There is no direct relation between action and 
impact. Quality development – as much as education – is situated, and rooted 
in the context of a culture and a learning environment. Defining quality there-
fore means navigating this multidimensional space. There is no easy answer 
or standard quality assurance solution. One has to abandon the hope of only 
having to define quality criteria once to be able to appraise e-learning-services 
and formats properly in the future. A key factor for e-learning thus will be a 
concise quality orientation which spans all processes and puts learners first. 
They must take the pole positions in the quality debate since their (profes-
sional) development is on stake – regardless of formal or informal envi-
ronments. 

Even more dimensions of diversity which influence the quality debate can be 
identified. There is, for example, the notion of quality in different subjects and 
topics. From an international perspective the cultural diversity places enor-
mous challenges on the quality debate. Nagel (2004) reports that students’ 
role in society is viewed quite differently in the Anglo-Saxon, Scandinavian or 
southern European countries. In Anglo-Saxon countries, he reports, students 
are seen as investors in their own carrier, in Scandinavian countries they are 
viewed as young citizens and in southern European countries as family mem-
bers. It is evident that such differences in perception are influencing the struc-
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ture of educational systems, and have an impact on the answer to the quality 
question. 

In conclusion we can see that the quality of educational processes has to in-
volve all stakeholders into a participative negotiation and lead to the 
ability/competence to perform responsible actions. Such a holistic view of 
quality is mirroring the inherent understanding of educational quality concepts 
summarised above.  

 

 

4.2 How OEP enhances quality and innovation in education  
It is true that current open educational resources initiative largely focus on 
building access to educational resource. It is also true that the international 
community of educational practitioners more and more realises that the pure 
access to digital educational resources is not causing the expected take off of 
educational availability for all or have the expected impact on renewing edu-
cational agenda, setting and environments, neither building better quality edu-
cational. The missing link is the practice dimension. The availability of re-
sources has never been sufficient motivation or sufficient opportunity to 
change educational practices within organisation, policies or individual behav-
iour. As Hatakka questions in the title of his paper ‘Build it and will they 
come?’ 

Pinning down what is meant by ‘quality’ and ‘innovation’ in OEP is complex 
and difficult to quantify as the practice of developing OER varies from institu-
tion to institution, amongst groups of OER specialists and those new to the 
area as well as between like-minded individuals with a subject interest agreed 
on creating an OER. With this in mind it is important to note that OER practice 
is an area that may or may not observe national or, indeed, international 
boundaries. Resources may be delivered in multiple languages and potentially 
crossing a number of different cultures as well as incorporating a variety of 
local educational practices. Each OER project has a particular story to tell 
about its inception, creation, ensuing good practice and probable future de-
velopments. 

Capturing this diverse practice enables us to build a picture of current issues 
and should lead to a greater understanding of how OER can be created, de-
veloped and used in a variety of settings. Lessons of what works and what 
does not are essential to the further development of quality OER as well as 
their wider adoption in the educational community. Determining the perceived 
quality of those existing OER and understanding any innovative methods 
used to create them can also help forthcoming developments in the wider 
area of education where the OER practice may or may not take place. One 
emerging case that supports this idea has been put forward by The Higher 
Education Academy (HEA) and JISC, UK, who argue that: ‘making educa-
tional resources open broadens their use’ (HEA/JISC 2010).  
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The evidence from the desk study, thus far, shows that different communities 
have developed a diverse collection of OER and have demonstrated a variety 
of good educational work. Comparing two of the case studies can illustrate 
some of this variety of innovation in practice as well as beginning to exemplify 
emerging quality issues. The first case study: the UK based People’s Open 
Access Educational Initiative – the “People’s University” (http://www.peoples-
uni.org) are a relatively small community of practice focusing on the broad 
area of public health. Their aim, as educators, is to help with Public Health 
capacity building in low and middle-income countries through Internet based 
education. They offer some 12 dedicated OER study units to more than 300 
students and are accredited to the UK Royal Society for Public Health. Their 
OER courses are accessible via the content management system, Moodle. 
OER teaching support is offered via the 4 Trustees and 11 international ad-
visors who are engaged by the project. The People’s University, although UK 
based, thus aims to offer its education to a global audience through the me-
dium of English thus demonstrating the potential of OEP. 

By contrast a second case study, the Universia project, a consortium of uni-
versities based in the European Union and Latin America, aims to provide 
“leadership in the development of the Information Society in Hispanic univer-
sity education” (http://mit.ocw.universia.net) - a much broader remit. They of-
fer some 105 Spanish and 29 Portuguese OER courses in a variety of subject 
areas. Additionally Universia has also entered into an agreement with the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) to translate some of their exist-
ing English medium Open Courseware (OCW) courses into Spanish and 
Portuguese. Universia also offers an online discussion forum for Spanish 
speaking OCW users and a contrasting example of multi-lingual OEP. 

Thus OEP in action can take different forms: focused geographical coverage, 
type of networking and sharing the choice of language medium as well as the 
actual scale of OER production, delivery and support. Innovation can emerge 
during the development of OER and OEP as a result of perceived needs, the 
individual circumstances of the developers: experience, time frame and avail-
able resources. It may be a reaction to these factors or simply transpire as a 
result of the local conditions and perceived OER status. For example, the 
OpenLearn initiative in the OU UK, funded by the Hewlett Foundation was 
both an institutionally focussed initiative, with clear institutional strategic drive 
and commitment as well as  a flagship exemplar for other OER projects. In 
contrast the NDLR in Ireland focuses very much at a national level with a 
partnership consortium arrangement of key institutions.  

Open educational practices are practices where the open refers to opening 
and widening the paradigm of resources and content-based education. The 
vision behind is to achieve a situation in which resources are no longer the 
sole focus, but in which the practices within a specific domain (e.g. Engineer-
ing, Medicine, etc.) are the focus of education. Not knowledge only but re-
sponsibility is the objective of such an educational vision.  

Open educational practices are going beyond the state of availability of re-
sources. Open educational practices are practices in which a portfolio of edu-
cational, pedagogical processes are configured in such a way that available 
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open educational resources are used to move from an instructional paradigm 
of education in which the learner is seen as the receiver of information and 
knowledge, and resources are used to inform the learner about things s/he 
does not know, to a paradigm where the knowledge is freely available whilst 
teachers and learners are striving to learn how to navigate in a professional 
domain, asking the right questions and assessing the suitability of materials 
for the respective array of problems. Learners are then not only receivers but 
also creators of knowledge and resources which they collect from the avail-
able resources on the net or other media and which they assemble into per-
sonal knowledge spaces, modify them into their own knowledge portfolios and 
share them with other learners and become part of communities of practices 
and members of networks creating new knowledge.  

Validation of knowledge is key in such scenarios and is not easy to achieve, 
because the sole paradigm of right and wrong is no longer only the fixed cur-
riculum but the problem which has to be solved, which the learners together 
with facilitators defined at the outset of their professonalisation process. Vali-
dation is a process of peer-review, reflection and bench-learning in which 
learners and facilitators together reflect in the suitability and usefulness of the 
acquired knowledge, skills and attitudes. Validation comes more from peers 
and external actors in form of reviews and peer-reflections than from a ´fixed 
check against a standard portfolio. The Peer2Peer OER project ably demon-
strates this ethos in its fundamental aims and objectives. 

The vision of open educational practice is including a move from a resource-
based learning, and attempting to meet the high standards, to a learning pro-
cess in which social processes, validation and reflection are at the heart of 
education, and learners become experts in judging, reflection, innovation 
within a domain and navigation through domain knowledge. 

To avoid misunderstanding it is important to stress that open educational 
practices do not neglect the importance of the availability of good resources 
but that they aim at higher levels of the ladder of reproduction/ understanding 
– connecting information – application of knowledge – competence action – 
responsible behaviour (North 2001).   

The vision of open educational practices therefore involves all stakeholders of 
the higher education and adult education governance community. It is a vision 
that cannot be achieved by learners or teacher themselves but demands the 
support of management, administration, educational leaders and policy mak-
ers on local, regional, national and global levels.  

 

 

4.3 Quality through OEP vs. Quality of OEP  
This section provides an outline of methods, concepts and practices used to 
enhance the quality of OEP and considers one of the fundamental questions 
underlying the OPAL project, i.e. how can a better articulation and under-
standing of OEP be used to enhance quality? 
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Quality in education can only be achieved through educational practices. A 
focus is therefore required on the logical framework of quality through open 
educational practices rather than on the quality of open educational practices. 
We are emphasising also that we perceive that opening up educational prac-
tices is a new and challenging concept which will put educational stakeholders 
into new situations and encourage them to move on from the long grown tradi-
tion of transmissive philosophies to participative educational philosophies.  

Achieving quality OEP through the adoption of best appropriate educational 
practices can be argued to promote the creation and delivery of OERs that 
are not only fit for purpose but also may incorporate the opportunity to in-
crease new innovative methods of delivery to and sharing with a wider global 
audience. How this is accomplished often depends upon local circumstances 
as well as access to suitable technological solutions and personal attitudes. It 
is informed by knowledge of current research in the area of OER production 
as well as drawing from existing OEP. Assessing dissemination activities and 
observing or commenting on practical workshop/seminars, where both new 
and existing OER/OEP specialists can exchange and share those experi-
ences, are important channels of circulating ideas of quality processes and 
production of OEP methods. 

In this respect the European Association of Distance Teaching Universities 
(EADTU) (http://www.eadtu.nl), in association with UNESCO, ran a very suc-
cessful joint seminar in Paris 12-13th March 2009 entitled: “Quality Assurance 
in eLearning and Open Educational Resources”. The seminar focus was pri-
marily on promoting the internationalisation of global education whilst recog-
nising that “quality assurance in eLearning can be one of the main vehicles for 
cross-border higher education” (UNESCO-EADTU 2009). The main objective 
of the meeting was to compare the approaches on quality assurance in 
eLearning in a forum of continents, thus encompassing global OEP experi-
ence that included: 

• E-xcellence: a benchmarking approach (Europe) 

• CALED: Introduction on Latin American cooperation on QA in eLearning 

• Commonwealth of Learning performance indicators 

• Asia and Pacific region: Approaches on quality in eLearning 

• ACDE: The establishment of Pan-African standards, quality assurance and 
accreditation for distance learning across Africa 

During the EADTU-UNESCO seminar attendees also had the opportunity to 
assess the opportunities and threats of OER production for the participating 
continents. This was facilitated through the use of Force Field Analysis and 
resulting outputs were captured using the Compendium Knowledge Mapping 
software (Okada, Connolly & Lane, 2010). This part of the seminar was, in 
fact, the third in a series of structured workshops delivered within EADTU 
meetings where ideas and experiences of OER production and practices were 
shared, presented visually in force field diagrams and later represented as 
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Compendium knowledge maps. Results from the series of workshops can be 
seen on the MORIL section of the EADTU website http://moril.eadtu.eu/. 

Lane (2009) considers describes the design principles that teachers can use 
to create effective educational content and goes on to discuss what consti-
tutes quality in terms of Open Educational Content. He argues there are three 
main features of quality that need to be addressed: and poses the question: 

1. Is the material academically sound in that it appropriately covers the 
body of knowledge and meaning for the topic? 

2. Is it pedagogically robust in that the way the material has been struc-
tured matches a stated pedagogical model and sets out appropriate 
learning outcomes and ways of assessing those outcomes? 

3. Is the way the material is presented through the chosen media helpful 
in enabling learners to meet the learning outcomes? 

He argues that there are two distinct models of QA. For many OER the quality 
assurance is carried out by the originating institutions and this was certainly 
the case with many of the case studies we reviewed.  In contrast large-scale 
pan-institution initiatives or those that are not institutionally based have a dif-
ferent model. He sites Connexions and Wikiversity as examples. Here OER 
tend to be judge through open peer-rating or –reviewing mechanisms. Again 
we saw examples of this in the case studies are reviewed.  

 

 

4.4 Innovation through OEP 
This section looks at examples of current innovative practices and considers 
how OEP can support innovation. It then presents a framework for educa-
tional practices and innovation and how OEP supports innovation 

Kamien and Schwartz (1982) define two basic types of innovations: product 
innovations and process innovations. New products or processes are called 
radical innovations, while improved products and processes are called incre-
mental innovations. In the context of OEP the innovation could focus on the 
educational system (product) or on the teaching/instruction/learning support 
activity/practice (process). 

A third aspect of innovations is its novelty in geographic terms. A worldwide 
innovation refers to the very first implementation of a new or improved product 
or process. Firm-only innovation occurs when the new or improved product or 
process is novel for the organization but has already been implemented else-
where. 
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The three aspects of innovations 

Innovation processes occur in interaction between institutional and organisa-
tional elements which together may be called systems of innovation. The sys-
tems of innovation approach is considered by many to be useful tool for better 
understanding of innovation processes as well as production and distribution 
of knowledge in the economy. 

The most recent innovation theories emphasize the importance collaboration 
and knowledge sharing for effective innovation. Today’s innovations do not 
come from individuals but from collaboration. Work on social networks sug-
gests that much of the most successful innovation occurs at the boundaries of 
organisations and industries where the problems and needs of users, and the 
potential of technologies can be linked together in a creative process that 
challenges both. 

Educational practices in general are diverse. In a European context there are 
as many educational traditions as nations and sometimes even within nations 
there are different debates, and educational streams to be considered. To talk 
about innovation of education in this context is unlikely to lead to a normative 
model; i.e. one particular educational approach as the one and only right to 
follow and innovative.  

Innovation in the context of open educational practices rather means to view a 
particular educational practices field as a structural system which always con-
tains more closed, stable and set elements and others which are more fluid, 
changing and open. 

The use of fixed curricula in formal educational setting, which are supple-
mented through expert created content that has to be learnt, is an example of 
closed and stable elements within most European higher education systems.  

Opening this particular educational element would mean to disturb the so far 
reached, (if also forced), equilibrium and touch upon many other elements of 
the educational scenarios, as well.  An example is the role of teachers. If fixed 
curriculums and expert based material are suddenly complemented through 
open educational resources, then the role of teachers as the sole content 
supplier of an educational process is weakening and topics like authority and 
he understanding of what teachers roles are, are having to be redefined.  
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Innovation in this case comes through putting the existing assumptions of how 
educational environments need to be shaped to discussion.  Basically we can 
see that changing one element in the configuration of the educational envi-
ronment leads to a cascading redefinition process – which we call innovation 
through opening educational practices.  

In our particular understanding we have chose a specific viewpoint and that is 
to promote the use of open educational resources. We believe that this par-
ticular starting point causes the cascade to touch upon many important and 
often unquestioned educational definitions, assumptions and paradigms. 
Therefore we chose this particular starting point. 

OEP has developed in a number of different ways. OERs are produced by 
variety of institutions, groups and individuals. Each emerges from an almost 
unique history depending upon the circumstances of their development. Some 
have specific paths: by building on existing teaching practice for example, or 
by reusing and adapting pedagogy that translates into a form deemed suitable 
for OER delivery. A good illustration of the latter can be seen in the Open-
Learn project (http://openlearn.open.ac.uk) where a selection of the self study 
materials of the UK Open University were repurposed as OER study units. 
OEP, however, generally materialises from the needs and requirements of a 
variety of actors (mainly University staff, sometimes includes students) who 
come together with a specific purpose in mind: the creation of an OER to re-
solve a particular problem or challenge as well as having a sound pedagogical 
base.  

This ‘coming together’ of teaching and educational technologists or media 
specialists in a University environment can, in tandem, stimulate originality 
and advancements to meet the potential requirements of a proposed OER. 
Again innovation that emerges in this area takes many forms. Evidence from 
the recent OER10 conference (Cambridge, 2010) demonstrates how many 
pioneering OER developments, for example, have emerged from the UK HEI 
community through specific HEA/JISC funded projects that have brought to-
gether groups of subject specialists within and across these HEIs. Each ap-
pears to have taken a different approach to the development of an OER pro-
ject and amongst the thirty projects a wide variety of innovation is evident.  

One project based in the HEA Subject Centre for Medicine, Dentistry & Vet-
erinary Medicine (MEDEV http://www.medev.ac.uk) is a good example of both 
the “coming together” of different actors as well as being a very real source of 
innovation through a community of practice. MEDEV is a consortium of 18 UK 
HEIs that are developing interesting OER toolkits and teaching resources. 
The resulting MEDEV OERs have been created from a crystallisation of many 
different ideas from subject specialists in different UK HEIs collaborating for 
the development of specific OER materials for the MEDEV arena.  

4.5 Strategy and Policy Supporting Quality through OEP  
This section considers the strategies and policies that are used around the 
creation, use and management of OER. It will concentrate in particular on 
looking at how strategy and policy are currently contributing to the support of 
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quality and innovation through OEP. It considers pan-European, national and 
institutional strategies and policies.  

There are a number of examples where leading professional organisations or 
funding bodies have provided strategic direction in terms of promoting OER. 
The work of the Hewlett Foundation and UNESCO are particularly noteworthy 
in this respect. Strategic drive can take a number of forms. Firstly, through 
declarative statements of intent; both UNESCO and OECD for example articu-
late the direction of the movement by providing definitions for the term OER. 
Similarly some of the early commissioned reports helped to capture the range 
of OER activities and portrait the landscape. Secondly, through dedicated 
funding initiatives for example the Hewlett foundation has provided significant 
support to the extent that there is a recognised worldwide community of 
Hewlett trustees and associated projects. Similarly more recently the 
JISC/HEA OER programme in the UK. Thirdly, strategic drive can be support 
through facilitative and capacity building activities; for example, the UNESCO 
OER wiki consultation programme, and funder events, conferences and work-
shops. Therefore the role of strategic stakeholders is to both identify and arti-
culate the nature of the area and provide momentum for moving it forward, but 
also to act as a critical lens and to synthesise and represent the current state 
of play at critical moments as the area moved forward. Positional papers, re-
view reports, end of project reports and broader consultation processes are all 
good examples of this.  

Once again it is possible to draw an analogy between the types of existing 
educational practices and those of OER production. There are many policy-
led practices established in Universities and institutions across Europe and 
worldwide that focus on the creation and delivery of teaching in its many 
forms. It can be argued that in the case of OEP the distance teaching univer-
sities may have an advantage over their campus-based counterparts simply 
because they often have an established production process for their educa-
tional materials. This does not preclude the face-to-face universities adopting 
OEP, rather that they may have to adapt their existing processes in a much 
more significant and strategic manner. 

Indeed the emergent OER from the different style of institutions also adds 
value to their richness, diversity and range of content and resources associ-
ated with them. This can be observed from the gathering of original materials 
or assets that are then reused or repurposed as OER.  

Returning to policies, however, it is important to acknowledge a number of in-
fluential factors: 

• Distance teaching universities have established publishing processes. 

• In campus-based institutions, initiatives to date have been predominately 
bottom-up rather than top-down. 

• Formal quality assurance mechanisms are rare; looser, collegial, peer-
review approaches are more common.  



     57 

• Policy (and associated funding) often act as a significant (perhaps even) 
predominate) driver to development and practice. 

• Institutional policies encouraging new/diverse/collaborative practice; these 
may be either pedagogically or technologically based, or in some cases a 
mixture of both.  

• There is evidence that involvement in OER initiatives has had a number of 
benefits at the local level, including enhancing the reputation of institutions 
involved, which are seen externally as being innovative in their e-learning 
practices.  

• The breadth of OER initiatives now in operation means that we now have 
a sizeable body of data on the development and use of OER that we can 
draw on and hence we are in a good position to build both national and 
international catalogues of practice.  

A number of significant national policies initiatives were evidence across the 
case studies reviewed. These included the OER leadership and drive pro-
vided by the Hewlett foundation, the relatively recent JISC/HEA OER national, 
UK initiative (the 29 projects in the JISC/HEA OER programme are divided 
into institutional, individual and subject centred OER projects), and the Open-
CourseWare Consortium. A number of more subject-based developments 
were also evident. These provide a different means of spreading innovation 
and have the advantage of working across and between institutions at the 
discipline level, building on established discipline networks, whilst also enab-
ling and encouraging the creation of new learning communities.  
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5 Conclusion  
This document has reported on the work done to date in terms of mapping the 
OER terrain and in particular analysis of a series of OER case studies in order 
to identify and articulate associated OEP. A set of dimensions has been de-
rived and described. This work will feed into the development of a broader 
OEP survey as described earlier in this report and in more detail in the ap-
pendices. It has outlined some of the barriers and enablers associated with 
the creation, use and management of OER, categorised under four main 
types (technological, economic, social and legal). The following quote cap-
tures the essence of the OER movement: 

“Education and science have a longstanding tradition of openness and 
sharing. The OER movement is but the latest example. However, when 
listing other motives for institutions to initiate OER projects, it becomes 
clear that what at first appears to be a paradox – giving intellectual 
property away in a competitive world – might actually be a way of han-
dling a changing landscape for higher education. Institutions are ex-
perimenting with new ways of producing, using and distributing learning 
content, novel forms of covering their costs and more efficient ways of 
attracting students. The same is true for individual teachers and re-
searchers. Although many are driven by willingness to share and co-
produce with peers, other motivations exist simultaneously, maybe 
even for the same individuals. One of the current strengths of the OER 
movement is that it allows multiple motivational systems to coexist.” 
(Open eLearning Content Observatory Services 2007: 68) 

This quote illustrates that there are a number of development stages involved 
in achieving the vision inherent in the OER movement. The first is essentially 
pragmatic; it is concerned with the creation of OER and access. However the 
second is much more important, it is about radical transformation and about 
how OER can fundamentally change teaching practice and the nature of the 
teacher-learner nexus. And indeed arguably this radical transformation is es-
sential if we are to keep apace with and make sense of the rapidly changing 
context within which modern education operates. We need to be proactive in 
harnessing the affordances new technologies offer, rather than been meek 
recipients or bystanders as to their impact. Furthermore, if we don’t act as ex-
isting established institutions arguably others with a vision will.  

Our intention then is to derive appropriate theoretical lenses to describe and 
make sense of our emerging understanding of OEP. A number of existing 
frameworks are being considered at this stage as potential candidates to in-
clude and/or adapt. The first is a framework that may enable us to map the 
dimensions of OEP identified in the case study review across different factors: 

• Micro Level Factors: Cognitive and emotional aspects (learners, teachers) 

• Meso Level Factors (Management, Administration): Organisational as-
pects 

• Macro Level Factors: Societal and policy aspects 
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Figure 1: Propose framework for analysing the factors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A framework for analysing the OEP dimensions 

A second set of tools that might be useful is parallel work around articulation 
of understanding the complete OER effectiveness cycle, which is emerging 
from work at the Open University as part of the OU Learning Design Initiative 
(http://ouldi.open.ac.uk) and Olnet (http://olnet.org). In particular we have de-
veloped a set of conceptual, visual and collaborative tools for articulating and 
representing the inherent designs of educational offerings (these can include 
whole courses or programmes, individual learning activities or OER).  
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Learning Design tools that might be applied to OER and OEP 

Finally, more generic tools such as Activity theory may be useful as a descrip-
tion tool; considering OEP in terms for the associated mediating artefacts in-
volved, as well as the rules/conventions, the community involved and the divi-
sion of labour.  
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Mediating artefacts in the creation, use and management of OEP 

The next phase of work will be to refine and consolidate our thinking on the 
theoretical basis for this work and to develop a framework for OEP.  
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Appendix A: Template (V3) for collecting case studies 
for: 

OPAL Work Package 3 – Deliverable 3.1 ‘Desk Re-
search and Case Study Identification’ 

Notes on the use of this template: 
 

• The contents of this template will be used to provide input to Section 2 
‘Towards an OEP Framework’ of the above titled document 

• The aim of the template is to collect evidence of OER and OEP prac-
tice 

• When researching a HE or AE institution for suitability for providing in-
put to a case study it is not necessary for all of the below sec-
tions/questions to be answered for each institution. For example, a par-
ticular institution may only be used once as a case study to show prac-
tice around a ‘single’ feature listed below (Sections 2-10) e.g. quality, 
or tools, or policy 

• Just to repeat - the intention is not to provide a complete case study for 
every institution researched in Section 2! Unless it is a particularly rich 
case study 

• The final document will comprise of case study examples drawn mainly 
from HE and AE institutions in Europe, and also some case studies 
from around the world 

 

Template Sections for completion: 
 

Case Study Title: 

(Which refers to the specific characteristic of this case study e.g. policy, tool, 
innovation, quality etc.) 

 

Case Study Country: 

 

Type of organisation described by the case study, address of organisa-
tion, hyperlink to organisation, hyperlink to case study source: 

 

Case Study Contributed by: 
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Case Study Sections: 

Please complete Section 1 – mandatory. Please complete whichever of Sec-
tions 2-10 is/are relevant to the case study. 

From an analytical perspective we are looking for the following generic ques-
tions to be answered in the case study: 

• What constitutes open educational practice in this case study? 
• What are the elements of innovation in educational practice? 
• How is OER being used to innovate educational practice? 
• How is open educational practice used to improve quality? 

 

Sections 1-10 

 

1. Mandatory - A brief summary of the institution to be used as a case 
study 
About 500 words please on a description of the institution, its OER his-
tory and approach. 

 

2. Quality – OER/OEP 
How does the institution approach quality in OER? Is there any current 
indication of a quality concept or process? Does the institution perceive 
quality from the perspective of the quality of open educational re-
sources or the quality of open educational practice? How does the in-
stitution show quality through OEP versus quality of OEP? What meth-
ods, concepts and practices are used to enhance the quality of OEP? 

 

3. Innovation 
How can OER/OEP innovate educational practices? What current in-
novative practices are there in the institution? Please do not regard in-
novation from just a technology perspective! 

 

4. Policy 
What are the current OER/OEP policy arrangements at institutional and 
national level across Europe/the World? 

 

5. Actors 
What actors are involved in OER/OEP? Is there any evidence to show 
that OER actors do not always promote OEP but “only” access to 
OER? 
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6. Initiatives 
What OER/OEP initiatives can be evidenced? Is there any evidence to 
show that OER initiatives do not always promote OEP but “only” ac-
cess to OER? 

 

7. Open Educational Practices  
Can you identify some case studies/ descriptions which form the il-
lustrative base for a more general model of OEP? 

 

8. Tools and Repositories 
What tools and repositories are being used to deliver OER/OEP? For 
example GLOW, Connexions 

 

Are there any other special tools for OER/OEP? e.g. Cloud-
works, in which practices can be discussed and validated? 

Are there any tools for Visualisation? e.g CompendiumLD 

Are there any tools for Argumentation? e.g. Cohere 

 

9. Strategies  
Can you identify any strategies for organisations to use OER/OEP? 
Can you identify any business models that promote OER/OEP? 

 

10. Current barriers and enablers. What are the barriers to the use of 
OER/OEP? Is there any evidence to how these barriers have been 
overcome? What are the enablers to the use of OER/OEP? 
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Appendix B: OER Case Studies 
This Appendix provides a list of the fifty eight case studies. It also includes 
other web-sites that were reviewed to provide additional, more general con-
textual information as part of the broader OER landscape. Each case study 
can be accessed via a cloud in the ‘OPAL OER case studies Cloudscape at: 

http://cloudworks.ac.uk/index.php/cloudscape/view/2085 

The case studies were collected by the following people: 

• Teresa Connelly (TC) 

• Gráinne Conole (GC) 

• Andreia De Santos (AS) 

• Paul Mundin (PM) 

• Tina Wilson (TW) 

• Ulf Ehlers (UE) 

• António Andrade (AA) 

• Tapio Koskinen (TK) 

United Kingdom 
• OpenLearn, OU UK (AS) 

• SCORE (PM) 

• UK - JISC funded: 

o Exeter University (AS) 

o Nottingham University (AS) 

o Oxford University (AS) 

o University of Westminster (AS) 

o University College London (AS) 

o SC Economics (Bristol) (AS) 

• Cambridge University (AS) 

• POCKET (TW) 

• OTTER (TW) 

• Open Educational Repository in Support of Computer Science, Ulster 
University and 5 other HE partners (TC)  
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• The Humbox project, Southampton, Royal Holloway & Warwick Uni-
versity and 12 other HE partners (TC)  

• Open Educational resources pilot project, Loughborough University 
and 9 other HE partners (TC)  

• Collaborative open resource Environment (CORE), Liverpool University 
and 21 other HE partners (TC)  

• Skills for Science project, Hull University and 17 other HE partners 
(TC)  

• C-Change project, Plymouth University and 12 other HE partners (TC)  

• Art, Design & Media OER project, Brighton, Cumbria and University of 
the Creative Arts (TC)  

• FETLAR, Nottingham Trent University and 11 other HE partners (TC)  

• Biosciences Interactive Laboratory/Fieldwork Manual, Leeds University 
and 11 other HE partners (TC)  

• OERs in Simulated learning (SIMSHARE), Warwick University and 4 
other HE partners (TC)  

• PHORUS project, Kings College London & 16 other HE partners (TC)  

• Key Social Sciences resources for learning & teaching, Birmingham 
University and 16 other HE partners (TC)  

• Organising Open Educational Resources (OOER), Newcastle Univer-
sity and 16 other HE partners (TC)  

• Open Content Employability project, Coventry University (TC)  

• Unicycle project, Leeds Metropolitan University, UK 

• BERLiN project, Nottingham University, UK 

• OpenStaffs project, Staffordshire University, UK 

• Open Source Electronics Learning Tools project, York University, UK 

• openUCF, University College Falmouth, UK 

• The Numeracy Bank (Numbat) project, Anglia Ruskin University, UK 

• EVOLUTION project, University of Central Lancashire, UK 

• Chemistry-FM project, University of Lincolnshire, UK 

• Open Educational Resources Project (OERP), Bradford University, UK 

• ICS Open Educational Resources (TW) 
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Ireland 
• NDLR (GC) 

Holland 
• OpenER (GC) 

• Wikiwjs (GC) 

Germany 
• Akleon (UE) 

• KELDAmet (UE) 

• CampusContent (UE) 

• Podcampus (UE) 

• Zentrale für Unterrichtsmedien (UE) 

• Dual Mode Technische Universität Darmstadt (UE) 

• MatheVital (UE) 

• Skriptenforum (UE) 

Austria 
• EducaNext (UE) 

• eLibrary Projekt (UE) 

Switzerland 
• GITTA (UE) 

Brazil 
• UnisulVirtual (AS) 

North America 
• CCCOER/CCOT (GC) 

• BC campus (PM) 

• MIT OpenCourseware (GC) 

Finland 
• EDU.Fi (TK) 

• AVO-SOMETU (TK) 

• Le Mill (TK) 

Estonia 
• Estonia National Network 
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Portugal 
• INTERACTIC (AA) 

• Casa das Ciências (AA) 



     81 

Appendix C: The Broader OER Landscape 
This appendix provides a description of the broader OER landscape. This in-
cludes other OER initiatives that have not yet been scrutinised according to 
the OPAL OER case study template, as well as broader initiatives. This deliv-
erable forms an initial starting point in terms of documenting case studies. The 
aim is to continue gathering case studies and to encourage broader com-
munity engagement in terms of submitting case studies and commenting on 
existing ones.  

A range of different types of OER initiative were also reviewed including:  

• Community sites: 
o PEOPLES OPEN ACCESS EDUCATION INITIATIVE “THE 

PEOPLES UNI” (http://www.peoples-uni.org/) 
o THE PEER TO PEER UNIVERSITY (http://p2pu.org/) 
o WIKIEDUCATOR (http://wikieducator.org) 
o CONNEXIONS (http://cnx.org/) 
o MERLOT (http://www.merlot.org) 

 
• OER Research groups: 

o ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC COOPERATION & DE-
VELOPMENT OECD 
(http://www.oecd.org/document/20/0,3343,en_2649_35845581_
35023444_1_1_1_1,00.html) 

o OER COMMONS (http://www.oercommons.org/) 
o Open eLearning Content Observatory OLCOS 

(http://www.olcos.org/) 
o OPEN LEARNING NETWORK: OLNET (http://olnet.org/) 

 
• International agencies: 

o OER AFRICA (http://www.oerafrica.org/) 
o The Commonwealth of Learning (COL) 

(http://www.col.org/RESOURCES/CRSMATERIALS/Pages/defa
ult.aspx) 

o UNESCO: OPEN TRAINING PLATFORM (http://oerwiki.iiep-
unesco.org) 

 
 
 
• Translation organisations: 

o OPENSOURCE OPENCOURSEWARE PROTOTYPE SYS-
TEM: OOPS (http://myoops.org ) 

o CHINA OPEN RESOURCES FOR EDUCATION: CORE 
(http://www.core.org.cn/en) 

o CREATIVE COMMONS (http://creativecommons.org/) 
o UNIVERSIA.NET (http://mit.ocw.universia.net/) 



     82 

 
 
• Emerging institutions: 

o TECHNOLOGICA DE Monterrey (http://ocw.itesm.mx/) 
o UNIVERSITY OF THE WESTERN CAPE 

(http://freecourseware.uwc.ac.za) 
o UNIVERSIADE DO SUL DE SANTA CATARINA: UNISUL 

(http://www.unisul.br) 

• Established OER projects 
 
A number of funders (such as the Hewlett Foundation, Shuttleworth, and 
UNESCO) have had, and continue to have, a significant influence on the na-
ture of OER initiatives, in terms of the funding they provide but also through 
other forms of promotion and support. Examples of different types of initiatives 
include; EADTU/MORIL, EU funded FP7 programmes e.g. ICOPER, AS-
PECT, ROLE, STELLAR, and the OpenScout initiative, investigating various 
aspects of OER movements. 

The nature of these different initiatives is a combination of a number of fac-
tors: 

• The nature of the type of funding which supports them 
• The vision and motivation behind them 
• The nature of the organisation or organisations involved (face-to-

face/distance, subject-based, institutionally or nationally focussed, single 
or multi-partnered) 

 

The following alphabetical listing outlines a selection of these varied projects 
sourced from: 
http://wikieducator.org/Exemplary_Collection_of_institutions_with_OER_policy 

Anadolu University, Yunusemre Lifelong Open Learning Portal, Turkey  

http://www.anadolu.edu.tr/akademik/fak_aof/eindex.htm 

Anadolu University, (founded 1958) established the Open Education Faculty 
in 1982. It is the only institution offering both on-campus and distance educa-
tion in Turkey. Anadolu University supports life-long learning and it has been 
offering 149 content rich courses free through its Yunusemre education portal. 
The courses include the following components; e-books, e-courses, e-TV, e-
audio books and e-practice. 

Broadband Enabled Lifelong Learning Environment – BELLE, Canada 

http://belle.netera.ca/about.htm BELLE  

BELLE was a $3.4 million shared-cost project (2002) funded under the CA-
NARIE Learning Program. BELLE's objective was to develop a prototype edu-
cational object repository. It is a partnership led by the Netera Alliance. 

Athabasca University - Open University, Canada 
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http://www.athabascau.ca/ 

Athabasca University (AU) is Canada's leading distance-education and online 
university and serves over 38,000 students (over 7,300 full-load equivalents) 
and offers over 700 courses in more than 90 undergraduate and graduate 
programs in a range of arts, science and professional disciplines. The Univer-
sity strives to remove the barriers of time, space, past educational experience, 
and, to a great degree, level of income. Individualized study courses allow a 
student to learn at their own pace. Flexible instruction frees students from the 
demands of specified class times and rigid institutional schedules. For under-
graduate individualized study courses, there are no admissions deadlines’ 
students may enrol year-round.  

OpenCourseWare Consortium (OCW) , Global 

http://www.ocwconsortium.org/about-us/about-us.html 

The OpenCourseWare Consortium is a collaboration of more than 100 higher 
education institutions and associated organizations from around the world 
creating a broad and deep body of open educational content using a shared 
model. The mission of the OpenCourseWare Consortium is to advance edu-
cation and empower people worldwide through opencourseware.  

Japanese OpenCourseWare Alliance (JOCW), Japan 

http://www.jocw.jp/ 

The JOCW is the consortium (established 2006) of Japanese Universities 
which have been providing OCW in JAPAN and also participates in the OCW 
as an Affiliate member.  

Digital Repository Infrastructure Vision for European Research (DRIVER) 

http://www.driver-repository.eu/ 

DRIVER aims to establish a cohesive, pan-European infrastructure of Digital 
Repositories, for both researchers and the general public. It sets out to build 
an advanced infrastructure for the future knowledge of the European Re-
search Area. Aimed to be complimentary to GEANT2, the successful infra-
structure for computing resources, data storage and data transport, DRIVER 
will deliver the content resources, i.e. any form of scientific output, including 
scientific/technical reports, working papers, pre-prints, articles and original re-
search data. The vision is to establish the successful interoperation of both 
data network and knowledge repositories as integral parts of the E-
infrastructure for research and education in Europe.  

Open Archives Initiative (OAI) 

http://www.openarchives.org/ 

The Open Archives Initiative develops and promotes interoperability stand-
ards that aim to facilitate the efficient dissemination of content. OAI has its 
roots in the open access and institutional repository movements 
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Carnegie Mellon Open Learning Initiative (OLI)  

http://oli.web.cmu.edu/openlearning/ 

Carnegie Mellon's Open Learning Initiative (OLI) is a collection of "cognitively 
informed," openly available and free online courses and course materials that 
enact instruction for an entire course in an online format. Ideally, the courses 
developed and delivered through the OLI project will be used by instructors 
and students in Colleges and Universities throughout the world as well as in-
dividuals seeking education who are not affiliated with an institution. OLI 
should have a profound impact on higher education by increasing access to 
education, enhancing the quality of instruction and providing a model for a 
new generation of online courses and course materials that teach more effec-
tively and appeal to students more powerfully than anything in existence to-
day.  

European Schoolnet (EUN), Europe 

http://www.eun.org/web/guest;jsessionid=9126F04FD9B46DEA6697FB41FC8
F9643 

European Schoolnet (EUN) is a unique not-for-profit consortium of 28 minis-
tries of education in Europe created in 1997. EUN provides major European 
education portals for teaching, learning and collaboration and leads the way in 
bringing about change in schooling through the use of new technology. EUN’s 
work is organised in three strands corresponding to its core objective of sup-
porting the efficient use of ICT in education and the European dimension in 
education; school networking and practice; knowledge building and exchange 
on ICT and practice and Interoperability and content exchange.  

The Centre for Excellence in Teaching and Learning in Reusable Learning Objects 
(CETL), United Kingdom 

http://www.rlo-cetl.ac.uk/joomla/index.php 

The Centre for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETL) in Reusable 
Learning Objects is a consortium consisting of London Metropolitan Univer-
sity, the University of Cambridge and the University of Nottingham. It is one of 
a suite of Centres of Excellence in Teaching and Learning funded through 
HEFCE in the UK. The CETL develops, shares and evaluates learning objects 
and leads on innovation in pedagogical design and tries to achieve the wide-
spread use and reuse of high quality learning objects.  

ParisTech, France 

http://www.paristech.fr/en 

ParisTech is a collective entity that includes twelve of the most prestigious 
French institutes of education and research It started in November 2003 and 
aims to make available some of their educational resources (lecture notes, 
exercises, yearly archives, simulations, animations, course notes and videos). 
One target of this project is to promote the excellent high quality teaching pro-
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vided by those institutions, in order to attract foreign students. Another goal of 
the project is to contribute to bridge the digital divide by making available 
Open Access Educational Resources, in accordance with the recommenda-
tions of the World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS). This initiative 
appears in the WSIS stocktaking database. This project is based on three 
principles:  

Commonwealth of Learning (COL), Global 

http://www.col.org/Pages/default.aspx 

The Commonwealth of Learning (COL), based in Vancouver, Canada, is an 
intergovernmental organisation created by Commonwealth Heads of Gov-
ernment to encourage the development and sharing of open learning/distance 
education knowledge, resources and technologies. COL is helping developing 
nations improve access to quality education and training. Two online data-
bases of learning content that provides support to Commonwealth countries 
free of charge. Institutions or governments can use these repositories to ac-
cess a range of free learning content.  

Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) Digital Repositories, United Kingdom 

http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/topics/digitalrepositories.aspx 

JISC provides funded for technical and educational projects and is committed 
to enabling the UK education and research communities to engage in national 
and global collaborations. It has funded a range of initiatives around the cre-
ation and use of digital resources. This has included significant work on digital 
repositories. 

Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) and Higher Education Academy (HEA) 
Open Educational Resources programme, United Kingdom 

http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/elearning/oer 

Between April 2009-April 2010 the JISC and the HEA funded a series of pilots 
and activities to promote the open release of learning resources. Projects 
were required to make a significant amount of existing learning resources 
freely available online, licensed in such away to enable them to be used and 
repurposed worldwide. 29 projects were funded in total, around three themes 
(individual researcher, institutionally based and subject-based).  

Budapest Open Access Initiative, Hungary 

http://www.soros.org/openaccess/read.shtml 

The Budapest Open Access Initiative arises from a meeting convened in 
Budapest by the Open Society Institute (OSI) on December 1-2, 2001. The 
purpose of the meeting was to accelerate progress in the international effort to 
make research articles in all academic fields freely available on the internet. 
The meeting explored how OSI and other foundations could use their re-
sources most productively to aid the transition to open access and to make 
open-access publishing economically self-sustaining. The result is the Buda-
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pest Open Access Initiative. It is at once a statement of principle, a statement 
of strategy, and a statement of commitment.  

 

Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities, 
Global 

http://oa.mpg.de/openaccess-berlin/berlindeclaration.html 

In accordance with the spirit of the Declaration of the Budapest Open Access 
Initiative, the ECHO Charter and the Bethesda Statement on Open Access 
Publishing, the Berlin Declaration promotes the Internet as a functional in-
strument for a global scientific knowledge base and human reflection and to 
specify measures which research policy makers, research institutions, funding 
agencies, libraries, archives and museums need to consider. The Berlin De-
claration states that, ‘Establishing open access as a worthwhile procedure 
ideally requires the active commitment of each and every individual producer 
of scientific knowledge and holder of cultural heritage’. In signing the "Berlin 
Declaration", the research organizations advocate consistently using the In-
ternet for scientific communication and publishing. Their recommendations in 
favour of open access are directed not only at research institutions but also 
and to the same extent at cultural institutes such as libraries, archives, and 
museums.  

IIEP-UNESCO Wiki of OER repositories, Global 

http://oerwiki.iiep-unesco.org/index.php?title=Repositories 

IIEP-UNESCO hosts a Wiki that offers a list of several portals, gateways and 
repositories. It offers a list of links to OER initiatives, resources and tools. It 
was compiled following the first IIEP discussion forum on Open Educational 
Resources (24 October - 2 December 2005). It offers access to a selection of 
approximately thirty repositories of open learning objects, mostly at the uni-
versity level.  

Multimedia Educational Resource for Learning and Online Teaching) (MERLOT), North 
America  

http://www.merlot.org/merlot/index.htm 

MERLOT provides free and open resources designed primarily for faculty and 
students of higher education. MERLOT is a growing catalogue of online learn-
ing materials, peer reviews, learning assignments, and user comments, orga-
nized by discipline into specific discipline communities and created to help 
faculty enhance their instruction, and that anyone can use for free.  

OER Commons, North America 

http://www.oercommons.org/ 

OER Commons is a teaching and learning network offering a broad selection 
of high-quality Open Educational Resources that are freely available online to 
use and, in many cases, to adapt, to support individualized teaching and 
learning practices. It is the first comprehensive open learning portal where 
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teachers and professors (from pre-K to graduate school) can access their col-
leagues’ course materials, share their own, and collaborate on affecting to-
day’s classrooms. It uses Web 2.0 features (tags, ratings, comments, reviews, 
and social networking) to create an online experience that engages educators 
in sharing their best teaching and learning practices.  

Open Courseware Directory (OCD)  

http://iberry.com/cms/OCW.htm 

The Open Courseware Directory is an annotated listing of publicly available 
courseware (lecture notes, handouts, slides, tutorial material, exam questions, 
quizzes, videos, demonstrations, etc) from the world's universities, colleges 
and other educational institutions. It was created and is maintained by 
iberry.com, a non-profit private website, serving the international academic 
community.  

OpenCourseWare Finder, North America 

http://www.ocwconsortium.org/ocw-course-finder/index.php 

The OCW Finder currently shows results from several collections; MIT OCW , 
Utah State University, Johns Hopkins School of Public Health OCW, Tufts 
University OCW, Foothill De-Anza SOFIA, and Carnegie Mellon Open Learn-
ing Initiative.  

ide@s, North America 

http://www.ideas.wisconsin.edu/ 

This is an initiative by the University of Wisconsin to identify, evaluate, cata-
logue, and align to the Wisconsin education standards resources that are al-
ready on the Internet, such as lesson plans and reference materials. These 
resources are then made available from the ide@s search engine for pre-
kindergarten to higher education and adult education.  

JORUM, United Kingdom 

http://www.jorum.ac.uk/ 

JORUM is funded by JISC (the Joint Information Systems Committee), 
JORUM is a collaborative venture in UK Higher and Further Education to col-
lect and share learning and teaching materials, allowing their reuse and re-
purposing, and standing as a national statement of the importance of creating 
interoperable, sustainable materials. Users can access the learning and 
teaching materials (which cover a range of subject areas) to enhance their 
students learning experience. Materials range from single assets (documents, 
images, diagrams) to more comprehensive learning objects (interactive units 
and content packages). JORUM accepts learning and teaching resources 
across all subject areas for both Higher and Further education in the UK  

Maricopa learning exchange (MLX), North America 

http://www.mcli.dist.maricopa.edu/mlx/ 
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The Maricopa Learning eXchange (MLX) is an electronic warehouse of ideas, 
examples, and resources that support student learning for the state of Arizona 
Maricopa Community Colleges. These resources might include a particular 
lesson, technique, method, activity, or assignment developed and/or taught.  

Monterey Institute for Technology and Education National Repository of Online 
Courses (NROC), North America 

http://www.montereyinstitute.org/nroc/ 

NROC is a growing library of high-quality online courses for students and fac-
ulty in higher education, high school and Advanced Placement. Courses in the 
NROC library are contributed by developers from leading online-learning pro-
grams across the US. All courses are assessed to ensure they meet high 
standards of scholarship, instructional value and presentational impact. 
NROC works with developers and contributes resources to improve course 
quality and to provide ongoing maintenance. Courses are designed to cover 
the breadth and depth of topics based on generally accepted US curricula and 
can also be customised within a course management system. NROC partners 
with academic institutions, publishers, teaching organizations, US state and 
federal agencies, international distributors and others to create a global distri-
bution network to provide courses to students, teachers and the general pub-
lic at little or no cost.  

National Learning Network Materials (NLN), United Kingdom 

http://www.nln.ac.uk/ 

Working in partnership with subject experts and commercial developers, 
BECTA's (British Educational Communications and Technology Agency) the 
NLN Materials Team has commissioned and managed the development of 
Further Education e-learning materials for use in Virtual Learning Envi-
ronments. The materials span the UK post-16 Further Education curriculum 
and are designed to be fitted easily into existing teaching.  

SchoolNet, Canada 

http://www.schoolnet.org.uk/ 

In English and French, SchoolNet is a partnership with the provincial and terri-
torial governments, the education community and the private sector in 
Canada, which promotes the effective use of information and communications 
technologies (ICT) in learning.  

United Nations University (UNU) Open Course Ware, Global 

http://ocw.unu.edu/ 

The United Nations University is a member of the OpenCourseWare (OCW) 
Consortium and is committed to the development of an OCW website that 
showcases the training and educational programmes implemented by the 
University in a wide range of areas relevant to the work of the United Nations.  

World Lecture Hall (WLH), North America 
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http://wlh.webhost.utexas.edu/ 

World Lecture Hall is a project of the Center for Instructional Technologies at 
the University of Texas at Austin. This project publishes links to pages created 
by faculty worldwide who are using the web to deliver course materials in any 
language. Some courses can be accessed as full text. Materials include syl-
labi, course notes, assignments, and audio and video streaming. The WLH 
contains links to course materials for university-level courses.  

Textbook Revolution, Global 

http://textbookrevolution.org/index.php/Main_Page 

Textbook Revolution is a student-run site dedicated to increasing the use of 
free educational materials by teachers and professors. The approach is to 
bring all of the free textbooks together in one place, review them, and let the 
best rise to the top and find their way into the hands of students in classrooms 
around the world.  

Wisconsin Online Resource Center, North America 

http://www.wisc-online.com/ 

The Wisconsin Online Resource Center is a digital library of Web-based 
learning resources it has been developed primarily by faculty staff from the 
Wisconsin Technical College System and produced by multimedia technicians 
who create the learning objects for the online environment.  

 


