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Sigrid Fahrer (S.F., Mainz, December 2021)

S.F. on Cronin (2017)

Cronin’s study opens the notion of OEP in different directions, and therein is an open practice
in itself. Her dynamic understanding of OEP that “educators can shape and/or be shaped by
openness” (p. 2) makes room for the individual practice and its institutional context. In
particular, the three interdependent spheres: structure, culture, and agency, employed in the
article, provide a reflection framework.

In applying it to my teaching, | encountered several structural challenges: | was a free
lecturer teaching a heterogeneous student body in a brand new study program with strict
module guidelines and even stricter exam requirements. When it comes to culture, |
experienced several advantages. | taught in a study program in which it was possible to
incorporate digital media as a topic of research, which was embraced by most students. On
the agency side, | just did what | felt was necessary to enable learning going beyond the strict
module requirements, up to the point of ignoring them.

All'in all, Cronin’s framework got me thinking about if and how the standardization and
structuring of higher education, shaped by the Bologna Process, and OEP, guided by a
learner-centered e.g., individualistic pedagogy, fit together. What | can’t relate to in Cronin’s
study, is the focus on social media as a communication and presentation tool. Measured by
that standard, | am a very closed teacher. But | encouraged the groups to study phenomena
on social media. | can wholeheartedly agree with Cronin that “balancing privacy and openness,
developing digital literacies, valuing social learning, and challenging traditional teaching role
expectations” (p. 9) is the biggest challenge in OEP — it was for me at least.

S.F. on Hegarty (2015)

Hegarty’s eight attributes of open pedagogy are interconnected and very diverse. As a result,
on a conceptual level, the definition of open pedagogy and its relation to OER are less clear
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and tangible. Nevertheless, the eight attributes can be used as a framework for evaluating
one’s own teaching practice and for generating ideas leading to more openness in the course
work, thus fulfilling the intention of “encouraging organizational uptake of OER within open
learning design” (p. 4). Here is my reflection of my recent courses along the lines of the eight
attributes:

Participatory Technologies: In my experience, easy-to-use collaborative open
technologies are fun to use in class and the students like to engage with them. Etherpads and
padlets work best. Beware of introducing more than two new tools; it can easily overwhelm
the students and definitely does not lead, as Hegarty with Reference to Blackall (2011a)
suggests, "naturally to the production of learner-generated content" (p. 5). In addition to that,
it is wise not to be apodictic about using closed systems as well, since the students are familiar
with them.

People, openness, trust: | couldn't agree more that trust and a connection between the
class are necessary to work together on open projects. What | don’t agree with is that it only
takes collaborative tools like blogs to gain that trust and connectivity. | found it very difficult to
establish a relationship with my students during the digital semester, from which the open
project work has suffered.

Innovation & Creation: Innovation and creativity are not only facilitated by technologies
as a means of creating OER, but in my courses by using mobile technologies and social
communication media as objects of study, which can be achieved in a lot of fields.

Sharing ideas and resources: | would have never dared to open the courses if | had
not had the opportunity to bench learn from others beforehand. | wanted to give back and
wanted to make my syllabus openly available, but at the end of the course | was so busy that
| forgot. Shame on me.

Connected community: Hegarty boils down connectedness to using the right
technology. In the advent of social media and the myriad of problems it causes, it has to stretch
beyond mere use and needs to incorporate reflection and ground rules for using it.

Learner-generated content: Group presentations are standard nowadays in higher
education, thus facilitating collaborative learner-generated content in the form of
presentations. Hegarty goes beyond that and suggests learning in real life, or at least in
second-life applications. An easy way to put this attribute into action is by creating a collection
of interesting internet resources on a topic that students can use in the future.

Reflective practice: As a free lecturer with a day job outside the university, it is harder
to reflect on one’s own practice. Evaluation by students is one means to get a better
understanding. Be prepared to be praised and trashed alike.

Peer review: Peer review of learner-generated content is very recommendable. The
students learn from each other and start to value the input of others more. It is advisable to
work out some rules and criteria together.

S.F. on Mayrberger (2020)

Since | come from a media pedagogy background, | find Mayrberger's view of OEP very
relevant to my own practice. The participatory media education model provides a framework
for viewing OEP as a variant practice and focusing on engaging students in the process,
fostering collaboration and technological enhanced learning.
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Moreover, the four dimensions extracted from the overview of the different concepts of
OEP and OER are very useful for reflecting my own perspective. | would categorize my own
approach as “OEP in a wide view” (p. 4). My approach to open pedagogy was to give students
the opportunity to co-create authentic learning and research scenarios. In one course, for
example, the students formulated a research question of their own and then independently
researched it in small groups. This was a form of open pedagogy, as it enabled them to co-
design authentic learning and research situations.

| was merely an adviser to their small research projects. To facilitate this participatory
project-oriented work, digital technologies were used. OER was not involved directly, but the
study-material consisted primarily of user-generated content, openly available on the internet.
Since it was a virtual class during the pandemic, when all libraries were closed, the students
had to rely on open-access publications and the internet for researching background
information. The pros and cons of openly accessible research resources were discussed in
class, adding another dimension to media education. Besides open tools such as etherpads
and padlets, | also used copyright-licensed materials and closed learning management
systems when they helped to achieve better results, e.g., better communication and deeper
understanding of the subject matter.

Elements of the first dimension, “OEP in the widest view” (p. 4), | consider equally
important to the success of OEP, especially policies, since it means that students are exposed
to OEP and open environments in several courses and have acquired the skills and
collaboration experience needed for OEP. “OEP in narrow and narrowest view” (p. 4) depend
on the teaching context. Not all class formats and exam requirements allow for OER-enabled
pedagogy or the strict use of OER. If the two “narrow” dimensions continue to be the
prescribed ones, | share Mayrberger’s concerns about setting back the movement.

S.F. on Wiley & Hilton Il (2018)

The idea of the “renewable assignment” and the fact that “millions of hours of work are done,
graded, and thrown away each year" (p. 136.) compelled me to design two courses along the
lines of OER-enabled pedagogy. Placing the creation of OER at the center of a “set of teaching
and learning practices” (p. 135) may serve a purpose to clarify the concept of OEP, to
counteract openwashing, and to evaluate the impacts of open pedagogies, but posed, in my
experience, a huge challenge for the teaching practice.

Foremost, | would contest the axiomatic that all students learn by doing and would add
that definitely not all students enjoy doing so. The creation of OER needs prerequisites that
are not taken into consideration in the text: knowledge about open licensing, knowledge about
the use of open digital tools, collaborative working skills, and knowledge of didactic design. In
addition to that, the students still have to acquire background knowledge of the subject matter
the OER is about, e.g. by reading and understanding studies. The myriad of tasks are not only
overwhelming for the teacher and the lesson plan, but for the students as well. | observed that
students coming from teacher-centered learning cultures and students who are not used to
project work besides giving group-presentations have difficulties in participating in courses
that focus on creating OER. As a result, the open teaching process can lead to a different form
of exclusion.

It is only in continuous courses that OER created by students can be seen as the
“beginning of an ongoing conversation in which other learners participate as they contextualize
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and extend the work in support of their own learning.” (p. 136). As a free lecturer, it is not a
given to teach the same course twice. And if it is the same course, it still has to change in
some way from semester to semester in order to use the OER created in course one as
teaching material for the creation of OER in course two. These are only two of the institutional
boundaries for OER-enabled pedagogy that are not reflected in the text. Other factors | found
very influential for the successful creation of OER were course size (project work in large
courses can only be done if the course is divided into groups and most students are tired of
group work that has become the ultimate weapon of teaching these days), exam requirements
(written exams on top of the OER creation increase the workload for the students and it is very
difficult to find exam questions that fit all if there are several groups working on different topics),
teaching infrastructure (only one power socket per classroom makes the use of open digital
tools difficult, and open learning environments provided by the university were surprisingly
only open to the teacher, so that sharing students' work became difficult) etc. These are vital
conditions for the creation of OER in the classroom.

Boiling down OER-enabled pedagogy to four questions might be very effective to
identify teaching examples for the concept, thus creating a data set for further studies. But to
provide guidelines or encourage teachers in higher education to "open up", it is too strict and
might even be a deterrent considering the above-mentioned prerequisites for putting the
creation of OER into practice. As a conclusion, OER-enabled pedagogy can be useful as a
research paradigm but cannot be the standard for real-life academic practice.

Sigrid Fahrer’s (S.F., Mainz, December 2021) conclusion on Cronin (2017), Hegarty
(2015), Mayrberger (2020), and Wiley / Hilton Il (2018)

Drawing on the articles and my experience, | want to emphasize a couple of points as a
conclusion that | believe to be of importance for the uptake of OER in academic teaching:

Centering OEP around the creation of OER is very complex and can be considered
“royal discipline.” As Mayrberger and Croning showed, openness can be introduced into
academic teaching through other practices. Academic teaching in my field is based on student
presentations, which, if you take the notion of participation into account, can be claimed as an
open practice, although a limited one, since the topics of the presentation are mostly
preassigned. In this context, OER can be introduced at a low level, e.g. by making the
presentations available on SlideShare for further use under an open license.

A dynamic definition that perceives OEP as an interplay between stakeholders,
contexts, and disciplines provides a good framework. It can even be developed into a tool
analogous to the Wiley/Hilton-test but with more practice-oriented questions. One of the most
important stakeholders to be considered is the learners themselves. Not all are open to open
teaching, and it should be noted that OEP can produce exclusion.

OEP are dependent on the requirements of the discipline and should be aligned with
them. This context is missing from the articles, in my opinion. For example, reading is still the
main way to acquire knowledge in my field — and it is time-consuming and a solitary action. It
takes up most of the time for course preparation, and if creating OER is put on top of it, the
students' workload increases significantly. Another example would be that the authors of the
papers are pedagogues. For them, teaching practice and teaching subjects correlate. But for
all others, the teaching goals become threefold: learning about the subject, learning about
openness, and learning about didactics, which is a lot for teachers and students alike.
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If universities implement openness policies, it may be a good idea to pair them with
preparatory courses that teach OEP abilities such as media competencies, open licensing,
creative thinking, and didactic design.

More research is needed, in my opinion, to illustrate how open practices help kids learn
better. | was continually worried that they weren't learning enough — at least not for the class's
short-term objectives.l am confident that they acquired strategies such as collaborating with
etherpads that will be useful in the future. However, academia is still structured in such a way
that learning is focused on gaining more credit points. Open teaching will continue to be difficult
as long as this is the case.

Tamara Heck (T.H., Frankfurt am Main, February 2022)

T.H. on Cronin (2017)

Cronin’s study explores understanding of OEP from individual levels. While following a
grounded theory approach, Cronin did not ask about lecturers’ opinion of specific concepts of
OEP found in the literature. Thus, interestingly, OER did not play a role. Instead, OEP seems
to be highly related to openness in a sense of acting in open social spaces, like in social media.
The four dimensions, resulting from qualitative analysis, seem to have the “sharing in open
digital spaces” as a core element. “Balancing privacy” is strongly associated with social media
profiles and communication with students there. In my personal view, | do not associate this
element with OEP. As I'm not a very active user of social media, | personally cannot identify
with this dimension.

“Developing digital literacies” refers to the fact that being open has to be learnt, both
by teachers and learners. From my experience, this is one of the crucial aspects to be
considered when applying OEP. However, Cronin mentions “open digital identities” here. This
can be relevant specifically for students, who are just beginning to develop a professional
identity. “Value social learning” related to moving “away from a didactic lecturing style and to
encourage more student engagement”. This dimension is similar to concepts of OEP that
stress student cocreation and participation. It as well relates to aspects of pedagogy and
learning scenarios. In relation to OEP, Cronin again distinguishes social learning in open
spaces and in the classroom. Valuing social learning is independent from any localisation,
however Cronin’s concept of OEP seems to focus around open digital spaces - despite her
broader definition and conceptual use of OEP.

“Balancing privacy” and “challenging teaching role” refer to online communication and
online identities of teachers. Those dimensions do not explicitly refer to teaching contexts. |
have no experience with these forms as | did not include any of my open digital identities in
my teaching. | do have social media accounts, however they did not play a role in my teaching
so far. I'm aware of a student-teacher boundary in my teaching context. In digital spaces, |
would describe myself as creating a private-open boundary, independently from my students
or teaching.

Reflecting on the study’s results, | can not identify with the lecturer’s understanding of
OEP. For me, OEP are embedded within my teaching environment. This includes applying
open digital technologies. Openness in Cronin’s study strongly relates to communication and
sharing in digital spaces in a more general sense, even neglecting the sharing of learning
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resources or OER. This view might be a result of the open and non-determined interview style
(grounded theory). It shows that “openness” is rather understood as a social value, an “ethos”,
not a practice. Here, value and practice go apart, which give relevant insights on lecturers’
perspectives, but do not help in identifying OEP in teaching practice at an individual lecturer
level.

T.H. on Hegarty (2015)

Hegarty often refers to the learning process itself rather than resources. Her eight attributes
include explicit activities (participate in a connected community) as well as values (develop
trust, confidence and openness). Moreover, Hegarty not only refers to formal learning settings,
but embraces the fact that learning takes place informally and occurs in everyday activities.
Her understanding of OEP and open pedagogy relates to open and collaborative networks in
digital spaces (or “participatory technologies”). She speaks of a participatory culture and thus
lifts OEP from a strict formal teaching and learning environment into an informal, open and
digital one. The participation of students is a crucial element.

In the attribute “sharing ideas and resources”, Hegarty refers to the fact that students
need to learn these activities. They need to develop “self-efficacy in using technologies and
digital information”. A condition for digital literacy is to give students “time and permission to
play”. This reflects my personal experience. However, in practice, “playing” in an open space
often comes with strong concerns. Students and teachers might feel uncomfortable. |
experienced that students do rather not participate in open spaces, when they feel they need
more knowledge or training. As a lecturer, | felt responsible for the content students openly
published (“The accuracy of ideas portrayed in learner-generated content”, cp. Richter &
Ehlers, 2011). This again led to stress and a lack of time, when assessing and checking all
student material. | took careful consideration in implementing such teaching scenarios. In fact,
| do appreciate them, but are not able to apply them in each of my courses.

In her conclusion, Hegarty gives much room for OER as a driver for OEP, referring to
Ehler's understanding of OEP. However, while presenting her eight attributes for OEP, OER
do not play an essential role. They can be elements of different attributes, but | do not
recognize their necessity.

To enable students to make meaningful participation in education, we need to change
our pedagogy of the understanding of it. This view shows me that | as a lecturer might not be
able to apply OEP, but | must develop a different understanding of my teaching that |
communicate to my students and agree with them. In practice, students might have a more
traditional understanding of teaching. Their aim is to pass study courses in following
assessment rules and delivering work tasks. Shaping their own learning paths while cocreating
resources, sharing them and participating in communication and peer feedback, are not the
first tasks they might relate passing a course. Thus, as a teacher, | face the challenge to
balance student activities and learning assessments. Similarly, to teach digital or information
literacy skills, Hegarty’s open pedagogy attributes need to be mediated to students carefully.
Having said this, Hegarty’s idea of open pedagogy seems to demand a lot from students. As
a researcher and teacher, it is my profession, quite possibly my mission, to teach and for me,
openness is a value | embrace and try to practice. As a student studying in a formal HE system,
it would be my priority to pass my studies, rather than prepare myself for life-long learning,
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best happening in open communities. Bringing together those two perspectives in my formal
teaching environment is a challenge.

T.H. on Mayrberger (2020)

Mayberger gives a summary of OEP concepts and current debates. A main question still open
is the role of OER and its relevance for OEP. Mayrberger (2020) (referring to Bellinger &
Mayrberger, 2019) introduces four levels of OEP based on a literature review. The three
narrower levels explicitly include OER. However, how OER are defined remains unclear, as
the “narrow view” mentions “OER along the 5R”, which implies a difference to OER that do
not or do not fully comprise the 5R. From my practical perspective, the four levels are not
concretely distinguishable. It seems that the four levels distinguish different aims of openness
in education that then result in diverse forms of OEP. For example, level four mentions MOOC.
In my opinion, this form of OEP aims at providing general teaching and learning to a large
group of learners. “Co-creation of knowledge” mentioned in level three, refers to another aim,
another dimension of occurring OEP. Both can go together, or be practiced separately, most
obviously depending on the goal a lecturer intends to set with his or her teaching. The attempt
to distinguish different levels of OEP seems to presume that it is possible to establish a kind
of taxonomy, a hierarchical concept of OEP that can then be measured with regard to its
openness. However, Mayrberger stresses that OER and OEP are “highly contextual” and
argues for an uncoupling of concepts.

Another crucial element Mayberger points out while reflecting debates on OEP in the
literature is the participatory and collaborative character of OEP that goes in line with a strong
learner-centered view of learning and teaching. Teachers and learners cocreate not only
resources, but learning paths and take “shared responsibilities”.

Based on this framing of OEP, | reflect my teaching in higher education as highly
fluctuating, seeing it in total. More specifically, | can relate different levels of OEP to different
courses. However, these levels are different from Mayberger and | consider them as a kind of
hierarchical taxonomy with the main elements openness (referring to people) and participation
(referring to student activity level).

| do embrace the element of student cocreation and active participation and as well
see it as part of research-oriented learning, which | see crucial in HE teaching. Participation
then allows to cocreate learning resources, it allows students to produce material and share it
with their peers. However, cocreation is an activity that needs to be learnt by students (and
teachers). As a lecturer, my goal is to advance students in first creating and sharing resources,
and then cocreating them with others. In principle, the different levels follow study levels from
first semester teaching classes to more advanced courses for BA or MA.

Participation activities start in a closed environment (LMS), and | do not aim at
producing OER in the first sense. (Co)creating in an open environment requires context-
specific skills. For example, resources produced in higher education follow formats (language,
structure) and quality (e.g. citing, rigor argumenting). If I'd aim for a narrower or stricter concept
of OEP, a teaching scenario would imply that students create OER in a fully open environment
(like an open Wiki). | did that once, with advanced BA students, who were asked to write blog
entries (although at this time open licenses did play no role). My experience was that some
students were not fully aware of the openness in this activity. They were not aware that others
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outside class could comment on their texts. They took responsibility for their creations as they
were used to in closed class sessions. At the end, neither | nor the students experienced this
situation as fruitful. | reflected that as | did not introduce the concept of openness in a proper
way, | was not able to create a situation of shared responsibility. Another teaching scenario |
tested went out more fruitful. In this case, the principles of cocreation and openness were
essential parts of my teaching didactics and shaped and agreed to commonly with my
students.

In summary, my practice needs to apply different levels of OEP depending on context
and teaching aims. Mayberger’s different levels of OEP from wide to narrow seem to intend a
hierarchy. | cannot relate my teaching to these levels, but see different graduations in my
teaching. They could be claimed as more open or less open, but are highly contextual and can
not be used as quality factors. A crucial element | take from Mayberger and the related
literature is that participation and responsibility by students is shaped and changed in OEP
compared to more traditional learning and teaching concepts. Teachers and learners need to
be led to this new form of understanding teaching and learning.

T.H. on Wiley & Hilton I1l (2018)

The authors introduce a new concept of open pedagogy, in my sense a closer definition, i.e.
OER-enabled pedagogy. Thus, OER are a core and undeniable element. The main aspect is
that “students learn by doing”. Allowing them “to do” requires open-licensed resources (5R)
they can apply. Another element is valuing students’ creation (“renewable assignment”), i.e.
students’ work should be made openly available, e.g. to be valuable for others. The authors
report several case examples, all of them have in common that student work is not only
assessed for study credits, but preserved and made available (to all or specific groups) so that
other teachers or learners can reuse and further revise it. Thus, similarly to other concepts of
OEP, Wiley and Hilton stress student creation and their explicit participation in learning
material, with the more concrete specification that this material at best is openly licensed
(OER).

Interestingly, the examples show how such a scenario is implemented in a teaching
context, but unfortunately, the authors do not discuss student crediting in relation to such
activities in detail. One scenario mentions that “students were also offered extra credit to
create tutorial videos”. Here | see a relevant aspect | as a teacher need to consider, if | wanted
to implement OER-enabled pedagogy. | need to balance student creation activities and their
crediting within a specific course. | assume if I'd offer students to publish their work, only a few
of them would consider doing this unless they would get some extra credit. On the one hand,
this might be demotivating for me, as | do appreciate students’ creation and would like to have
more of it openly accessible. On the other hand, | accept that students focus on core studies.
However, | can imagine teaching scenarios that focus on students’ creation and do credit this,
e.g. in a course specifically designed for this activity. Similarly to opinions in the example, | do
believe that student creativity and learning material creation contribute to foster not only
communication and collaboration skills, but to a better understanding of the study content: If
you can explain it, you understand it. The paper by Wiley and Hilton shows comprehensive
practical examples of how to do OER-enabled pedagogy. They help me in designing my
teaching. I'm not sure if all of the four attributes need to be fulfilled for OER-enabled pedagogy
to qualify as such. Designing one’s teaching more openly is a process and teachers deal with
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different student cohorts with diverse expectations and competencies. But the four attributes
can serve as a guideline showing a way to “more” open pedagogy.

Interestingly, at the end of the paper, the authors argue to do more research on the
effects and impact of OER-enabled pedagogy, applying not only “hard” factors like pass rates,
but measuring softer skills and aspects like satisfaction and creativity. Again, this challenge is
prevalent in measuring other soft skills, but shows that openness in learning and teaching is
more of a value, or ethos, to be embraced, rather than being a strategy while applying new
technologies to improve traditional educational outcomes.

Ronny Rowert (R.R., Luibeck, January 2022)
R.R. on Cronin (2017)

The empirical study of Cronin comes with the appealing approach of conceptualizing OEP
along concrete university teaching staff practices. This approach confirms that material
oriented concepts such as OER and content creating takes up only a small space among the
participating educators, also for those who perceive themselves as open educators. | can
connect to the concept of OEP as a continuum on the level of teaching practices, digital
practices as well as identity and values. This means that it might also for some lecture or some
teaching context be possible that from a value or identity perspective, | might feel like an open
educator with respective open practices though only parts of my concrete teaching practices
might be considered as fully open.

Additionally, | feel inspired by the four dimensions of everyday struggle to teach like
OEP. Firstly, privacy and openness really need to be balanced as for some of my students,
the idea of later on publishing their own material might decrease their feeling of trust and thus
openness. Secondly, my seminars within the context of teacher education focus mainly on
developing and strengthening digital literacies, also as a means to better implement ways of
OEP (e.g. web 2.0 usage). Thus, | sympathize with Cronin’s paper highlighting the respective
importance of what and what. Thirdly and missing in other OEP frameworks and papers, | like
Cronin’s emphasis on the value of the social factor within learning processes. In my seminars,
| see open ways of learning only being realized if a pleasant way of social learning can be
established by me as lecturer and the students themselves. Fourthly, | also see the main
barriers for OEP within traditional structures, expectations and role understandings within
academia. | find it interesting that Cronin sees new forms of identity building of the lecturer
such as web-based public identities (e.g. twitter) not as an automatic driver for OEP but rather
as a starting point for it and it still remains open what learners make out of the fact and whether
they respond to it. In my seminars, | also see some students realizing it and commenting on it
and some don’t even take notice at all. All in all, the realistic notion of Croning matches my
understanding of OEP based on my teaching experiences the most. Unfortunately, her
conceptualisation of OEP is not brought forward in a very structured way of a framework with
clear dimensions, so that her ideas might be difficult to translate for teaching colleagues of
mine.

R.R. on Hegarty (2015)

While reading the Hegarty paper, in the beginning | expected an understanding and
conceptualisation of OEP that is way more based on OER. This might have been the case as
OER play a central role in the cited definition of OEP as “the range of practices around the
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creation, use, and management of open educational resources with the intent to improve
quality and innovate education” (p. 4). While | hesitate to take on this material oriented
perspective towards OEP, | very much sympathize with the ideas later brought forward by
Hegarty that the notion of OEP also means the transformation of organizational structures and
processes to better assure high quality learning and foster new learning and learner supporting
mechanisms. At the heart of Hegarty’s notion of OEP is the idea of eight attributes associated
with open pedagogy. | can especially identify with the holistic nature of the attributes. They
stress the importance of technology (e.g. social networks), the role of innovation and creativity
as well as trust. | find the aspect striking that Hegarty demands teachers to connect in
communities, reflect on their own practices within these broader contexts and generate
opportunities for feedback. The way Hegarty highlights the importance of peer-exchange
corresponds very precisely to the spirit of my own understanding of me as an open practitioner.
While maybe most academic teachers might see themselves as embedded into a broader
practitioners community and allowing peer-exchange, the examples within Hegarty’s paper
really help to make clear which concrete responsibilities are connected to that. When | think
of my own teaching experience and practice, | see aspects of research missing within the
attributes. If constant professional development plays such a crucial role, then for me as an
academic lecturer, the integration of research on teaching and learning as well as trying to
research my own teaching practices, is key for me to feel as an open practitioner. New
concepts such as scholarship could be better integrated into such a OEP framework.

R.R. on Mayrberger (2020)

This paper by Mayrberger successfully connects with the kind of gut feeling | had before that
OEP is not a binary concept in the sense that either teaching and learning practices are open
only or closed only. Mayrberger understands openness in OEP as a continuum where even
open and closed aspects can exist beside each other. This understanding corresponds well
to my lecturer’s experience that academic teaching always takes place in a given setting and
infrastructure. | often cannot choose the learning management system, nor the video
conference tool, nor the way the lecture is embedded in the curriculum. Therefore, full degrees
of openness can maybe never be reached. In accordance to that, the conceptualisation of
OEP as within the range of widest view to narrow view helps to get a rather realistic impression
of what OEP could be in concrete settings. Though the four step concept helps to find myself
within a broader range of OEP, | still feel uncomfortable that in every one of the four cases,
OER seems to be the common ground. When | think of my own teaching practices, the issue
of material and its licensing might always be a central aspect, but it only covers the intensity
and workload of preparation, teaching and examination to a minor degree of my time and
workload when it comes to openness in teaching. Within my teaching setting and practice, my
students and | are handling a vast amount of material and the open licensing would always be
only one of so many aspects of it. Just imagine, | would have all my teaching materials CC-
licensed openly available on the internet after a few semesters of successful development. To
put it pointedly: if OEP would still mainly mean the mode of my material, my teaching practices
the next semesters would not be innovative and creative at all as all materials would be open.
Therefore, | can still connect to the rather realistic and pragmatic framework of Mayrberger
but | still hesitate to fully connect to one of the four values of OEP the paper proposes.
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R.R. on Wiley & Hilton 11l (2018)

The main claim of Wiley and Hilton is to clarify conceptions of OEP by introducing the new
term of OER-enabled pedagogy. Not only the new term itself but also the underpinning it with
the 5Rs makes the relationship between OER and OEP in the understanding of Wiley and
Hilton very explicit. The definition of “OER-enabled pedagogy as the set of teaching and
learning practices that are only possible or practical in the context of the 5R permissions which
are characteristic of OER” (p. 135) evokes positive as well as negative associations when |
recall my own teaching and learning practices. | can certainly identify with the constructivist
notion of learning in the tradition of Humboldt in the sense of to create an interaction between
our own personality in a most active and harmonious form (Westbury et al. 2000). If the
learners are engaged in constructing a public entity by practicing the OER-enabled pedagogy,
it might be a step towards realizing Humboldt’s notion of Bildung in the 21st century by using
digital technologies. The idea of learning by creating, (re)mixing and sharing learning material
and outcome might be a possibility for learners to better understand their learning in a wider
societal context. From my own teaching experiences in the field of teacher education, | can
confirm that learners might be more motivated and take the results of their learning processes
more seriously if it is published in the internet sphere. This aspect sounds charming to me, but
at the same time, | hesitate to fully agree to this concept of OEP as mainly based on OER.
Speaking of my own experiences, | see contemporary pedagogy as way more than just the
mode of working with teaching and learning materials and the licensing of that. | see aspects
of social learning missing in the definition as well as examples given later in the paper of Wiley
and Hilton. How does OER foster social learning, especially in times of distance? How can
inequalities within the classroom decrease by working with OER-approaches? As | try to
understand myself as a teacher with OEP values, though still without a clear definition, it would
feel like missing these broader aspects by only focussing on material-related aspects of
teaching and learning.

Naomi Truan (N.T., Berlin, January 2022)

N.T. on Cronin (2017)

An aspect | particularly relate to in Cronin’s paper is the empirical component: Cronin
developed factors influencing the engagement with OEP based on qualitative interviews with
lecturers in higher education.

Cronin’s understanding of “using OEP” as either ‘being open’ (“being visible online,
interacting and sharing resources in open online spaces”) and/or ‘explicitly teaching openly’
(“for example, inviting students to engage in discussion via Twitter, creating courses in
WordPress blogs, and encouraging students to share their work openly”), is fruitful. My
pedagogical practices include both.

Cronin’s summary of the concerns lecturers who do not engage with OEP raise is very
helpful in understanding why colleagues may be unsure about OEP: “lack of certainty about
the pedagogical value of OEP, concerns about students’ possible over-use of social media,
reluctance to add to their already overwhelming academic workloads, concerns about
excessive noise in already busy social media streams, and concerns about context collapse
(Marwick & boyd, 2010), both for themselves and for students.”

12/17


https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/mono/10.4324/9780203357781-10/theory-bildung-wilhelm-von-humboldt-ian-westbury-stefan-hopmann-kurt-riquarts
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1461444810365313

In my view, the most central aspect is the reluctance to add to their already
overwhelming academic workloads, as teaching remains undervalued in contrast to research
when it comes to grant funding and professorships. The time issue is crucial: as long as
teaching in general and open education in particular are not as valued as research outputs, |
do not see a culture of openness becoming more prevalent in academia.

As | recall in this blog post, “Let’s not sugarcoat it: Being visible online, curating content,
uploading preprints on open repositories TAKES TIME. Anyone who says you can just do it
on the side either is lying or has been practicing Open Science for a few months now, so that
the anxieties revolving around it are manageable (or at least lower) and the technical issues
an easy fix. Yes, going Open Science is a commitment, and we should see it as such instead
of pretending that everyone has the time, capacity and energy to pursue it.”

Finally, the need to disconnect OER and OEP and to stop seeing OER as a condition
to OEP is the argument | find the most compelling in the article. Wiley (2015) has observed
that the use of OER leads to OEP, but Cronin goes further, showing that the use of OEP,
specifically networked participation and open pedagogy, can lead to OER awareness and use.

When | reflect on my own openness journey, this is exactly how it unfolded for me: |
began by practicing open pedagogy (without labeling it), for instance with a collaborative
syllabus or a student-run blog, and then moved to OER after | had been awarded two grants
for that purpose: the Digital Fellowhip Sachsen and the Fellowship Freies Wissen.

N.T. on Hegarty (2015)

Hegarty proposes eight attributes of open pedagogy, freely inspired from the five principles of
openness by Conole (2013): (1) collaboration and sharing of information; (2) connected
communication about learning and teaching; (3) collectivity to grow knowledge and resources;
(4) critique for the promotion of scholarship; and (5) serendipitous innovation. One of my first
critiques of the text has to do with the role played by these five principles in Hegarty’s eight
attributes: how does she position herself towards those five principles? Do they inform all eight
principles, or are certain principles reflected in specific attributes?

Regarding Hegarty’s eight attributes, | will comment on each of them one by one.
Attribute 1: Participatory Technologies

Hegarty excludes “materials compiled by instructors in PDF form for download” from
participatory technologies, as they “cannot easily be re-constructed to fit specific contexts” in
her view. | fail to understand why a specific format should be excluded from the very beginning,
as materials can be reused independently from their format and PDF documents can serve as
tools, inspiration, examples, etc. for further classes.

Another problem | see is the following: cannot a course practice open pedagogy if participatory
technologies are fostered during the class (i.e. in the interactions during the semester), even
if this means that the OER are presented as PDFs in the end? Does open only mean it has to
be oriented towards others, outside the classroom? Cannot the class be participatory even if
the outcome may, at first sight, be regarded as ‘static’?

Attribute 2: People, Openness, Trust
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| agree with these aspects being very important in open pedagogy, but | take issue with their
vagueness: ‘openness’ and ‘trust’ are qualitative variables, can be very hard to measure, are
very dependent on the individuals and the group dynamics, and cannot be predicted, although
teachers can, of course, take measures to promote openness and trust in their courses.

Attribute 3: Innovation and Creativity

According to Hegarty, innovation and creativity encourage “more independence for learners”
as well as various technologies “that have the potential to connect users in a plethora of
networks”. To me, these attributes are once again relatively vague. More problematic in my
view is the fact that they are deterministic towards an idea of progress as linear, coupled with
the expectation that OER will become more prolific and that this is, per se, a good thing.

Attribute 4: Sharing Ideas and Resources

The fourth attribute resorts to individual motivations of teachers to share their work or not.
Knowing what draws teachers to OER is indeed an important aspect, as many materials are
created by individuals, and as time constraints often play a major role in teachers not engaging
with openness if is not valued by their institutions (which is mostly still the case in higher
education, where research outputs prevail when assessing a candidate’s potential). | find the
subtitle slightly misleading because the focus is clearly on the teachers only (and not the
learners) and it should be reflected in the title of the attribute.

Attribute 5: Connected Community

The fifth attribute relates to how “the use of mobile learning and social media within a learning
community encouraged not only connectivity and sharing of resources and knowledge, but
also the development of content by students” (Hegarty 2015: 9, paraphrasing Cochrane’s
findings (2014)). This is an important finding that should invite teachers to keep integrating
collaborative digital tools in their pedagogical practice.

Attribute 6: Learner-Generated

Empowering students means inviting them to “take the lead, solve problems, and work
collectively to produce artifacts that they share, discuss, reconfigure, and redeploy” (Hegarty
2015: 9, paraphrasing Ehlers & Conole’s findings (2010)). To me, this very critical aspect is
not a component of open pedagogy per se, but of research-based pedagogy as well (Truan &
Dressel 2021).

Attribute 7: Reflective Practice

The production of OER also means a reception phase: teachers can get feedback more often
and/or outside of their community of practice, which increases the potential for reflexivity. |
fully agree with this point as well, although | am not sure if reflective practice is an “attribute”
of OER, and not rather a condition or a consequence of it. Maybe teachers who regularly
reflect their own practice are more likely to engage in open pedagogy (condition), or maybe
teachers who practice open pedagogy become more self-reflective through the process
(consequence).

Attribute 8: Peer Review
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Finally, the fear of being judged may prevent teachers from creating contents open to
everyone. In this sense, the eight attribute is the other side of the medal of the seventh
attribute. Feedback from peer can inform a creative and careful reflective practice, but it can
also lead to a decrease in self-esteem ultimately leading to stop being open or even not
starting at all.

N.T. on Mayrberger 2020

As a practitioner, | agree with Mayrberger pleading for more emphasis on how OEP are
experienced by people engaging with them, as the focus on technical infrastructure and on
the products in OER mask the challenges teachers face when experimenting OEP together
with students.

| also agree with Mayrberger that the debate on OEP is often fraught with a “strong
idealistic idea” (2020: 2) according to which OEP would be inherently good in all learning
contexts because they are participatory.

Beyond the much-needed theoretical discussion on OEP and related concepts, | find
the four levels of OEP (also see Bellinger & Mayrberger 2019 in German) stimulating to reflect
my own practice:

e OEP in the widest view, which entails the “full adoption of open pedagogy principles”
with institutional support — an approach | have never been able to adopt, as | design
my classes independently of macrostructures at my university, like most lecturers in
my department;

e OEP in a wide view, which corresponds to open pedagogy, participatory learning
scenarios, and the use of OER, possibly in a ‘closed’ way, i.e. for a course only through
the learning managing system (LMS) of the institution or with social media tools such
as blogs — an approach | was already implementing in my classes before learning
about OER and OEP, for instance, as we co-wrote a blog together with students
(https://wahnsinn.hypotheses.org/) or when students co-developed the syllabus
together with me (https://icietla.hypotheses.org/1182);

e OEP in a narrow view, which refers to the production, use, and remix of OER, together
with the students or not — an approach | experimented for the first time in 2020/2021
(see for a report https://icietla.hypotheses.org/open-science-in-education and
https://icietla.hypotheses.org/open-educational-resources for the OER);

e OEP in the narrowest view, which comprise the use of OER in open- or closed-
learning scenarios — an approach that | cannot differentiate from the previous one if
closed-learning scenarios are involved as well. While | have never produced OER for
e.g. MOOC, the OER from the course mentioned in the previous category are available
on OER Commons:
https://www.oercommons.org/courses/open-educational-resources-zu-grammatik-im-
wandel-ist-digitales-schreiben-wirklich-so-anders.

What, in my view, is missing from these four levels and could be tackled when thinking
about participation is a reflection on Knowledge Equity (who produces knowledge, who is
legitimate, who is recognized, by what control mechanisms, etc.).

Finally, | appreciate the discussion on participation, as it helps go beyond OER when
conceptualizing OEP, which raises new questions: do OER have to be part of OEP in order
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for OEP to be open? In other words, it is possible to conceive OEP without OER, for instance
by focussing on the process of coo-creating knowledge without considering the means (=
using OER) or the output (= creating OER) first? Mayrberger’s paper seems to want to answer
‘yes’ to all these questions, yet still without fully disentangling OEP from OER.

N.T. on Wiley & Hilton Ill (2018)

| fully subscribe to the initial claim according to which open pedagogy favoring student-
centered approaches goes along with the development of new technologies. Without being
the reason | engage in OEP, the increased digitalization, partly because of the move to online
courses during the COVID-19 pandemic, definitely made my first encounter with OEP easier.

The creation and reuse of “disposable assignments”, as opposed to “renewable
assignments” (Wiley 2013), is cited as one concrete example of OER-enabled pedagogy. In
our qualitative study of how students position themselves when invited to produce OER (Truan
& Dressel under review, see preprint here), not writing essays that “will ultimately be thrown
away” was mentioned as a key factor encouraging student’s engagement.

At the same time, the text addresses only shortly at the end the fact that some students
may be glad to write “disposable assignments” only, for several reasons: they may benefit
more from a personalized feedback that they will not share with others, they may be reluctant
to upload versions of their work they consider incomplete or needing improvement, they may
want to protect their public image, etc. My experience has shown that, as the text suggests in
the conclusion, OER can only be seen as an opportunity for students if they are content, and
even more than average, with the work they created. Otherwise, the potential risks for their
(future) careers seem disproportionately high compared to the potential collaborations OER
may bring.

The questions raised in the text indeed invite us not to promote OER-enabled
pedagogy uncritically, but hand in hand with the students. | believe the four sets of questions
formulated by Wiley & Hilton Il can serve as collaborative reflection tools that teachers do not
only integrate in their preliminary reflections, but openly integrate in their courses:

1) Do students assigned to create, revise, or remix artifacts find these assignments more
valuable, interesting, motivating, or rewarding than other forms of assessment? Why
or why not?

2) Do students who make their assignments publicly available demonstrate greater
mastery of learning outcomes or show more enthusiasm for their work than students
assigned traditional assessments? Why or why not?

3) Do students who openly license their work find additional learning benefits? Does
openly licensed student work produce additional benefits to the broader community?

4) Are there any drawbacks (real or perceived) that are voiced by students or faculty that
participate in OER-enabled pedagogy?

An example (in German) of how | integrated a critical reflection on OER in a research-
based seminar can be found here: https://padlet.com/berlinguistin/fbrhor1lir39mtaz (Block 3-
Ubertragung in die eigene Berufspraxis — ein Unterrichtskonzept entwickeln; 1- Hand-Out
Open Educational Resources).
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Finally, Wiley & Hilton Il emphasize that “students are the authors and copyright
holders of the homework and other artifacts they create as part of their education”, which
means that teachers can NEVER require students to openly license their homework. | fully
agree with this important point, as | am convinced that the potential of OER does not only lie
in their creation, but also in students knowing their existence and being ready to re-use existing
OER.
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