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Executive Summary
This document constitutes a limited international history of work directed at the sharing of learning resources. In order to develop a coherent narrative, we have constrained our research to:
· Focusing on policy rather than technical approaches

· Not attempting to be exhaustive – looking at exemplars rather than trying to cover every project in this area.
· Concentrating specifically on Higher Education, rather than other educational sectors.
· Paying particular attention to the way in which international movements have affected the UK.
The aim of this document is to provide a context into which discussions around future HEFCE-supported OER work can be put. Many members of the steering group will have been involved in elements of the work that is described here, and could likely add further detail to many aspects of the paper. But we were unable to find any earlier work that tells the full story of this policy area, from the early eighties to the present day.

We have drawn particularly on five key previous reports, all of which would serve as useful further reading and are available freely online.
· OECD, “Sharing knowledge for free
” (2007)
· CETIS, “Opportunities and challenges for higher education
”. (2008)
· Ithaka,  “Unlocking the Gates
” (2011)
· Hewlett Foundation, “Review of the OER Movement
” (2007)

· JISC, “Good Intentions
” (2008)

This report also builds on numerous reports, policy documents and blog posts. We have included links to key resources as footnotes. And we have drawn extensively on our range of contacts and personal knowledge. 
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Introduction

This paper primarily attempts to do two things – firstly to describe the nature and evolution of the Open Educational Resources (OER) movement worldwide, and secondly to highlight the place of the UK within it. It also touches on linked activity around open education more widely. What we are aiming to demonstrate is the contribution of UK OER activity: what it has taken from earlier work worldwide and what it has added to the sum of global knowledge in the area. It is aimed at policy makers and researchers working in the area of OER, sharing learning materials and open education.
OER is most usually defined via the OECD (2002) formulation:

“Open Education Resources (OER) are 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.” 

However, this definition limits discussion to work that has been released since a more nuanced understanding of the possibilities of licensing became widespread, particularly since the birth of Creative Commons in 2002 (with the release of the version 1.0 licenses). For the purposes of this paper we will examine more generally the production and release of materials designed for reuse in an educational setting.
Before OER – 1982-2002
It is likely that as long as teachers have used learning resources in the classroom, there have been both opportunities to increase the quality of resources and pressures to rationalise spending by sharing these across teachers. But, significantly, the sharing of digital resources has – almost since the dawn of mass computing - always been a key concern amongst educational funders, and in order to start this story somewhere, we will start in the UK in 1982.

The “Nelson Review
” was produced by a working group commissioned by the Computer Board (a forerunner of JISC), and examined the use of computers in university teaching in the UK and internationally. From observations throughout 1982 and 1983, the report concluded that the UK lagged behind competitor nations in the effective use of IT to support learning. The most notable recommendations concerned the ratio of computers to students in UK universities, and set an ambitious benchmark of one computer between every three students. Alongside this, the report pressed for central funding to support the implementation of IT-enhanced learning practices, and the sharing of expertise and resources.
In response, the University Grants Commission (UGC) launched the Computers In Teaching (CTI) initiative, which aimed to:
· “evaluate the educational potential of IT in university teaching 

· raise the level of awareness of IT among academics and students 

· promote the development of computer-mediated training and learning
”
The CTI projects were based around subject areas, and aimed to share disciplinary practice in technology-supported learning. Via the medium of newsletters, events, personal contact and the nascent pre-web internet they build up networks of contacts across institutions and disseminated guidance and practice.

It is important to note that this was deliberately a national initiative, aimed at increasing the capacity of the sector. And this was substantially before the accepted invention of the world wide web at CERN in 1989, and even before the consolidation of JaNET’s initial widespread x.25-based network in 1984. National initiatives have played a large part in UK attitudes to learning materials, and in generating the widespread dream that academics sharing materials will lead to both improved teaching quality and efficiency saving.
 At the turn of the century the final phase of CTI projects became, along with the Technology in Teaching and Learning Support Network (TLTSN), the Learning and Teaching Support Network (LTSN) – which was aimed explicitly at sharing practice and materials. This was a first notable case of work on IT supported learning informing the enhancement of general teaching practice As Cliff Allen (former LTSN director) commented in the Times Higher Education Supplement:
“The "not invented here" syndrome has prevailed for too long, and we can no longer afford to continue to spurn practices and developments conceived in other institutions or subjects that are clearly transferable.”

The LTSN sprang from the recommendations of the 1996 Dearing Report
, which argued more generally for an enhancement of the status of teaching. Dearing also noted in passing that:

 “We are also aware that students will need access to high quality networked desktop computers that permit the use of the latest multi-media teaching materials and other applications.”
The LTSN drew together and shared a range of resources created by other nationally funded programmes, such as the Fund for the Development of Teaching and Learning (FDTL) and the Teaching and Learning Technology Programme.  These, along with early JISC programmes such as the Learning and Teaching (5/99) Programme, had an explicit focus on improving quality and making efficiency savings by sharing learning materials. For instance, 5/99:
“arose from a need to integrate learning environments with the wider information landscape aimed at increasing the use of online electronic resources”

FDTL was directly concerned with:

“encourage[ing] the dissemination of good teaching and learning practice across the higher education sector.”

and the TLTP interim evaluation was explicit that:

“Transportability of courseware was enhanced when the use of technology was relatively unsophisticated, intended to support and complement teachers and tutors rather than to offer a substitute. For more interactive and embedded courseware also to be transferable there would be a need for more shared curricula across HEIs. The tendency for TLTP projects to concentrate on first year courses, where introductory material is more likely to be common, supports this judgement.”

However, at this stage these materials were not “open” in the sense that we would understand. There was a general expectation that projects, having been supported in developing materials, would be permitted to charge users of these materials as a means of sustainable practice. Again, the interim evaluation is clear on this point:
“Whilst accepting the principle that the courseware produced through TLTP should be free to all HEIs within the UK, we believe that this approach has not proved conducive to effective dissemination. This approach appears to have dampened the desire of a number of projects to put much effort into dissemination in the UK because there would be few returns to the investment. Many of our interviewees have questioned how the product can be maintained in the long term without being able to charge for it.”

Similar assumptions were built in to FDTL (and even CETL, “HEIs should endeavour to fully recover their costs “
) project conditions – all of which demonstrated the tension between seeing digital learning resources as a means of commercial institutional revenue generation and as a spur to sector-wide efficiency savings. This tension – which still persists around policy-making circles ten years later – could also be seen internationally.
However, if these programmes are seen primarily as quality improvement initiatives, it can be argued that the realisation of value created within the materials themselves are a means of covering programme costs. Though historically (as above) this could be seen as a commercial realisation, recent policy in this area has focused on realisation via impact on quality improvement metrics.
In 1997 the international MERLOT consortium
 built on earlier US DARPA-sponsored work to develop a platform for the sharing of educational resources focusing on a peer review model of quality assurance, similar to the way in which journals work in research. And in 1999 at Rice University Connexions
 was an early international example of a more sharing-driven approach to digital learning. Based around an online content management system with accompanying metadata requirements, Connexions remains global, cross-sector and largely community led. 
These could be contrasted with other contemporary approaches, such as Fathom
, a consortium of “prestige” universities and museums led by the University of Columbia. The Fathom approach was closer to a traditional publishing model, with online courses and materials offered for sale. There were many parallel instances, and there remain huge numbers, of courses being sold online (for a historic example in UK, see the eUniversity project
), but Fathom was unique in explicitly selling learning materials to the general public

Re-useable Learning Objects

Concurrently, the work of David Wiley and others gave a “learning design” framework to the policy goal of sharing and reusing “learning objects”. In his 2000 book, “Reusability”
, he compared the practice (with substantial caveats) to LEGO, and also to atoms as the building blocks of all matter. The thinking behind this approach - the idea that learning materials are taken from many places and combined by an educator for use by the learner - was drawn from a wide range of technical and pedagogic research which has underpinned much of the concurrent and subsequent initiatives around the digital sharing of learning materials.
“Reusable Learning Objects” (RLOs) were, in the early years of this century, a response to some of the policy pressures and theoretical speculation around sharing digital learning materials. More so than OER (which is a very general category), an RLO implied a resource that was designed with a particular technical (as well as pedagogic) use in mind. The term arose from a 1996 working group led by Wayne Hodgins at CeDMA, the concept built on extrapolations from object orientated (modular) approaches to computer programming.
RLO initiatives were characterised by the need for adherence to learning object interoperability standards, including IEEE 1484.12, SCORM, various IMS standards, and the Dublin Core metadata schema. These standards allow for various levels of compatibility with the many virtual learning environments (VLEs) that were becoming widely used at the time – with the understanding that “modules” of learning could be plugged in to an environment and hence a course. Indeed, it was seriously postulated in many places that the selection and integration of learning objects into courses could be entirely automated. 
Whilst perhaps not approaching the wilder reaches of thinking in this area, the JISC X4L
 programme, commencing in 2002, was an excellent example of a concerted attempt to realise the RLO dream. Its aims were to: 
· “use and develop the best available tools to explore whether repurposing content can become a popular, sustainable way of producing e-learning materials for the future; ‘
· increase the numbers of people in institutions with the necessary skills to repurpose learning objects; 

· expose and begin to tackle the challenges associated with repurposing learning objects; and 

· begin to populate a national repository with learning materials as well as case studies and exemplars showing how these have been achieved.”
The X4L programme created a national repository (Jorum), a content packaging tool (Reload) and a cluster of projects creating and sharing reusable learning resources. Jorum is worth highlighting as a visible facet of the “learning object repository” movement.  Repositories (either individually or as federated groups) serve as a single searchable destination for the deposit and retrieval of learning materials and are unquestioningly valuable as a means of archival and storage,  but as spurs to sharing have struggled to make a case for viability against the intelligent and informed use of mainstream search engines and – latterly - social medial hosting. The e-prints software developed by Southampton University with JISC funding branched into a series of projects that placed strong emphasis on the social aspect of sharing. Projects like LORO
, Humbox
 and Kultivate have used the EdShare
 software for a range of discipline areas, and combined repository functionality with the ethos of open practice.
In many ways X4L defined the way that JISC and partners would deliver programmes aimed at systemic cultural change in the future. But the programme evaluation
 was clear that significant barriers around the sharing and reuse of RLOs remained:

“X4L has demonstrated that the principal benefits of reuse and repurposing are generally understood and accepted in the communities involved in the programme. However, the concept of reusable learning objects is still not proven or generally accepted in mainstream practice across the FE and HE sectors. That said, X4L has identified and explored many of the key barriers to reuse and repurposing, including the pressures of time and resource constraints on staff, concerns about professional integrity and academic independence, cultural resistance to sharing, and tensions between community collaboration and institutional competition.”
The linked FAIR (Focus on Access to Institutional Resources)
 programme examined the use of mechanisms and technologies (largely repositories) used in sharing a range of resources, including learning objects .
2002 - The birth of “big” OER

At around the same time JISC was developing X4L, the Hewlett foundation supported MIT in launching a different conception of online sharing – the OpenCourseWare (OCW) movement. Materials were made available to the general public under a Creative Commons license. As faculty chairman Steve Lerman told the New York Times
:
“Selling content for profit, or trying in some ways to commercialize one of the core intellectual activities of the university [...] seemed less attractive to people at a deep level than finding ways to disseminate it as broadly as possible.”

A position amplified by the then MIT President, Professor Charles Vest:
“This is a natural fit to what the Web is really all about, [...] We've learned this lesson over and over again. You can't have tight, closed-up systems. We've tried to open up software infrastructure in a variety of ways and that's what unleashed the creativity of software developers; I think the same thing can happen in education.”

This was a truly game changing intervention – the focus of sharing materials became centred on learners rather than educators, and materials were provided as is, almost without contextualisation, in order that everyone who felt able could benefit in any way they wished.
Materials were and are released in a variety of formats, predominately PDF. However, RLO-style standardised packages were initially notable by their absence, much to the chagrin and disbelief of  many in the learning object community. For example, even in 2006 a paper at ASCILITE
 suggested:
“The OCW repositories contain courses with more or less the same structure: a syllabus, that describes the course, its aims and expected outcomes, a calendar and lecture notes. Few courses include multimedia resources such as audio files and PowerPoint presentations. These repositories are in many ways static, and since they cannot be easily integrated into systems where students can engage in discussions, or participate in activities, their learning potential is limited. [...]The learning content needs to be converted to new standards-compliant formats” (Our emphasis)

Even where educational technology theorists understood the open reuse paradigm, in many cases their reaction was to build structures and “safe spaces” around the content to facilitate and guide open learning.  The Utah State University Open Learning Support (OLS) initiative (funded by the Hewlett Foundation) was intended to sit alongside OCW (and Connexions) offerings, allowing open learners “to connect with each other, form study groups and receive support for using OCW materials in formal and informal educational settings”.
  In an initial paper
, David Wiley suggested:
“We hope that by enabling self-organization among large groups and organically growing site features as needed by the community we are able to demonstrate successful teaching and learning interactions within a very large, academically focused, self-organized group.”

This can also be seen in the parallel launch of Carnegie Mellon University’s Open Learning Initiative
 (OLI), again in 2002
. Materials were made available for use as a part of a fully contextualised learning experience, with a great deal of research conducted drawing on the activity data. Materials were explicitly not made available for repurposing, but the courses as contextualised learning objects were available for all to use. Often grouped alongside OER initiatives, OLI is very different in scope and aim.

This harks back to earlier ideas around “interactive learning” – the idea that materials themselves could provide a primary means of teaching if supported by safe, supported, peer discussion. It could be argued that OER/OCW was being normalised in to existing discourses about learning and sharing. It is perhaps this mindset, alongside the established UK interest and expertise in content packaging and associated standards, that led to the UK being so late to the table regarding OCW and OER (the first UK OCW-style initiatives were the University of Nottingham’s U-Now
 and the Open University’s OpenLearn
, both launched in 2006-2007). By 2005, with Japanese and Chinese OCW consortia established, many US universities releasing material and the first OCW global consortium meeting taking place, the aspects of the UK DfES eStrategy
 dealing (albeit almost in passing) with HE seemed to be out of step with this growing movement.
“Educational resources are usually developed for a particular curriculum subject and age range. This is appropriate for the traditional media of print and video, less so for digital media because the latter are much easier to recombine for different purposes. We now have a range of digital resources for education, but their usage is typically confined to the one curriculum area or age group for which they were designed, and have rights clearance. We need a much more open approach to such resources to make best use of them. Teachers, lecturers and tutors may have different approaches to teaching, but they increasingly want easy access to more digital libraries’ assets and commercial educational software. As they gain confidence, they will want more flexible resources they can adapt to fit their learners’ needs” (para 84)
Even when the Open University (again with Hewlett Foundation funding) launched OpenLearn
 in 2006-07, standards compliant packages featured heavily, along with a twin emphasis on academic reuse (LabSpace) and guided, peer-facilitated learning (the LearningSpace platform).  Unlike the late and half-heartedly short-term implementation of content packaging at MIT, this explicitly attempted to fit key OER concepts into the earlier RLO and “interactive learning” world. Again, as with OLS (and, it could be argued, learning object interoperability standards themselves), low use of explicitly interoperable materials within VLEs has led to their quiet deprecation . The reasons behind this tie in to a much wider narrative about VLEs and MLEs that is beyond the scope of this paper. 
OCW goes global (2002-2009)
With the support of the William and Flora Hewlett foundation, the Open CourseWare Consortium
 (OCWC) was founded in 2005, drawing together a number of other institutions that had followed the MIT OCWC model
. Early members included primarily other North American institutions, but also consortia from China and Japan.
China is a very existing example of the tensions between OCW approaches and earlier “open content” initiatives.
 In 2003 the Chinese Government launched the “Top Courses” programme in order to showcase the best of Chinese higher education. Though very similar on the surface to OCW, this programme was based around a concerted approach to improve the quality of teaching.

“The creation and evaluation of these model courses would act as a catalyst and promote the improvement of all courses, raising the general importance of pedagogy and teaching within universities.”
Though many western commentators have attempted to paint Top Courses as being an interpretation of the OCW approach, this is far from the case. Chinese government did meet with OCW staff in 2003, leading to the establishment of the CORE

 project which aimed to translate and promote MIT OCW materials. However, this was six months after the launch of Top Courses.

Håklev has an interesting interpretation of this confusion:

“the Ministry of Education has chosen not to engage internationally at all around this project, not releasing any information in English, nor even providing an official English translation of the project. [...] Into this void stepped the organization China Open Resources for Education. They were able to get international recognition, and funding, because the world believed they were promoting an international model in China.”
Similarly, in France, the Sub-Directorate of Information and Communication Technology in Education (SDICTE) has run Thematic Digital Universities (TDUs) since 2004.
 TDUs work to produce high quality digital resources across particular groups of subject areas, based on a consortia model.  As in China, the focus on improving the quality of resources is very different from the mainstream OCW discourse around access and sharing. 67 French Higher Education Institutions are TDU partners; in contrast two institutions
 in France are OCW members (Lyon and Grenoble Ecole de Managament) alongside one internationally focused consortium (ParisTech).
Leigh Blackall
 argues that open educational resources demonstrate cultural imperialism, and promulgate a western educational hegemony (and perhaps more fundamentally, a western conception of intellectual property). Whereas we do not have sufficient evidence to confirm or rebut this allegation, it appears from these examples that the dominance of the OCW approach has the potential to overshadow regional and cultural differences around sharing and creating learning material.
The OCW approach is characterised by large external grants (historically from the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation) leading to centralised units collecting and “oer-ising” learning materials from academics. Until very recently, OCW (for the purpose of joining OCWC) has been defined has having a focus around actual courses. However, as grants begin to come to an end (with the Hewlett Foundation now focusing on K-12/compulsory education), sustainability has become a key concern of the whole movement – particularly where OER is released via discrete centralised units. As George Siemens wrote in response to the 2009 closure of the Utah State OCW programme:
“This illustrates my concern about centrally organized open educational initiatives – they have a single point of failure: funding. There is a solution. It’s called systematization.”

2009 and onwards – the Higher Education Bubble
As the prospect of the Browne Review of HE Funding
 hung over the heads of UK educators, it seemed as if the whole world of higher education was attempting to break out of existing institutional boundaries. And Open Educational Resources, despite largely originating from within institutions, became a key component of the counter-institutional insurgency.
US Journalist Anya Kamenetz summarises the reasoning behind the “new wave” of educational thinking:

“Change rumbles like a seismic wave from the basements of the ivory tower, and the schoolhouse down your block. The demand for access to both existing and new models of learning is rising as uncontrollably as the average temperature throughout the globe. The traditional educational ecosystem is edging toward collapse. Fifty million university students in 2000 will grow to 250 million by 2025. The graph of educational costs is a hockey stick–headed straight up”

Her book, DIY U
, drew together diverse strands of online learning, collaboration and apprenticeship to coalesce a vision of higher and further education outside of the university or college. Though far from universally welcomed
 , the subsequent growth of services and initiatives supporting this conception of learning has become a very visible trend over the past few years.
Peter Theil, US venture capitalist, is even more stinging in his criticism of “the Higher Education bubble”:

““A true bubble is when something is overvalued and intensely believed,” he says. “Education may be the only thing people still believe in the United States. To question education is really dangerous. It is the absolute taboo. It’s like telling the world there’s no Santa Claus.””

A panoply of initiatives and start-ups have followed similar ideas. The two initial poster-children of the DIY-U movement, Peer2Peer University
 and the Khan Academy
, have very different modus operandi  - but both are concerned with the free availability of learning (not just content) outside of the university system.
P2PU was launched in late 2009
 as a way to transfer the “mentorship” concepts  is around open source communities into a wider approach to education. It is not affiliated to any institution (though it receives funding from the Mozilla foundation), and makes use of OER from multiple sources to support “classes” taught by volunteer teachers. Courses were initially concentrated around technical and webcraft topics, but the model was extended to education, languages and arts. The ethos, if not the online delivery, is very similar to the (UK) School of Everything
, which is more generally concerned with adult education.
The Khan Academy was set up by Sal Khan in a gradual, viral, way from around 2005
. Using very simply created and produced videos, Sal Khan has made thousands of his lectures available online in subjects including finance, hard sciences, healthcare, maths and history. Since becoming a non-profit in 2009 it has received funding from the Gates Foundation and Google.
Both P2PU and the Khan Academy have used elements of gamification as incentives for progression, specifically the use of “badges” to reward completion or other specific achievements. The Mozilla foundation are also huge advocates of badges
 as a supplement to or replacement for  formal qualifications, and are currently working on the technical underpinning required to display and authenticate badges on various user/learner profiles. Several educationalists working within the formal education sector have also expressed an interest in badges as qualification proxies.
 And in Brazil the FGV Online programme provides certification to those who complete open courses.

When coupled with continued pressure on institutional funding, rising student costs and falling student numbers, concerns about the practice of assessment and an emphasis on competition, these “alternative” models provide a compelling possible future for education. Surprisingly few have voiced the obvious risk to institutional structures that these ideas present
.

OER reflects
Challenged both by the energy of this emerging movement, and the tailing off of traditional funding streams, OER has latterly been a much more reflective and self-critical field. The recent writing of David Wiley could almost be seen as approaching an anti-OER position
, and he takes much inspiration from the learning analytics approaches underpinning the badges/gamification model.

One of the last Hewlett Foundation funded projects, OPAL
, has taken an evaluative approach across a wide range of international OER projects with a particular interest in quality issues. Their final report concluded:
“The report shows that systematic quality assurance mechanisms for OER are lacking in higher education and adult education in Europe. There is a need to counter the argument that OER are second rate materials through quality assurance instruments, concepts and efforts in institutions. Educational professionals give voice to considerable insecurity about how they can demonstrate the value of OER and OEP when quality management approaches are largely absent for OER.”

The concern with quality here highlights another tension within the idea of sharing materials – formal sharing initiatives are often tied in with institutional and academic reputation, so “polished” and quality-assured materials are expected. By contrast, within the 80% of the JISC/University of Oxford OER Use report “iceberg”
 that is informal sharing, quality assurance is less important than academic discernment and personal recommendation.
The findings of JISC’s RePRODUCE programme
 underlines this by demonstrating that academics challenged to create courses using primarily repurposed material tended to work via personal contacts and recommendations rather than drawing on the more visible collections and repositories.

Recommendations from the programme included:
· “Institutions need to maximise discoverability by putting their (open) content where people are already looking – e.g. Google, Flickr, and other locations where people already browse for that subject – to ensure maximum impact and uptake. 

· Content needs to be released in small usable ‘chunks’. Making content available in large units inhibits reuse.

· Originators must consider repurposing and re-editing as essential aspects of the openness of a digital resource.”

Another common concern is the measurement (both qualitatively and quantitively) of usage as a proxy for a return on investment. MIT OCW have been surveying users of their materials for a number of years, thus generating a great deal of high quality data.
 Steve Carson concludes:
“[S]canning the benefits in all of the tables above, most of the responses have to do with increases in quality of instruction or learning, or with student and faculty motivation.  There are two ways to make a system more efficient, make it cost less or increase the output.  I don’t see a lot of evidence in this that OCW can make education cheaper (though open texts and open access journals may), but I see lots of evidence that it can help us all get more out of the investments we do make in education.”

In response, David Wiley noted that many of these benefits would also be realisable with a non-open restrictive licence, causing him to question the incurring the wisdom of incurring significant extra costs in releasing material under an open license.
 In this single exchange we encapsulate the seeds of an increased focus on student use of openly released materials, with a parallel decrease in emphasis on academic reuse. . MIT subsequently launched (in December 2011), MITx
  - which blends the existing personal learning that OCW/OER can facilitate with a community supported experience leading to an (optional, low cost) MIT certificate of completion. The similar, but earlier, OERU
 project aims to offer open education based around support and materials from multiple institutional partners leading to a (paid) accreditation by Abathasca University in Canada.

The MOOC boom

MITx and OERu both draw on another development in online education – the MOOC (Massively Open Online Course)
. A MOOC classically involves a small traditionally delivered class with a small number of fee-paying students being “opened” to participants online worldwide. Though “open” participants do not (yet) gain academic credit for their work, they are very much a part of the class – offering peer support, feedback and guidance to the fee-paying students and to each other.

Claims for the first MOOC are many and arguable, but one of the first major courses was run by Dave Cormier and Stephen Downes around the educational theory of Connectivism
. Perhaps the most visible example of this style of course (in terms of coverage and of the number of repetitions) has been DS106
, initially run out of the University of Mary Washington, now also running in the City University of New York and Temple University Japan.
 The DS106 site perhaps most clearly illustrates the MOOC principle of aggregation, where student and educator work and reflection are brought together at a single location.
However this earlier strand has been almost entirely eclipsed by a more commercial MOOC movement, most notably with Coursera
 and Udacity
 springing from initial pilots at Stanford. This model has largely ignored the more radical aspects of the early MOOCs, with course delivery being closer to more traditional models of elearning, and assessment drawing much more on the big data/analytics aspects of the RLO strands of thought.

What is more notable is the language used in press and blog coverage. The language of revolution, the idea of the MOOC as a game-changing innovation
 has positioned these start-ups almost as an answer to some of the questions raised by Kamenetz. 

In many ways you could see these “x Class” MOOCs as drawing jointly on the big data of RLOs and the scorched-earth revisionism of the DIYu movement. However, despite the “open” nomenclature materials are not openly licensed, and some xMOOC-style providers are experimenting with charging for participation (eg StraighterLine) or certification (MITx, Udacity).
Where do we go from here?

The UKOER programme can be seen in this context as reflecting and advancing these current debates around open practice.  Commencing with a pilot phase examining sustainable models of practice within institutional, subject consortia and individual settings, the programme examined the transferability of these models alongside refining our understanding of use within the second year of funding, and proceeded within the third to examine the applicability of “open” models to institutional and sector strategic priorities, attempting to use these to draw in the interest of senior managers.
If this paper demonstrates anything, it demonstrates the polysemous nature of the “open education” movement and the ideology and practice of sharing learning materials. Despite a common method centred on open online publications and (mostly) open licenses, there are a huge variety of rationales and hoped-for outcomes.

The history of learning technology developments in the UK has led to particular expectations around the sharing of learning materials between academics. Though late to the table, UKOER has generated a number of globally useful findings, and has participated actively in the major discussions. And even regarding the emerging MOOC trend, Phonar and Picbod
 combine the community focus of the cMOOCs and the scale of the xMOOCs.
It is interesting to see a number of different strands of work leading in to what we now see as the world of Open Education, and the resonance that each of these strands still has within the various wings of the movement. From the world of RLO and interoperability we see a continued emphasis on academic reuse and on the generation and analysis of data. From the world of alternative higher education, we see a radical reimagining of education built on the largesse of existing players and the funding of those new to the field. And from the world of OCW and the commons we see an emphasis on open licensing, social and cultural benefits, and institutional reputation building stemming from investments for charitable ends from charitable foundations.
We can be confident in saying that whatever emerges from the current interest in open education will not draw on just one of these strands, but will stem from a synthesis of these. From this we can be confident that the work of our current UKOER programmes, which cover the full range of these traditions, will be a perfect starting point.
Portions of this paper were presented at the Association of Learning Technologists conference in September 2012, and the Open Education conference in October 2012. We would like to offer our thanks for the support and encouragement offered by members of the UKOER Steering Group (particularly Professor Liz Beaty), to Lou McGill of the UKOER Evaluation and Synthesis team and to Sheila MacNeill and Wilbert Kraan at CETIS.
� �HYPERLINK "http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/35/7/38654317.pdf"�http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/35/7/38654317.pdf�


�� HYPERLINK "http://wiki.cetis.ac.uk/images/6/6d/OER_Briefing_Paper_CETIS_without_recommendations_with_cover_page_.pdf" �http://wiki.cetis.ac.uk/images/6/6d/OER_Briefing_Paper_CETIS_without_recommendations_with_cover_page_.pdf�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.ithaka.org/ithaka-s-r/research/unlockingthegates/UNLOCKING%20the%20GATES%20-%20text-only.pdf"�http://www.ithaka.org/ithaka-s-r/research/unlockingthegates/UNLOCKING%20the%20GATES%20-%20text-only.pdf�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.hewlett.org/uploads/files/ReviewoftheOERMovement.pdf"�http://www.hewlett.org/uploads/files/ReviewoftheOERMovement.pdf�


� � HYPERLINK "http://ie-repository.jisc.ac.uk/265/" �http://ie-repository.jisc.ac.uk/265/�


� As quoted in Hewlett (2007) and widely online, for example: �HYPERLINK "http://wikieducator.org/Educators_care/Defining_OER"�http://wikieducator.org/Educators_care/Defining_OER� 


�  D.A. Nelson, Report of a Working Party on Computer Facilities for Teaching in Universities,, Computer Board for Universities and Research Councils, London (1983)


� As cited in Hicks et Al, “A Computer-Based System For Electronic Design Education”, International Journal of Engineering Education, (Volume 13, Number 1 - 1997) �HYPERLINK "http://www.ijee.ie/articles/999979/article.htm"�http://www.ijee.ie/articles/999979/article.htm� 


� Times Higher Education Supplement, 13 October 2000 (�HYPERLINK "http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storyCode=153788&sectioncode=26"�http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storyCode=153788&sectioncode=26� )


�Report of the National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education, �HYPERLINK "http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/ncihe/"�http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/ncihe/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/learningteaching.aspx"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/learningteaching.aspx� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/1997/r1_97.htm"�http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/1997/r1_97.htm� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/1996/m21_96.htm"�http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/1996/m21_96.htm� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.hefce.ac.uk/learning/tinits/cetl/ipr/IPR_dissemination.pdf"�http://www.hefce.ac.uk/learning/tinits/cetl/ipr/IPR_dissemination.pdf� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.merlot.org"�http://www.merlot.org� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://cnx.org" �http://cnx.org� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.fathom.com/index.html"�http://www.fathom.com/index.html� 


� �HYPERLINK "https://heacademy.ac.uk/ukeureports.htm"�https://heacademy.ac.uk/ukeureports.htm� 


� Of course, this remains an entirely viable business model. See, for example, �HYPERLINK "http://www.thegreatcourses.com/"�http://www.thegreatcourses.com/� - which in December 2011 was promoting short courses as “great stocking stuffers”.


� �HYPERLINK "http://reusability.org/read/"�http://reusability.org/read/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/x4l.aspx"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/x4l.aspx� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/inf11/sue2/loro" �http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/inf11/sue2/loro� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/projects/detail/oer/OER_SUB_LLAS" �http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/projects/detail/oer/OER_SUB_LLAS� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.edshare.soton.ac.uk/" �http://www.edshare.soton.ac.uk/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/programmes/x4l/x4limpactreport_final.pdf"�http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/programmes/x4l/x4limpactreport_final.pdf� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/programme_fair.html" �http://www.jisc.ac.uk/programme_fair.html� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2001/04/04/us/auditing-classes-at-mit-on-the-web-and-free.html"�http://www.nytimes.com/2001/04/04/us/auditing-classes-at-mit-on-the-web-and-free.html� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.ascilite.org.au/conferences/sydney06/proceeding/pdf_papers/p128.pdf"�http://www.ascilite.org.au/conferences/sydney06/proceeding/pdf_papers/p128.pdf� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0DXK/is_13_21/ai_n6169075/"�http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0DXK/is_13_21/ai_n6169075/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.opencontent.org/docs/soc-n-scale.html"�http://www.opencontent.org/docs/soc-n-scale.html� 


� �HYPERLINK "https://oli.web.cmu.edu/jcourse/webui/portal.do"�https://oli.web.cmu.edu/jcourse/webui/portal.do� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://universitydesign.asu.edu/db/open-learning-initiative"�http://universitydesign.asu.edu/db/open-learning-initiative� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://unow.nottingham.ac.uk/" �http://unow.nottingham.ac.uk/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://openlearn.open.ac.uk/" �http://openlearn.open.ac.uk/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20060315075935/dfes.gov.uk/publications/e-strategy/"�http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20060315075935/dfes.gov.uk/publications/e-strategy/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.open.edu/openlearn/about-openlearn/about-openlearn-old"�http://www.open.edu/openlearn/about-openlearn/about-openlearn-old� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://ocwconsortium.org/"�http://ocwconsortium.org/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://wiki.ocwconsortium.org/index.php?title=Timeline"�http://wiki.ocwconsortium.org/index.php?title=Timeline� 


� Much of this section is based on Stian Håklev’s MA Thesis (�HYPERLINK "http://reganmian.net/blog/the-chinese-national-top-level-courses-project/"�http://reganmian.net/blog/the-chinese-national-top-level-courses-project/� ). Stian is one of the founders of the Peer2Peer University (P2PU)


� �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/China_Open_Resources_for_Education"�http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/China_Open_Resources_for_Education� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.core.org.cn/a/About-CORE.html"�http://www.core.org.cn/a/About-CORE.html� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://reganmian.net/blog/2010/12/03/how-the-world-misunderstood-the-chinese-top-level-courses-project/"�http://reganmian.net/blog/2010/12/03/how-the-world-misunderstood-the-chinese-top-level-courses-project/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.virtualcampuses.eu/index.php/TDU"�http://www.virtualcampuses.eu/index.php/TDU� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.ocwconsortium.org/en/members/members/country/FR"�http://www.ocwconsortium.org/en/members/members/country/FR� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://leighblackall.blogspot.com/2009/08/looking-into-sky-open-ed-oh-nine.html"�http://leighblackall.blogspot.com/2009/08/looking-into-sky-open-ed-oh-nine.html� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.connectivism.ca/?p=178"�http://www.connectivism.ca/?p=178� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/hereview.independent.gov.uk/hereview/" �http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/hereview.independent.gov.uk/hereview/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://diyubook.com/2010/12/revised-intro-to-drumbeat-book/"�http://diyubook.com/2010/12/revised-intro-to-drumbeat-book/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://diyubook.com/about/"�http://diyubook.com/about/� 


� For example �HYPERLINK "http://www.ginandtacos.com/2010/05/23/online-education-is-the-future-or-another-reason-the-future-will-suck/"�http://www.ginandtacos.com/2010/05/23/online-education-is-the-future-or-another-reason-the-future-will-suck/� or �HYPERLINK "http://chronicle.com/blogs/brainstorm/omg-diy-u-means-em-do-rtw/24437"�http://chronicle.com/blogs/brainstorm/omg-diy-u-means-em-do-rtw/24437� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://techcrunch.com/2011/04/10/peter-thiel-were-in-a-bubble-and-its-not-the-internet-its-higher-education/"�http://techcrunch.com/2011/04/10/peter-thiel-were-in-a-bubble-and-its-not-the-internet-its-higher-education/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://p2pu.org/en/"�http://p2pu.org/en/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.khanacademy.org/"�http://www.khanacademy.org/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://sharing-nicely.net/p2pu/"�http://sharing-nicely.net/p2pu/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://schoolofeverything.com/"�http://schoolofeverything.com/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.khanacademy.org/about/faq"�http://www.khanacademy.org/about/faq� 


� �HYPERLINK "https://wiki.mozilla.org/Badges"�https://wiki.mozilla.org/Badges� 


� For example: �HYPERLINK "http://dmlcentral.net/blog/doug-belshaw/badges-lifelong-learning-reframing-debate"�http://dmlcentral.net/blog/doug-belshaw/badges-lifelong-learning-reframing-debate� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.oer-quality.org/clearinghouse/open-courses-offered-by-fgv-online/"�http://www.oer-quality.org/clearinghouse/open-courses-offered-by-fgv-online/� 


� Amber Thomas puts this very well at: �HYPERLINK "http://amberthomas.typepad.com/fragments/2011/03/opened_danger.html"�http://amberthomas.typepad.com/fragments/2011/03/opened_danger.html� 


� For example: �HYPERLINK "http://opencontent.org/blog/archives/2042"�http://opencontent.org/blog/archives/2042� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://opencontent.org/blog/archives/2088" �http://opencontent.org/blog/archives/2088� - next-gen OER, no less!


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.oer-quality.org" �http://www.oer-quality.org� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://tallblog.conted.ox.ac.uk/index.php/2011/08/31/disappearing-digital-resources/" �http://tallblog.conted.ox.ac.uk/index.php/2011/08/31/disappearing-digital-resources/� (see embedded video)


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/elearningcapital/reproduce.aspx" �http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/elearningcapital/reproduce.aspx� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/programmes/elreproduce/jisc_programme_summary_report_reproduce.doc" �http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/programmes/elreproduce/jisc_programme_summary_report_reproduce.doc� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://tofp.wordpress.com/2010/11/04/failure-to-define-success/"�http://tofp.wordpress.com/2010/11/04/failure-to-define-success/� (weblog of Steve Carson, project manager of MIT OCW)


� �HYPERLINK "http://tofp.wordpress.com/2010/11/04/failure-to-define-success/"�http://tofp.wordpress.com/2010/11/04/failure-to-define-success/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://web.mit.edu/newsoffice/2011/mitx-education-initiative-1219.html"�http://web.mit.edu/newsoffice/2011/mitx-education-initiative-1219.html� (press release)


� �HYPERLINK "http://wikieducator.org/OER_university/Home"�http://wikieducator.org/OER_university/Home� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://mooc.ca/"�http://mooc.ca/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://ltc.umanitoba.ca/wiki/Connectivism_2008"�http://ltc.umanitoba.ca/wiki/Connectivism_2008� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://ds106.us/"�http://ds106.us/� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://bavatuesdays.com/ds106-were-open-and-youre-invited/"�http://bavatuesdays.com/ds106-were-open-and-youre-invited/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.coursera.com" �http://www.coursera.com� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.udacity.com" �http://www.udacity.com� 


� As an extreme example of this trend, see the “Mechanical MOOC” � HYPERLINK "http://mechanicalmooc.org/" �http://mechanicalmooc.org/� . But most of the xMOOCs are experimenting with automated assessment and large scale user data analysis. 


� As one of many examples, � HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/05/education/moocs-large-courses-open-to-all-topple-campus-walls.html?pagewanted=all" �http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/05/education/moocs-large-courses-open-to-all-topple-campus-walls.html?pagewanted=all� 


� http://www.phonar.org
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