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This brief paper was developed in response to the launching of the Cape Town Declaration that set itself up as a manifesto of a ‘movement’, the ‘open education movement’.

[For more information on the Cape Town Declaration, please see http://www.capetowndeclaration.org]
Although the movement is called the ‘open education movement’, an analysis of the three strategies in the call to action reveals that it is actually above creating and using Open Educational Resources (OERs).  
This reflects the dominant problem in the ICT field, which is the confusion of tool, principle and process. A movement is an attempt to mobilise people around a principled cause in order to challenge existing practice. Open education is a cause, particularly if, as Neil Butcher has done, the adjective ‘open’ is used as a verb and the cause is ‘to open education’. Open education is a whole system, with underpinning principles in which materials and processes play their part. Since it focuses primarily on resources, it would be better to call this a declaration about the use of OERs to contribute to the opening of education. 
The creation and use of Open Educational Resources is only a method that may help to open education. OERs are tools that can be used in a variety of ways. They are neutral, but are not used in neutral ways. The people who use them are directed, whether consciously or unconsciously by certain principles, which lead to the design of teaching and learning processes informed by the principles. The underlying principles and their realisation in certain processes need to be made conscious, so that the tools can be used to enhance the teaching and learning process, rather than be assumed to be the teaching and learning process. It must at the same time be said that, although it is true that the tools are neutral, it is also true that their nature makes certain processes easier than others. The choice of tool encourages one type of process, rather than another. But it may be necessary in certain instances not simply to design the process which ‘comes naturally’ to a particular tool, but, for certain reasons, consistent with the underlying educational principles, to design a process which counters what might be the negative educational impact of the way in which the tool operates naturally (for example, electronic links on websites can encourage a superficial linking of various ideas, and an educational design of a learning resource may attempt to work against this and push students to unpack a key idea in depth). 
What follows are five ideas that can guide appropriate engagement with the OER ‘movement’. 

1. OERs on their own will not achieve educational access or real learning, but consideration of their use is essential in contemporary educational design
The vision of Wikipedia is - Imagine a world in which every single person on the planet is given free access to the sum of all human knowledge. But educationists understand that simply having the information out there or even the collaborative tools to engage doesn’t guarantee access. 
Access is denied if people cannot read, or cannot read well enough. Access is low quality if people cannot structure and assimilate what they read. Access does not contribute to effective education if people do not have the psychological or mental capacity to take what they read or engage with, critique it in the light of the values and cognitive frameworks they possess, and allow it to challenge their preconceptions and transform their identities. 
The technology is moving way faster than our understanding of their impact on learning, or how teaching has to be adjusted in order to organise systematic learning in ways that have a chance of engaging the minds of those immersed in social networking, surfing the web, and web-enabled daily living. It is also true that, even if not everyone has access to the cell phone or the internet, the patterns of social engagement are being formed by the internet – which educators need to understand and exploit for the purposes of encouraging the kinds of learning that will give access to breadth and depth of human knowledge, rather than simply the existence of apparently alluring information. In the absence of sound educational process, the mere availability of resources and collaborative learning and teaching tools on the internet, cannot contribute to accessible and effective education. But, by the same token, the educational process cannot continue to be practised with integrity as if resources and collaborative learning and teaching tools were not available. As Attwell
 comments: 

It may be that rather than seeing Open Content as a new phenomenon we should rather look at changing forms of cultural exchange and regulation, based on changes in production processes, new forms and organisation of innovation, new understandings of knowledge production and, of course, rapid changes in technologies. 

2. If free access is the goal, OERs should not be understood only as electronically accessible educational resources
The concept of OERs is currently associated almost exclusively with electronic educational resources. However, the ‘openness’ or free accessibility of educational resources is not logically associated with their being available in electronic format. The ‘openness’ is dependent primarily on the license under which they are released – which governs whether you have to have special permission to copy bits from a friend, or for the learners in your class; whether you need to pay someone for right to adapt what they have written, etc. In fact electronic formats may work against free access. 

If people do not have convenient access to the technology necessary for use of OERs, access is obviously not possible. The technology is not free and viable to most of the world’s population, even if the web-based information becomes increasingly so. The eagerness with which technology pundits push the need to make information electronically available may in fact result in the world’s knowledge becoming more closed to the majority of people. This can be illustrated by a simple example. Although we know that newspapers often don’t penetrate rural areas, they penetrate more than electronic newspapers would. If all newspapers suddenly became electronic, the numbers of people reading them would probably halve. In fact, considering that newspapers are the major reading matter of the majority of people, the numbers of people reading anything at all would dramatically diminish. 

There are two responses possible to this: push for increased electronic access for more and more people; and continue to promote and fund alternative forms of knowledge/information distribution. Both strategies need to be pursued simultaneously. 

As far as Declarations go, the Declaration on Digital Education produced by the Internet Governance Forum on 14 November 2007 is a clearer call – promotion of digital education
 with due caution
 expressed about the promise of the digital age for development and education. 
Much has been spoken about the first and second economies in South Africa. The critical response to the reality of this is not to deny the existence of two economies, but also not to pretend that the country only needs the first economy. The health of the country depends on a clear relationship of mutual support between the two economies, protected and promoted by our Bill of Rights. The major task of government is to broker this relationship. One of the characteristics of the first economy is access to and use of technology. Exclusion not only from but through technology is very easy. The role of educators is to ensure that this exclusion is minimised. We need to understand enough about the technology to be aware of how it is being used to serve the purposes of educational exclusion, and insist that it be used to serve the interests of inclusion. 

3. More important for access than electronic formats for resources, are licenses that promote free access and use

One of the types of ‘tools’ included in definitions of OERs are licenses – which are a major means of either closing or opening access. The Cape Town Declaration contains the following sentence: Open Educational Resources should be licensed to facilitate use, revision, translation, improvement and sharing by anyone … they should be published in formats that facilitate both use and editing, and that accommodate a diversity of technical platforms. 
This statement in itself is useful, because it doesn’t prescribe any particular licence or engage the debates about licence incompatibility. It sets out how to think about what should underpin the design of a licence to ensure that information, creative products and educational resources are accessible and usable. 

Laurence Lessig’s account of the history of copyright (www.oreillynet.com/pub/a /policy/2002/08/15/lessig.html) shows conclusively that the contemporary technological society has closed off access much more radically than ever before – the control penetrates deep. Whereas in the 1700s, copyright law only controlled printing, in the contemporary age, downloading a document simply to read is potentially controlled – technically, it involves copying into another format (print format). Hence it is critically important to develop mechanisms such as different licenses to counter this. The variety of Creative Commons licenses which give the author publisher the right to choose the limitations that make the most sense for the purpose of the work have been a major breakthrough for access. 
However, although licenses are essentially legal documents, and therefore failure to comply can result in litigation, in practice, little litigation happens. The impact of the licenses is more what they signify in terms of the fact that knowledge cannot be owned or be regarded as someone else’s property, and less the power they hold to sanction certain types of behaviour. 

4. The existence of a legal framework influences behaviour, but if the required change in behaviour is not sustainable from a financial point of view, there will be little chance of buy in to the underlying principles 

A consequence of the freeing up of licensing is potentially a loss of income – in some instances for individual authors, but in most instances for publishers. The ‘truth’ that is often quoted about the character of knowledge/ideas is that if you have an idea and give it to someone else, you still have the idea. However, there is still a need for those who spend a lot of time, energy and resources developing creative resources to earn a living. 
This said, the reality in the field of education is that those who produce the resources are mostly salaried people for whom royalty money is not a major source of income. Often they develop material using the resources of the institutions (time, books, networks, etc) that employs them. The institution should really, therefore receive the profit from what they do, rather than themselves individually. And in the case of the largest employer of educators, the state, funded by the taxpayer, the general public is the sponsor. The logic of this is that all resources produced by salaried employees of public institutions should be released as open educational resources. 
Often, however, it is not a matter of individual benefit, but of competitive edge for the institution of which the individual is a part as well as an opportunity to recoup the expenses of materials production, not all of which may be recoverable from their own students – particularly if numbers are small. The arguments in these instances are what institutions may lose in licensing fees/royalties they will gain in

· opportunities for learning from peer engagement with their materials; 

· access to other people’s adaptations of their materials; 

· enhanced influence; and,   

· equally free access to materials from other institutions. 

It can also be argued that, whether or not the institution likes it, the environment is changing as a result of more and more information being available on the Internet, and institutions cannot simply continue in the ways they have to date. Most students cannot afford the textbooks for the majority of their subjects, and increasing rely mainly on internet information or additional materials from libraries. Institutions producing materials-based courses are finding that, in an environment of uncontrolled price rises in published textbooks, it is becoming impractical to base courses on published texts. Increasingly, even institutions such as the Open University in the UK, which in the past has recovered through sales and licensing the vast sums it spends on quality courseware development
, are being persuaded of the economic logic of another approach, and are gradually migrating courses to become Open Educational Resources. As Fred Beshears points out
:

there are also financial arguments for Open Educational Resources. The financial implications of the conventional publishing route are becoming increasingly unmanageable, not only for students, but for educational institutions. 

However, although these arguments may be correct, they do not amount to a practical business model. And they are also dependent on somewhat idealistic notions about sharing and collaboration, as well as the existence of funders prepared to support the ideals. There are instances successful individual business models, such as the HSRC’s open access publishing. However, with educational materials (as opposed to research materials), the viability of open licensing is dependent on commitment to inter-institutional collaboration, which is very difficult to secure aside from individual projects. The problem, as the Dubrovnik Summit
 puts it, is that Scalability only happens if this is a global movement. 

5. Key to making OERs work for education is creating and sustaining communities of practice

Why is there talk about ‘movement’, and about ‘open education’, rather than simply about tools that can be used, OERs? Implicit in this call to join a movement, is the recognition that adequate response to the challenges of the digital age have to be systemic. The OLCOS Roadmap document states that while the content and tools are merely the means, the end is to foster

open educational practices within and across educational institutions, as the actual practices are decisive in whether, which and how digital educational content, tools and services will be employed’ (OCLOS, 2007:38).
The Dubrovnik Summit in September 2007 talks about ‘an open education ecosystem’, with tools, content, as well as people and organizations, and communities organized according to certain principles and engaged in certain processes (creating, improving, using, remixing). 
While this seems a little overstated, it is important to recognise that if there is a ‘learning revolution’ it is as a result not simply of the tools, but of the implications of the Internet for the educational environment. 

In sociological texts on the topic of OERs such as Yochai Benkler’s A Wealth of Networks, there are statements that not only refer to communities of practice/use, but talk about the different ways of generating and using knowledge enabled by the networked environment: 

[Free software] suggests that the networked environment makes possible a new modality of organising production: radically decentralised, collaborative, and non-proprietry; based on sharing resources and outputs among widely distributed, loosely connected individuals who cooperate with each other without relying on either market signals or managerial commands. This is what I call ‘commons-based peer production’. (2006:60)

And also:

We are beginning to see a shift from the highly constrained roles of employee and consumer in the industrial economy to more flexible, self-authored roles of user and peer participant in cooperative ventures, as least for some part of life. (2006: 175)
One of the greatest successes of ‘commons-based peer production’, Wikipedia, is, according to its founder, 10% technology and 90% community.
The focus of our activity needs to be on communities of practice and how learning happens through communities of practice. We need to be understanding how to construct and maintain technologically enabled non-hierarchical communities of practice that collaborate to source, develop/adapt, store and freely share resources in particular domains for particular purposes. 
___________________________________________________________________________
A note on the definition of OERs
Open Educational Resources (OERs) are resources which are freely available on the web for use by any number of people. The resources can be end products (that is, freely available content) but they can also be the means to an end (that is the software that facilitates materials development and/or the actual process of collaborative development of material though interaction in an environment that has been set up to allow for the development of materials). The ‘free’ availability does not necessarily, though it can, mean ‘free of cost’. The freedom may be in the ease of access, made possible by the Internet or by the licenses under which they are released.  

There is not one definition of OERs, though many writers use the one adopted by UNESCO: 

the open provision of educational resources, enabled by information and communication technologies, for consultation, use and adaptation by a community of users for non-commercial purposes (Albright, 2005). 

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (OECD/CERI) gives the following definition on their website:

By ‘open educational resources’ we understand:

· Open courseware and content;
· Open software tools;
· Open material for e-learning capacity building of faculty staff;
· Repositories of learning objects;
· Free educational courses.

Another definition given by Jan Hylén (of OECD/CERI) as ‘the most commonly used definition of OER’ is:

Open Educational Resources are digitised materials offered freely and openly for educators, students and self-learners to use and re-use for teaching, learning and research. To further clarify this, OER is said to include:

· Learning Content: Full courses, courseware, content modules, learning objects, collections and journals.

· Tools: Software to support the development, use, re-use and delivery of learning content including searching and organization of content, content and learning management systems, content development tools, and on-line learning communities.

· Implementation Resources: Intellectual property licenses to promote open publishing of materials, design principles of best practice, and localization of content. (Hylén, 2006: 2)
These alternative definitions give some insight into the range of products and processes that can fall under the term ‘Open Educational Resources’.
___________________________________________________________________________















� Attwell G, (2006). The new pedagogy of open content: bringing together production, knowledge development and learning. Available at: http://www.knownet.com/writing/weblogs/Graham_Attwell/entries/beijing_paper


� The declaration has three components: 


‘As teachers, publishers, technologists, business representatives, scholars, activist, and policy makers, we affirm our common interest in the future of digital education. 


We will collaborate in developing research, technology policy solutions, and best practices to realize the potential of digital education


We will share our collective knowledge and expertise with the wider community of educators, learners, poicy makers, and other stakeholders. 


� ‘Although the digital age holds great promise for educators and learners, the information revolution has yet to profoundly impact legal, political, and social approaches to education. ‘


� An estimated 3 million dollars per year, according to Fred M Beshears from the University of California at Berkeley in an article entitled ‘The Economic Case for Creative Commons Textbooks’ published by 101communications. 


� Ibid.


� Open sourcing education: Learning and wisdom from iSummit 2007, held in Dubrovnik, Croatia, on 2 September 2007. 
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