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SUSTAINING OPEN EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES (OER) INITIATIVES IN
HIGHER EDUCATION: PRACTICES, SUCCESSES, AND CHALLENGES
Grace Zhou Seo
Dr. Jenny Bossaller, Dissertation Supervisor
ABSTRACT

INTRODUCTION: For the past decade, many educational institutions have
launched initiatives to provide services and funding for professors to adopt, adapt, and
create OER for enhancing student success. The initiatives could initially encourage
faculty to use OER in their courses, but the continued effort to sustain proved difficult.

GOAL: The research goal is to explore how higher education institutions sustain
OER initiatives by examining the experiences and perspectives of the key players:
faculty, administrators, librarians, and instructional designers who work on the front line
of OER initiatives as OER users, educators, and advocates.

METHODS: Exploratory two-case studies with qualitative methods including
interviews, focus groups, and documents.

FINDINGS: The findings indicate that student success, people’s ideology, and
interest in OER are the driving forces behind OER initiatives. A combination of efforts
was needed from grassroots and top-down to sustain the initiatives. Successful practices
include a combination of institutional incentives and support, connecting key players, and
implementing faculty outreach strategies. Themes are also identified for successes and
challenges of sustaining initiatives. Successes include: (1) reducing costs for students; (2)
helping faculty rethink courses and seek new ways of teaching; and (3) providing faculty

freedom to customize for teaching as they desire. Challenges include: (1) experiencing

X



difficulty in getting faculty on board; (2) needing a master database to increase OER

discoverability; and (3) experiencing personnel turnover.



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

In the United States, the cost of college and the rising costs of textbooks are a
continual national concern. College textbook prices rose 88% between 2006 and 2016,
approximately triple the rate of the Consumer Price Index (27%) (U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2016). As of August 2019, 44 million Americans have outstanding student loan
debt, which has become one of the most significant consumer debt categories (Warner &
Thune, 2019). Student loan debt is not the result of tuition fees alone; textbooks are a
significant portion of the education costs for students. In some instances, such as
community colleges, textbook costs can be even more expensive than tuition (Martin et
al., 2017).

Textbook costs are a substantial barrier for the majority of students to succeed in
their academic pursuits, including academic access, student performance, and time-to-
graduation rates (Jenkins et al., 2020). In a Florida virtual campus survey of more than
21,000 college students, students reported that the cost of required textbooks had caused
negative impacts on academic performance and time to graduate, including earning a
poor grade, taking fewer courses, and dropping a course (Florida Virtual Campus, 2019).
A 2021 report by the Public Interest Research Group (PIRG) found that 65% of students
surveyed skipped buying a textbook because of cost (Nagle & Vitez, 2021).

Many U.S. institutions have recognized the need to reduce the cost of textbooks
and have taken various approaches to solve the textbook affordability problem, including
implementing OER initiatives to mitigate high textbook costs. After surveying more than
2,700 faculty, Seaman and Seaman (2018) discovered that the use of OER at two- and

four-year institutions nearly doubled between 2016 and 2017. According to the Connect



OER report published by the Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition
(SPARC, 2019), a nonprofit advocacy organization that supports systems for research
and education that are open by default and equitable by design, more than 132 major
colleges and universities have launched initiatives to support the adoption, adaptation,
creation, and awareness of OER. These initiatives seek to improve educational
opportunities by providing course materials at no or low cost to students to help ease the
financial burden placed upon them.

OER has gained popularity, and the literature has also demonstrated the potential
of OER to improve student success through affordability and customizability. Even
though OER offers benefits to students and educators, sustainability of OER has been a
known global issue. The United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) earnestly called for more research on OER sustainability
models in its 2019 OER recommendation (UNESCO, 2019). The current literature and
discussions mainly focus on how to sustain OER in terms of a distributed learning
ecosystem: the cycle of creation, distribution, use, and revision (Eaton et al., 2022; Otto
& Kerres, 2022; Redstone Strategy Group, 2018). While there are topics of OER
initiatives emerging in recent research with focus on institutions outside of the United
States or teaching institutions (Hodgkinson-Williams & Donnelly, 2010; Schleicher et al.,
2020; Zaid & Alabi, 2021), the sustainability issue of OER initiatives, particularly for
public research institutions, is not a topic that is commonly explored. This research
explores the OER sustainability issue in the U.S. higher education setting, particularly
focusing on inter-institutional initiatives in the context of public research institutions.

Disruptive Innovation



Disruptive innovation, a business theory popularized by Clayton Christensen, is
defined as a process by which a product or service takes root initially in simple
applications at the bottom of a market and then relentlessly moves upmarket, eventually
displacing established competitors (Christensen Institute, n.d.). The spirit of the OER
movement is in line with the core concept of disruptive innovation theory. The ultimate
goal of the OER movement is to enhance student success through affordable and
accessible education. Disruptive innovation involves transferring an expensive and
complicated product into something much more affordable and accessible to allow many
people to use the product (Bower & Christensen, 1995). OER can be viewed as an
innovation filled with tremendous possibilities to reduce the cost of education, especially
for less privileged students.

Bower and Christensen (1995) indicate that disruptive innovation always starts
with a small and emerging market. Leading companies are constantly improving the
performance of existing products and helping firms to sustain existing customers. In
contrast, disruptive innovation offers a different value proposition than existing products,
allowing expansion of the market boundaries by increasing access to the products and
thereby creating new customers (Rasool et al., 2018). For example, when personal
computers (PCs) moved into the mainstream, customer access to the products (PCs)
increased as the price decreased. Then, when mobile phones became mainstream
products, more new customers were created.

With this theoretical model, traditional educational resources, including
commercial textbooks, can be analogous to the computer industry's mainframes. When

affordable resources such as online subscriptions, coursepacks, and inexpensive books



are implemented by more institutions and prices decrease, access to resources increases.
OER adoption and use are disruptors that can dramatically reduce the costs of textbooks
and expand access for students to learning content, and the cost for students is totally
free. When OER moves into the mainstream, access will be expanded to even more users.
The following analogy illustration is based on Clayton Christensen’s basic disruptive
innovation framework. This theory asserts that a disruptive innovation disrupts the
bigger-and-better cycle by bringing to market a product or service that is not as good as
the best traditional offerings but is more affordable and easier to use (Christensen &
Eyring, 2011).

Figure 1

The Basic Framework of Disruptive Innovation (Bower & Christensen, 1995)

.............
. .
. ..

... / Expanded access to users

e.g. -online subscriptions
-coursepacks

-inexpensive books
-campus affordable solution

Commercial Textbooks

Mainframes

Affordable Resources
e.g. -open textbooks

-any forms of OER

(free with open licenses)

OER as Disruptive Innovation

Before diving into OER, it is important to mention that the modality of instruction
has changed in many universities, especially since digital and online learning has become
more prominent due to the COVID-19 pandemic pushing many educational activities into
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remote online formats. OER is made possible by online learning and enhanced by well-
performed Learning Management Systems (LMS), and free online resources are
becoming more of a norm than an exception.

With the concept of open and free in OER, traditional commercial textbook
publishers are experiencing disruptive innovation even if professors are adopting OER
piecemeal, such as including websites or other free materials as supplementary readings
within their course sites. OER differs from other web or publisher-created educational
resources in their licensing and permissions. The resources, which are either in the public
domain or have open licenses, allow professors to engage in SR activities: retain, reuse,
revise, remix, and redistribute (Wiley, 2014). Anyone can create an open textbook or
resource through a self-publishing model with limited professional graphic design and
copyediting support, whereas publishers have the financial capacity to produce beautiful
textbooks with high-resolution graphics. The commercial textbooks are also appealing to
professors because of convenience and time-saving content they can use to teach, such as
instructor resources, slides, videos, simulations, auto-graded quizzes, and test banks. All
the educational content is usually provided on publishers’ courseware platforms or
homework systems.

Like a disruptive technology in the hard-disk-drive industry (Bower &
Christensen, 1995), the established textbook publishers stayed focused on sustaining
technologies to meet their mainstream customers’ needs by offering various textbook
bundles and improving courseware or homework systems’ functionality. These
technology enhancements make the professors’ work easier, but they also contribute to a

textbook's cost for students. According to the Student Public Interest Research Groups’



report about textbook price, the average cost for a textbook bundle in the report sample
was $157, versus $134 for a new textbook from the college bookstore (McKenzie, 2018).
Textbook bundles provide students a print book or eBook, plus an access code to use the
online homework systems that provide case studies, quizzes, exams, or other learning
resources. More and more publishers developed their platforms using the standard
Learning Tools Interoperability (LTI) protocol, which allows courseware, a third-party
tool from a vendor, to be launched within an LMS (1EdTech Consortium, 2022). The LTI
integration allows instructors and students to access the third-party tools directly from the
LMS without creating new usernames and passwords. The advantage this provides is
seamless navigation between LMS and the tool platforms. There are also risks of using
LTI tools without institutional approval if the tools do not comply with the university's
standards around data security, privacy, and accessibility. When professors want to use
third-party tools from publishers, they need to consider involving campus teams who
have the expertise of LMS and data management to ensure the security of user data and
tool accessibility.

OER can take on many forms, and not all OER are initially designed with
beautiful layouts and high-resolution visuals. However, because of the iterative and
collaborative nature of OER, open textbooks can be improved by users from year to year
or course to course. According to disruptive innovation theory, a disruptive innovation is
typically inferior in performance initially, but it dramatically improves over time
(Christensen et al., 2015). The OER movement has received increased support from OER
funders, including the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, which is a key supporter.

More and more universities have participated in developing platforms and repositories to



host peer-reviewed OER and in creating open textbooks. OER and open textbooks'
quality continually improves in terms of graphic design, content, and ease of use because
OER development is always iterative, active, collaborative, and dynamic.

As Bower and Christensen (1995) explain, established companies traditionally
sustain innovation based on their mainstream customers' evolving needs. Companies tend
to focus on enhancing high-demand customer experience, with the product eventually
improving low-demand customers' needs. As a result, most publishers end up producing
textbooks that are too expensive and too complicated for a large number of customers in
their market. The over-development of selected features to satisfy mainstream customers
may leave less demanding customers unsatisfied with these products, as they pay high
prices for product features they do not require (Assink, 2006).

In the instance of OER, early OER adopters include college professors (e.g.,
faculty, department chairpersons) who have concerns about the affordability of adopting
commercial textbooks, as well as concerns about access and learning curves or
complications to learn new platforms. As an example of disruptive innovation, OER
appears to be simpler, cheaper, and sufficient to meet professors’ needs (Kohlbacher &
Hang, 2010). OER, including open textbooks, were initially viewed as inferior to
commercial textbooks. However, disruptive innovation theory predicts that the OER, as a
novel model, will improve over time. In theory, it should surpass the capability of the
established traditional textbook model because it will intersect with the performance
demanded by the established market (Bower & Christensen, 1995). Eventually, it will
move into the mainstream and upmarket to challenge the dominance of textbook

publishers. In fact, this process is already taking place. The 2022 report regarding



awareness, adoption, use, and attitudes toward OER in U.S. higher education described
next will demonstrate that OER is becoming mainstream now.

In 2020, institutions of higher education had to quickly pivot to remote instruction
to respond to the threat of the fast spread of COVID-19. As a result, many more faculty
now have experience with digital teaching and learning than they did pre-pandemic.
Faculty attitudes toward digital materials improved post-pivot, and the range of digital
options expanded substantially (Seaman & Seaman, 2021). In a 2022 research report, Bay
View Analytics also compared the awareness, adoption, use, and attitudes toward OER in
U.S. higher education between 2009 and 2022. The findings of that report, which follow
here, indicate that the awareness and attitude toward OER has changed and OER is
becoming mainstream (Seaman & Seaman, 2022):

e OER awareness amongst U.S. higher education faculty and administrators
went from almost nonexistent in 2009 to 57% “Somewhat Aware,”
“Aware,” or “Very Aware” in 2022.

e The number of respondents who use OER materials as required
courseware lags behind the metric for OER awareness, but these levels
also grew year over year.

e OpenStax has become a viable alternative to commercial publishers.

e Faculty give OER materials higher marks for quality than they do for
commercial alternatives.

Driving Forces for OER Development

The User Demand for Affordable Textbooks



The driving force for disruptive innovation is generated from the customers’

demands from low-end markets (Bower & Christensen, 1995). As discussed earlier, the

initial customers are usually OER early adopters or advocates, who may be unsatisfied

with the high price of commercial textbooks. Based on disruptive innovation theory, the

users’ demands for affordable and accessible materials (e.g., textbooks) are the driving

forces for OER development.

The Florida Virtual Campus, which combines 12 public universities and 28 public

colleges across Florida, conducted a survey (2019) of more than 21,000 university

students and found the following:

64% of students reported not purchasing the required textbook due to cost
43% reported taking fewer courses because of the financial impact of high
textbook costs

41% reported not registering for a specific course because of the financial
impact of high textbook costs

36% reported earning a poor grade because they could not afford to buy the
textbook

23% reported dropping a course because of the financial impact of high

textbook costs

A 2018 survey of 4,000 faculty and department chairpersons on educational

resources in U.S. higher education, conducted by Babson Survey Research Group, also

revealed that some faculty and department chairpersons shared frustrations with the high

costs of course material (Seaman & Seaman, 2018).

The User Demand for Access



The 2018 Babson Research Group U.S. higher education survey highlights one
particular concern from faculty and department chairpersons: course materials’ high cost
impedes student access. The report found that online homework systems (e.g., publishers’
courseware) and inclusive access subscriptions (e.g., textbook bundles) are popular
among faculty. Online homework systems were a course requirement in 37% of all
faculty’s courses. This rate rose to nearly one-half (48%) among faculty teaching large-
enrollment introductory-level undergraduate courses (Seaman & Seaman, 2018).
Inclusive access subscriptions are “all in one” systems in which students have online
access to all of the course materials. This subscription might be bundled into tuition, or a
separate purchase by the student may be required for the course (Seaman & Seaman,
2018). Online homework systems and inclusive access subscriptions are part of the new
business model that textbook publishers are using in an attempt to sustain their hold on
the market.

In the inclusive access model, students access the publisher’s courseware or e-
textbooks through access codes. However, students will often lose access after the course
ends (depending on the licensing agreement between the university and the publisher).
What if students need to retake a course, use the textbook as a reference for advanced
courses, or study for certification exams? To regain access to course content, students
will have to purchase another access code. Bower and Christensen (1995) indicate that
disruptive innovation introduces a very different package of attributes. One of the
different attributes for OER is the “open access” offered to students. When professors use
OER or open textbooks as course requirements, their students have instant access to their

learning content on the first day of class, possibly without any purchase delay issues that
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they may experience with commercial textbooks. Also, they have unlimited access to the
content after the course ends.
Equity

The main concept of disruptive innovation is to transfer an expensive and
complicated product into something much more affordable and accessible to allow many
more people to use it (Christensen Institute, n.d.). At the micro level, the demands of
affordable and accessible resources from end-users naturally become the primary
motivators for OER development in higher education. At the macro level, issues of
inequity are the driving force. The cost of education continues to rise, and student debt in
the United States is at an all-time high. More than 44 million Americans have outstanding
student loan debt, which has become one of the most significant consumer debt
categories; the total student debt in the United States is more than $1.5 trillion (Warner &
Thune, 2019).

OER activists and leaders see that OER development can create a more equitable
learning experience for all students, including the less economically privileged. OER
cannot address or ameliorate all of the inequities related to educational access, but with
careful and sustained attention, some may be lessened (Bliss & Smith, 2017).

Products that Enable OER Development

Si and Chen (2020) synthesized a central perspective of disruptive innovation
based on the relevant literature: the disruptively innovative products or services are
initially inferior in performance attributes valued by the current mainstream customers,

but they gradually improve over time.
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According to Bliss and Smith (2017), the OER movement started in 2002. Before
the birth of OER development platforms, the content creator would typically develop
online materials using Microsoft Word or other word processing systems. They would
then format the documents as a website or PDFs for distribution. If they collaborated with
colleagues, they would send a copy back and forth and eventually create multiple copies
of the same document. The collaborative process was cumbersome.

The first OER products’ features focused on knowledge dissemination rather than
content development and adaptation, including MERLOT, OpenStax, Open Textbook
Library, MIT OpenCourseWare, OER Commons, LMS, Khan Academy, PhET
Simulations, and more. If an OER was shared as a PDF or a web-based object in the
repositories, it was quite difficult for a user to alter or adapt it. Even though an OER was
openly licensed, it was not technologically open. During the recent years of the OER
movement, the effectiveness and inherent connection between open and adaptation
gradually became evident. The performance of OER development products has been
improved to allow collaboration among multiple creators to adapt and improve content.
For example, in recent years MERLOT improved their Content Builder tool’s
functionality, allowing content creators to assign multiple MERLOT members to work on
the same site. Canvas, one of the major LMS in the United States, created Commons in
2015 as a learning object repository for Canvas users to find, share, and create OER
within the system. OER Commons, namely a public digital library of OER, launched its
new authoring tool for members in January 2020. The tool was enhanced by
consolidating the main functions of three other utilities: Resource Builder, Lesson

Builder, and Module Builder (Schaffhauser, 2020). OpenStax partnered with Google to
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make OER adaptation easier for instructors. According to Williamson (2020), OpenStax
retired CNX, formerly called Connexions, and integrated Google Docs to house
customizable versions of their open textbooks that instructors can edit and adapt. Nyland
(2018) explored how higher education institutions select technology platforms for OER
development; the survey results from representatives of 33 institutions suggest that
schools are most commonly using word processing tools such as Microsoft Word and
Google Docs, LMS, and Pressbooks. Pressbooks is a relatively new but rising OER
development tool that is built on the WordPress publishing platform. OER development
products enable users to collaborate on open textbooks creation and adaptation in ways
traditional textbooks do not provide.

Based on disruptive innovation theory, the products that enable OER development
can be identified as a disruptive technology, which means they were initially inferior in
performance but have dramatically improved over time (Bower & Christensen, 1995).
The first OER development products focused on disseminating resources, and the
innovation was extended from content sharing to content creating and adapting. The
quality of OER was also improved because of the peer-review process incorporated into
iterative OER development.

Seo et al. (2019) discussed seven commonly-used English-language OER
development platforms to inform faculty’s creation and adaption of OER. As Figure 2
and Table 1 indicate, an analysis of seven top OER platforms (i.e., OER Commons, Top
Hat, Lumen, VitalSource, Pressbooks, GitHub Book Editor, and Rebus) was conducted in
2018-2019. Data was collected on distribution formats; whether it was possible to edit

existing OERs already in the platform; whether it was freely available or low cost, and if
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it was low cost, what that cost was; the kinds of multimedia permitted in the platform;
and the interactive aspects available.

Results show all of the platforms allowed for authoring content, and five allowed
existing OER to be edited. Distribution formats for OER content included PDF, HTML,
EPUB, proprietary formats, and others. In terms of cost, four platforms allowed for freely
available open access resources. Three platforms included mechanisms for charging
students, and costs ranged anywhere from $5 to about $90 USD. Multimedia varied by
platform, with images being allowed in all seven platforms. Video and links to video-
sharing sites were also prevalent. VitalSource permitted slideshows and audio as well.
Interactive components included the ability to post questions in a discussion forum and
quiz functionalities or surveys.

Figure 2

OER Platform Analysis (Seo et al., 2019)

OER Commons
Top Hat

Lumen

VitalSource
Pressbooks

Rebus

GitHub Book Editor

OER Platform Analysis
1 Distribution Formats [ LTI Integration
[ No Cost or Low cost to Students B Multimedia Types

M Interactive Components

Note. Figure developed from Dr. Guy Wilson’s OER platform table.
Table 1

OER Platform Analysis in Detail (Seo et al., 2019)
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Platforms Distribution LTI Cost to Multimedia  Interactive

Formats Students Components
OER HTML, PDF  Blackboard None Images and  Definitions
Commons Canvas video
EdX
Moodle
Schoology
Top Hat Proprietary, = Blackboard =~ Noneto Imagesand Discussions
EPUB Brightspace  about $90 linksto  and questions
Canvas YouTube (MC, word
Moodle or Vimeo answer,
Sakai numeric
answer,
formula, fill
in the blank,
matching,
click on
target
[hotspot],
sorting,
chemistry
response,
math
response,
graphing
response)
Lumen Proprietary,  Blackboard  $5-$25 Yes Various
some HTML  Brightspace question
Canvas types, with a
Moodle strong
WebWorks/
WebAssign
type tool as
well
VitalSource  Proprietary,  Blackboard  $5-$15 Images, Quiz and
EPUB Brightspace audio, survey
Canvas video, slide questions
Moodle shows
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Pressbooks  PDF for Print  Blackboard None Images Yes (H5P
(for print on  Brightspace (natively) enabled)
demand), Canvas and video
PDF for Moodle (through
Digital HS5P)
Distribution,
EPUB,
EPUB 3
(beta), MOBI
(Kindle),
XHTML
(web)

Rebus PDF for Print N/A None Dependent ~ Dependent
(for print on on on
demand), Pressbooks  Pressbooks
PDF for tools tools
Digital
Distribution,
EPUB,
MOBI
(Kindle),
HTML, ODT

GitHub HTML, PDF, N/A None Images and Possible with
Book EPUB video JavaScript
Editor programming

Note. Due to updates and upgrades, some data in this table may be out of date by the time
of publication.
Ongoing Technological Need for OER Development

Even though there are many OER platforms for users to create or author OER,
there is still a technological need to have a useful and intuitive platform to create quality
textbooks. Good collaborations can happen between OER organizations and companies
who strive to provide improved technology for content creators to develop open
textbooks. For example, OpenStax integrated Google Docs to house customizable
versions of their open textbooks and provide convenience for users to edit and adapt

content. According to Caldwell (2019), there were 33 OpenStax textbooks from
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BCcampus added into the Pressbooks library, making it easier for instructors to adapt or
customize OpenStax books. OpenStax also provided course cartridges available on
Canvas Commons, an open learning object repository that can be accessed by all the
institutions using Canvas (Raymond, 2018). Across-platform collaboration through
different OER organizations and companies will make adaptation more accessible to
users and remove the barriers between platforms or systems, which will improve content
discoverability for adaptation.

Another ongoing technological need is data tracking to determine OER usage and
impact. Many institutions have started providing metrics or their institutional repositories,
in which professors and students can share their creative and scholarly works. Creative
and scholarly works can be deposited into the OER repository, including open textbooks,
modular materials, and standalone resources. All submitted OER collects statistics such
as number of views and downloads are collected on all submitted OER. The content
creators can then track their OER usage through the metrics services. One of the
important ways to incentivize faculty for OER creation and authoring besides financial
support is to recognize faculty by factoring faculty OER activities into tenure and
promotion (Belikov & Bodily, 2016). An OER system that enables analytics will help
faculty collect and track the OER statistics for their career advancement.

Even though a number of resources are growing, one perceived barrier to OER
adoption is lack of discoverability (Belikov & Bodily, 2016). As mentioned earlier,
metadata is essential to make resources findable and usable. Like the other publishing
systems, the OER system enables metadata tagging by asking content creators to provide

the keywords, file types, subjects, and intended learning outcomes for their resources. It
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also includes the social metadata feature for a resource, including reviews and user
comments related to what students are supposed to learn from this resource to increase
discoverability. To curb the misguided notion that OER might be lower in quality than
commercially published works (OER quality concern), faculty are encouraged to work
with librarians who have the expertise to curate an OER collection within the library and
promote high-quality OER resources for the campus community (Sobotka et al., 2019).

With LMS integration, professors can deploy a full open textbook (e.g., OpenStax
textbook), an individual book chapter, or a standalone OER from the OER platform into
any part of a LMS course. From an instructional design perspective, the ability to bring
“chunkable” materials (e.g., modular and chapter materials, standalone materials) into an
LMS course is also an ongoing need for instructional designers or professors when
designing a course. Those “chunkable” materials allow professors or course designers to
organize the content into meaningful segments to accommodate students’ memory
processing (Mayer, 2017).
Significance of the Study

While OER has begun to receive more awareness, the topic of OER became more
important than ever during the COVID-19 pandemic. In September 2020, more than
5,000 college students participated in a national survey that built on similar surveys from
2013 and 2019 (Nagle & Vitez, 2021). The survey provided a snapshot in time of student
experiences during the first full semester of the pandemic, especially for those attending
four-year institutions. The survey highlighted more long-term issues that institutions and

national leaders must address:
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1. Students continue to skip purchasing assigned textbooks in spite of concerns it
will impact their grades.

2. More students skipped purchasing access codes during the pandemic.

3. COVID-19 negatively impacted students and their affordability of course
materials.

4. Lack of reliable internet correlated with significant problems in accessing course
materials and student success.

5. Students experiencing substantial food insecurity more frequently skipped
purchasing course materials.

The COVID-19 pandemic highlighted that OER matters now more than ever and
that there is an unprecedented need for institutions to provide students access to
affordable digital resources.

For instance, there was a concern about health and safety during the COVID-19
pandemic regarding students sharing books and borrowing books from the library, due to
the possible transmission of the COVID-19 virus. Academic libraries followed the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) recommendations to standardize their
approach to quarantining books based on the local pandemic situation (McKenzie,
2020b). Open textbooks, as one form of OER, all use a digital format. Therefore, the use
of open textbooks in place of physical books preemptively addresses health and safety
concerns if there were to be another public health emergency such as the COVID
pandemic.

Additionally, unemployment levels reached historic highs during and following

the pandemic. Families are often caught off guard by out-of-pocket costs associated with
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textbooks, access codes, etc. (DeRosa et al., 2020), and the suffering national economy
during the pandemic time period increased the pressure caused by the high cost of
learning materials. OER ensures free and immediate access to required learning
materials. Access to resources does not expire, and there are no restrictions on printing.

Many research articles highlight perceived barriers to OER adoption, such as the
increased preparation time for selecting, revising, or developing OER (Belikov & Bodily,
2016; Chatlani, 2018). Though the complex issue of sustainability is not limited to OER,
many grant-funded initiatives do fall by the wayside because they are not sustainable.
However, studies on the sustainability of OER initiatives are still emerging. This study
seeks to explore sustainability issues to grow the body of literature on the effectiveness of
sustaining OER initiatives in higher education, particularly focusing on the context of
inter-institutional initiatives at research institutions.

OER has encountered some resistance from faculty and academic units in
educational institutions because it takes time and effort to adopt, adapt, and create OER.
The results of this study will help OER leaders and workers in higher education
institutions gain a deeper understanding of how to effectively sustain OER initiatives
long-term. It also informs administrators and staff, who are highly involved with leading
OER initiatives, to help them develop sustainable models to increase faculty engagement
in OER. The key players in OER implementation for an educational institution usually
consist of a library, instructional design staff, the technology department, the bookstore,
academic units, and faculty development departments (e.g., teaching and learning
centers). The results of this study will also empower all of these key players to better

support OER initiatives in order to increase faculty engagement with OER.
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Research Questions

The purpose of this study is to explore how higher education institutions sustain
OER initiatives by examining the experiences and perspectives of the stakeholders or key
players—faculty, administrators, librarians, instructional designers, and other support
staff who work on the front lines of the initiatives as OER users, educators, and
advocates. The following research questions guide this study:

1. How do higher education institutions make decisions regarding starting
and implementing OER initiatives?
2. How do higher education institutions make OER initiatives sustainable?
3. What are the successes and challenges when sustaining OER initiatives in
higher education institutions?
Definition of Terms
Open Education

Open education encompasses the myriad of learning resources, teaching practices,
and education policies that use the flexibility of OER to provide learners with high-
quality educational experiences (William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, 2022).

Open Educational Resources (OER)

OER are teaching, learning, and research materials that are either (a) in the public
domain or (b) licensed in a manner that provides everyone with free and perpetual
permission to engage in the SR activities—retaining, remixing, revising, reusing, and
redistributing the resources (Creative Commons, n.d.).

Open Educational Resources Initiative
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One type of funded university initiative, with the purpose of supporting and
encouraging the adoption, adaptation, and creation of alternatives to traditional textbooks
that lead to student success and enhanced teaching and learning (Kirkpatrick & Van
Natta, 1999).

OER Sustainability

OER initiatives’ ongoing ability to meet established goals (Wiley, 2007).
Sustainability does not require additional funding to keep the initiative going (Grove &
Pugh, 2017).

Disruptive Innovation

A process by which a product or service takes root initially in simple applications
at the bottom of a market and then relentlessly moves upmarket, eventually displacing
established competitors (Christensen Institute, n.d.).

Open Access (OA)

In the context of scholarly publishing, this term is widely used to refer to
unrestricted online access to articles published in scholarly journals (Laakso et. al, 2011).
Inclusive Access

An e-text-based program that is developed by commercial textbook publishers,
bundled within a course, and offered at a reduced price over their traditional textbook

sales (Hurley & Hallmark, 2020).
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter includes different sections of the literature review that informs the
study. This study aims to discover how the institutions sustain OER initiatives by
examining the experiences and perspectives of the stakeholders or key players—faculty,
administrators, librarians, instructional designers, and other support staff who work on
the front lines of the initiatives as OER users, educators, and advocates. Given the
purpose of the study, the literature review is organized in five sections: background,
general institutional OER initiative practices, controversies surrounding OER, benefits of
using OER, and barriers to sustaining OER initiatives.

Background

Over the past decade, the OER movement has rapidly gained momentum across
higher education in the United States. According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
(2021), consumer prices for college textbooks increased 40.6 percent from July 2011 to
March 2018. After steadily decreasing from March 2018 to January 2020, prices for
college textbooks have increased since January 2020 but remain well below March 2018
levels (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011). To mitigate high textbook costs, many
higher education institutions lowered college costs by reducing textbook prices through
OER initiatives.

At the national level, OER expansion has also received tremendous governmental
support. The federal government involvement resulted in profound policy changes that
led to stimulating OER growth. With SPARC and Creative Commons’ leadership in
encouraging governmental support, the U.S. Department of Education and the White

House Office of Science and Technology Policy announced new open policies supporting
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OER's development for states, school districts, and educators. At the end of 2015, the
U.S. Department of Labor announced a policy requiring all intellectual property
developed under a competitive Labor Department grant to be released with a CC BY
license, which allows users to distribute, remix, adapt, and build upon the material in any
medium or format, so long as attribution is given to the creator (Green, 2016). On March
23,2018, the U.S. Congress passed a $5 million pilot program to support OER textbooks,
spurred by a multi-year effort led by the Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources
Coalition (SPARC) and the U.S. Public Interest Research Group (PIRG) (Allen, 2018).
Governmental adoption of OER has subsequently helped OER practice in higher
education to flourish.

The growth of open access initiatives and policies set the stage for the rise of
OER. Open access allows for faster and broader research sharing, leading to further
advances (Zhou, 2016). Public and fair access to scientific findings is also an increasingly
influential movement for scientists, researchers, and knowledge workers who can put the
findings to good use and build upon the scholarly research to innovate. To increase
access to the results of federally funded scientific research, U.S. legislators have been
committed to the proposition that taxpayers deserve easy access to the results of scientific
findings that their tax dollars funded. In August, 2022, the White House Office of
Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) issued new guidance to all federal agencies that
taxpayer-funded research will be immediately available for the public to freely access and
fully use, which will eliminate the current 12-month waiting period for access to research

outputs, including articles and data (SPARC, 2022).
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In the early stages of the OER movement, it quickly became common practice for
educational institutions to develop initiatives for OER. There are some classic examples
of higher education institutions that implemented OER initiatives. In 1997, for instance,
California State University established Multimedia Educational Resources for Learning
and Online Teaching (MERLOT) to provide the early means for college professors to
share intellectual content focused on teaching and learning (Bliss & Smith, 2017). At that
time, MERLOT only provided access to mostly free online materials. As of 2022,
MERLOT had more than 100,000 curated and peer-reviewed learning resources available
and also provided a content/website builder tool for users to create OER (MERLOT,
n.d.).

California State University was not the only one attempting to help create open
access to free online materials. The Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) used $8
million from its general institution budget to support an OER initiative called
OpenCourseWare (OCW) (Hodgkinson-Williams & Donnelly, 2010). At Rice
University, an electrical engineering professor built Connexions, a web-based platform to
facilitate the development and sharing of open-source educational content by university
professors worldwide (Bliss & Smith, 2017). Connexions, which changed its name to
OpenStax, has published 57 books since 2012, and its materials have been used by more
than 6 million students, saving them more than $1 billion (SPARC, 2022).

How does an educational institution support faculty in publishing an open
textbook and sustaining the open publication system? One difference between the
traditional and open publication systems in the United States is who pays for textbook

production. Suppose Professor X publishes his or her textbook with an academic
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publisher. In that case, he or she can use all the services that the publisher provided:
designing, editing, publishing, marketing, distribution, and warehousing for the book.
The publisher will receive the profits from the sales and pay Professor X royalties. The
business model sustains the traditional publication system. In contrast, the OER
publication system is sustained by different funding models.

General Institutional OER Initiative Practices

Funding Models and Incentives

Downes (2007) summarized eight funding models used by an OER initiative:
endowment model, membership model, donations model, conversion model, contributor-
pay model, sponsorship model, institutional model, and governmental model. Use of a
governmental model such as state-level funding for OER has increased in recent years
(Wesolek et al., 2018). Many institutions within the states that have not adopted
legislation launched their initiatives and provided funding for faculty to adopt OER
(SPARC, 2019). It is common for open textbook publishers and organizations to receive
private funds from philanthropic foundations such as the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation, the Hewlett Foundation, and others (e.g., OpenStax).

What is the state of OER funding resources at the educational institutions in the
United States? SPARC (2019) provides a snapshot of the answer in its 20182019 annual
report: survey results of OER program funding show that the majority of institutions (n =
50) typically use institutional general budget, library general budget, and library special
funds as funding sources for OER programs.

Figure 3

SPARC 2018-2019 Annual Report: Program Funding Resources

26



PROGRAM FUNDING SOURCES

INSTITUTIONAL GENERAL BUDGET
LIBRARY GENERAL BUDGET
LIBRARY SPECIAL FUND
SENIOR ADMINISTRATION
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT
EXTERNAL GRANTS

IT

LIBRARY DEPARTMENT BUDGET
TEACHING LEARNING CENTER
STATE/PROVINCE

STUDENT FEES

STUDENT GOVERNMENT
ENDOWMENT

CAMPUS STORE

o
&°

5% 10% 16% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Percent of Responses (n = 53)

Faculty and Recognition

Recognizing innovation and valuing faculty’s effort to tailor learning to reduce
barriers for students encourages faculty’s continued effort to engage in OER activities.
Besides financial incentives, another important way to incentivize faculty for OER
creation and authoring is to recognize faculty by including OER-related activities in the
tenure and promotion process (Belikov & Bodily, 2016). OER-related activities are
considered forms of research, teaching, and service because faculty who engage in OER
activities show their expertise in their field, their commitment to supporting their
students, and their dedication to advancing their institution (McKinney & Coolidge,
2021). The Driving OER Sustainability for Student Success (DOERS3) collaborative, a
group of 25 public higher education systems and statewide/provincewide organizations
that are committed to supporting student success by promoting OER, has developed a
tool to help tenure-track faculty include OER work in their tenure and promotion

portfolios (Coolidge et. al, n.d.). The openly licensed matrix offers suggestions for how
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different types of OER work can apply to research, teaching, and service, and it provides
examples of how those contributions can be framed.
Institutional Open Publishing Entities VS. Traditional Publishing Teams

What does an OER publication system look like for Professor X if his or her
institution provides funding and publishing services for him or her? In a traditional
publisher’s company, the publishing departments have defined roles for book production.
All the services (e.g., designing, editing, publishing, marketing, and distributing) are
offered to the book authors in one package. An OER publication system in an educational
institution may vary based on different situations. However, the similarity is that the
system is created based on a joint team effort from multiple independent entities on
campus. Each entity brings their respective expertise and skills to the table, and they
work together to provide services similar to those offered by traditional publishers. The
entities, for example, could include professors, the library, digital teaching and learning
groups, the university press, and the campus bookstore. Professors are the book authors
who have subject matter expertise. The libraries bring their expertise in content and
collection, the value of open access, and library publishing. Digital teaching and learning
departments can provide expertise and skills in instructional and media design and
technology support essential to OER textbooks. The university press provides knowledge
and skills in book production, such as copyediting and proofreading. The campus
bookstore has experts on textbooks required for the institution’s courses and offers low
cost print-on-demand copies of open textbooks.

So, in comparing publishing companies with campus entities that play key roles in

OER publication, it is clear they can provide similar book production services. Table 2 is
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an adapted comparison chart based on general institutional OER practice as well as case
studies literature (Lowe-Wincentsen et al., 2019; Rodés et al., 2013; Sutton & Chadwell,
2014). Some institutions also use paid services of OER communities or consortiums, such
as OER training and initiative strategies, project management, copyediting, proofreading,

and distributing. Example OER communities include Rebus Community, Open Textbook

Network, and ISKME.

Table 2

Key Roles in Traditional and Open Publication Systems (Institutional)

Key roles in Traditional Open publication Open publication
traditional publication system: system:
publication system: Possible campus Possible entities that

system Departments that  entities that play key play key roles (with
play key roles roles outside support)
| ]

Acquisition Editorial OER committee OER committee

department

Planning Publisher Library, Faculty, Library, Faculty,

Digital teaching and Digital teaching and
learning learning

Editing Editorial University press OER community

department,
Production team
Designing Creative Digital teaching and Digital teaching and
department learning learning
Art direction Creative Digital teaching and Digital teaching and
department learning learning

Copyediting Editorial University press OER community

department

Production Managing Library, Faculty OER community,

management editorial and Library, and

production Faculty/book author
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Distribution  Sales department Bookstore, Faculty OER community,
Bookstore, Faculty

Selling Sales department Library, Faculty, Library, OER
Bookstore community, Faculty,
Bookstore
Accounting Finance, Bookstore, Library OER community,
Accounting (tracking usages of the =~ Bookstore, Library
books) (tracking usages of the
books)
Marketing/ Marketing, Library, Faculty, OER community,
Promotion advertising, sales Bookstore Library, Faculty,
Bookstore

Note. Institutions may have different forms of campus engagement with OER initiatives.
The table is adapted from Underdown (2018).

Controversies Surrounding OER

The Quality of OER

While OER brings tremendous benefits to educators and students, there have been
many controversial discussions about the quality of OER, especially when OER were
first introduced to educational institutions. Institutional stakeholders have concerns that
OER adoption may result in lower quality or outcomes (Nyland, 2018). Research
regarding student learning outcomes by students using OER and commercial textbooks
have varied results. While professors have their doubts on quality, many studies have
shown that students perceive OER's quality as comparable to commercial materials (Bliss
et al., 2013; Hilton et al., 2013; Ozdemir & Hendricks, 2017).

The controversy about the quality of OER may stem from a lack of awareness and
understanding of OER. The Babson Survey Research Group at Babson College
investigates the attitudes, opinions, and use of OER among teaching faculty in the United
States higher education field. Results from a survey of 3,288 faculty indicated that only a
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small percentage (31%) of professors are aware of OER even if they use open materials
(Lieberman, 2019). However, once professors understand the use of OER, they
appreciate the concept and find that OER is roughly equivalent to traditional resources
(Doan, 2017). One year later, the Babson Survey Research Group surveyed 4,339 faculty
on OER awareness. For the first time, the majority of faculty reported that they were
aware of OER. Their awareness and attitudes toward digital materials were improved.
Faculty who had adopted OER rated its quality as equal to that of commercial alternatives
(McKenzie, 2020a). Clearly, an increasing number of educators have been paying
attention to OER use and adoption, as they see improved quality and performance
brought to their teaching and student learning.
Controversial Form of License

The Hewlett Foundation envisions OER to be openly licensed (under a Creative
Commons attribution license that includes the 5R activities—retain, revise, remix, reuse
and redistribute), technologically accessible, editable using commonly available tools,
and designed with diverse learners in mind (Bliss & Smith, 2017). Deviation from any of
these characteristics reduces the relative “openness” of an educational resource.
However, many resources now called OER deviate from these criteria, which reduces the
openness of an educational resource. For example, the Creative Commons provides
licenses with different level restrictions for an educational resource. CC BY-ND is a
fairly restrictive license that requires all users to acknowledge the author and does not
allow derivative works. In other words, an OER with a CC BY-ND license allows users
to apply only some of the SR activities. Users can retain, reuse, and redistribute the

original content, but they cannot revise or remix the content or redistribute it as a
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modified resource. An ND clause on the license is somewhat controversial to many OER
funders and activists because it restricts users from adapting resources to improve the
usefulness for new users. However, some people upload their resources with a mind
toward openness but have difficulty relinquishing control over their original work (Bliss
& Smith, 2017). One legitimate concern they have is, how can new users validate that
adapted content is still truthful, especially if the original contained factual information
within the discipline? It is suggested that OER creators and users keep a record of all
changes and additions like Wikipedia. All the OER provenance and revision information
relies on a good faith self-report process and less on data-driven, cross-platform analytics
to track content revisions.
Controversies About Affordable Resources Provided by Publishers

As the use of OER continues to grow, publishers are experiencing a decline in the
sale of textbooks, and college textbooks use has been declining in recent years (Rosen,
2019). To compete with OER, mainly high-quality open textbooks with ancillary
materials such as OpenStax textbooks, publishers have attempted to sustain their business
model by developing new platforms to host OER and lower-cost content. Some leading
publishers launched new courseware platforms that blend open and closed content to
provide affordable educational resources. Students only need to pay an affordable (<$40)
course fee to access the course materials hosted in the platforms. Some publishers
indicate that the course fee is not for the OER material, which is still free and open, but
for technologies and services that help deliver the content (Nyland, 2018). Locking down
OER in a closed platform caused controversial discussions related to the stewardship and

use of OER. A few OER advocates acknowledge that the publishers’ courseware
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platforms appeal to faculty and that some learning features are beneficial to students, but
they also question whether OER hosted in closed commercial platforms still count as
“open.” Many institutions partnered with campus bookstores and started the affordable
textbook movement as an alternative to provide students low cost options for use of
commercial textbooks.
Benefits of Using OER

All students, especially the less economically privileged, are the beneficiaries in
OER growth. In addition to the benefit of saving costs, many OER studies have shown
that student success can be achieved or enhanced through OER use and adoption. Colvard
et al. (2018) conducted a large-scale study (21,822 students) on the impact of course-
level faculty adoption of OER; the result indicates that OER use and adoption improved
end-of-course grades and decreased DFW rates for all students, including Pell Grant
recipient students, part-time students, and historically underserved students. Some other
studies found that students who saved money with OER reinvested those funds in their
education by enrolling in additional courses (Fischer et al., 2015; Ikahihifo et al., 2017).
Weller et al. (2015) discovered that OER use also increases student satisfaction and
engagement with learning and has the potential to improve retention and recruitment. All
these benefits of OER also result in student success that is advantageous to the
educational institutions.

Growing OER use and adoption also increases pedagogical flexibility by
promoting academic freedom for faculty, whereas the partnership and solutions offered
by textbook publishers may negatively affect academic freedom (Bossaller & Kammer,

2014). Foote (2005) defines four freedoms of OER:
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e freedom to copy;

e freedom to modify;

e freedom to distribute; and

e freedom to redistribute modified versions.

With the advantages of the flexibility and freedom that OER can provide, faculty
can adopt or adapt the teaching materials to fit into individual teaching practices and
make learning more personalized for students.

In 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic pushed university courses into remote or online
instruction. The rapid rise in online instruction during the pandemic has resulted in the
adoption of more online resources than ever before (Schafthauser, 2020). Most OER
comes in digital and online formats, so professors find it convenient to plug them into the
institutional LMS. During the pandemic, many educators experienced disruptions in their
teaching. With open licensing, OER gives faculty the advantage of customizing course
content, so they can design lessons, assignments, and assessments to be as resistant to
disruption as possible (i.e., resilient pedagogy) (Thurston et al., 2021). Faculty can tailor
OER to respond to students’ needs and interests within a changing learning environment.

OER also allows professors to adapt the content to contextualize teaching
concepts related to current global or local issues. When major events occur in the global
or local community, it often takes years for commercial textbooks to reflect the event
(Van Allen & Katz, 2020). When professors can immediately revise the content, students
are potentially more engaged with customized learning content because learning is

personalized, timely, and more relevant to their lives.
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The rise of OER creates or enriches job opportunities for librarians, instructional
designers, academic technologists, and campus bookstore staff, who are some of the key
players of OER adoption in educational institutions. Librarians play an essential role with
OER. They help professors decide on resources, curate materials, and find new content
for the curriculum. Instructional designers stand at the forefront with librarians and help
professors select, adapt, and create OER that align with the course learning objectives
and integrate into campus LMS. Academic technologists engage in every step of the OER
technology integration process. They work with the Information Technology (IT)
department to address accessibility and security issues and integrate OER platforms into
campus LMS. Many university bookstores have also made arrangements with publishers
to license content and make affordable educational resources available to students. The
use of OER increases the demand for more human resources to help professors integrate
OER into their curriculum in educational institutions.

Barriers to Sustaining OER Initiatives

While OER can bring tremendous benefits to educators and students, there are
many concerns around sustaining OER initiatives. OER is not “free” for faculty as it is
defined for students. It takes a significant amount of time and effort for faculty to go
through different stages of pedagogical decision-making to adopt OER: selecting,
adapting, and creating (Seo et al., 2019). Lack of time and discoverability also play a role
in the process (Belikov & Bodily, 2016). Essmiller et al. (2020) also indicate that OER
initiatives could initially inspire faculty to create and use OER in their courses, but the
effort proved difficult to sustain. Common barriers to sustaining OER are those related to

funding instructional support and technology, such as continuing faculty incentives when
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OER grants run out; how existing teaching materials will be updated; and how a resource
can be shared in a format that performs well across different platforms.

A survey of 2,711 instructors across U.S. higher education institutions by the
Babson Survey Research Group identified one significant challenge for OER use and
creation: a lack of knowledge about where to find materials that allow instructors to
share, remix, and redistribute as well as how to determine which technology platform will
fit with the OER project scope (Chatlani, 2018). A professor’s internal motivations and
understanding of OER also play a part in using and creating OER. Additionally,
professors need technical skills and information knowledge to efficiently and effectively
develop OER. Requisite knowledge and skills include distinguishing OER from other
digital content, understanding copyright to use and remix OER, understanding digital
accessibility standards, and metadata tagging to develop OER (Seo et al., 2019).

Because of the collaborative nature of OER, collaborative platforms are critical.
OER creators need a platform to effectively work together on authoring and publishing
content that is easily delivered to, and reused by, end users. As mentioned earlier, there
are many different OER platforms, but determining which platform is the right fit for the
project scope, such as writing an open textbook, can be difficult for multiple
collaborators.

Summary

A review of the literature shows that much current research focuses on the
benefits and barriers of OER use for faculty and students. However, the sustainability
issue of OER initiatives, particularly for public research institutions, is not a topic that is

commonly explored in research. Even though the topic of sustaining OER initiatives is
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still emerging in recent research, the focus is primarily on international and private
institutions. (Hodgkinson-Williams & Donnelly, 2014; Schleicher et al., 2020; Zaid &
Alabi, 2021).

The literature review discussed the general practices of institutional OER
initiatives, how the presence of OER growth threatens book publishers, the controversies
surrounding OER, the benefits of using OER, and the barriers to sustaining OER
initiatives. This research contributes to the existing literature by exploring the OER
initiative sustainability issue in the U.S. higher education setting, particularly focusing on
the context of public research institutions. The next chapter (Chapter 3: Methodology)

describes the research method and design used for this study.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of the study is to discover how institutions sustain OER initiatives by
examining the experiences and perspectives of stakeholders or key players—faculty,
administrators, librarians, instructional designers, and other support staff who work on
the front lines of the initiatives as OER users, educators, and advocates. This chapter
presents the methods used to investigate the phenomenon of OER sustainability in higher
education. First, the research method and design for this study are discussed. Then,
details about case sampling and selection, data collection protocols, and data analysis
processes and considerations are provided. Finally, I address how my role as a researcher
might have shaped the study design, the potential impact of researcher bias, and
minimization of researcher bias through methodological approaches.
Research Method

The two primary types of social science research methods are qualitative and
quantitative research studies (Yilmaz, 2013). Qualitative research can reveal a deeper
understanding of people's perceptions regarding a particular phenomenon (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016). Qualitative research is socially constructed and used to explore and
understand the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem
(Creswell, 2014). Quantitative research, on the other hand, focuses on testing objective
theories and variables using statistics and methods (Creswell, 2014; Yilmaz, 2013).

Qualitative research methods, including interviews, focus groups, and documents,
were the most appropriate way to study this problem because of the need to examine

different perspectives of insiders’ experiences of higher education institutions related to
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OER practice. A purposeful sample of knowledgeable participants afforded the
opportunity to demonstrate their varied expertise and experience through interviews and
focus groups. The documents from public websites and resources shared by the
participants serve as another data source to support a comprehensive understanding of the
phenomenon of implementing and sustaining OER initiatives.

The Research Design

The most appropriate method to explore the sustainability of OER initiatives in
higher education was case studies. Merriam (2009) defines a case study as an in-depth
description and analysis of a bounded system. Yin (2018) states three conditions for use
of a case study: the purpose of the study must be to answer “how” or “why” questions; a
researcher has little or no control over events; and the focus of the research is a
contemporary set of events within a real-life context, especially when boundaries
between phenomenon and context may not be clearly evident. Creswell (2013) also
describes a case study as exploring a “real-life, contemporary bounded system (a case) or
multiple bounded system (cases) over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection
involving multiple sources of information.”

Creswell (2013), Merriam (2009), and Yin (2018) refer to a case being bound by
time and place when speaking about bounded systems. The real-life contemporary
bounded system in this study was sustaining OER initiatives of higher education
institutions. To gain an in-depth understanding of the phenomenon of OER sustainability
in higher education, I used a two-case study design to look at how two different

institutions implemented and sustained OER initiatives.
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Yin (2018) described three types of case studies used for research purposes:
exploratory case studies, descriptive case studies, and explanatory case studies. The
exploratory case study investigates distinct phenomena characterized by a lack of detailed
preliminary research (Mills et al., 2010). The explanatory case study is used to explain
presumed causal links that are too complex for a survey or experiment (Yin, 2014). A
descriptive case study is an attempt to describe what happens to a product when it is
launched (Noor, 2008). According to Yin (2014), exploratory case studies are appropriate
when asking “what” and “how” questions when a researcher wishes to gain an extensive
and in-depth description of a social phenomenon. This study chose multiple exploratory
case studies to focus mainly on answering the questions “what” and “how,” specifically:

e What are the driving forces behind OER initiatives?

e Vhat are the successful practices used to sustain OER initiatives?

e What are the successes and challenges for higher education institutions in
sustaining OER initiatives?

e Why and How do higher education institutions start OER initiatives?

e How do institutions sustain their OER initiatives?

Given the questions to explore, this study uses triangulation as a strategy to get a
full, rich description of the phenomenon of OER sustainability in higher education.
Patton (1999) defines triangulation as the use of multiple methods or data sources in
qualitative research to develop a comprehensive understanding of phenomena. The
different data sources for this study include interviews, focus groups, and documents.

In-depth interviews were conducted with different individuals who work on the

front lines of OER initiatives as OER users, educators, and advocates. Their roles were
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faculty, administrators, and support staff who led, actively participated in, and sustained
the university's OER initiatives. There were 14 interviews of 45—60 minutes duration
conducted for the study.

Focus groups followed after interviews. Three types of focus groups were
conducted: those consisting of faculty, administrators, and support staff. In total, there
were five focus groups conducted, with each group’s discussion lasting 45—-60 minutes
long.

Document analysis is often used in combination with other qualitative research
methods as a means of triangulation (Bowen, 2009). In this study, public records
documents were used to provide a different data source. Some example documents
include institutional public OER initiative websites, webinars/video presentations, and
public resources shared by the participants during the interviews.

Research Questions

The research questions in this study indicated the need for an exploratory case
study approach in order to answer the “what” and how” questions discussed above. The
following three research questions guide this study:

1. How do higher education institutions make decisions regarding starting and

implementing OER initiatives?

2. How do higher education institutions make OER initiatives sustainable?

3. What are the successes and challenges when sustaining OER initiatives in

higher education institutions?
Table 3

Research Matrix
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Sub-research questions Purposes Data sources Date of data

collection
| | | | 1

1. How do higher To discover the driving  Interviews,  September
education institutions force of OER initiatives, Focus 2021-
make decisions the main reasons for the groups, February
regarding starting institutions to start the =~ Documents 2022
and implementing initiatives, and how the
OER initiatives? initiatives got started

2. How do higher To discover the Interviews,  September
education institutions successful practices Focus 2021-
make OER initiatives ~ used to sustain OER groups, February
sustainable? initiatives Documents 2022

3. What are the benefits To identify the Interviews,  September
and challenges when successes and Focus 2021-
sustaining OER challenges of sustaining groups February
initiatives in higher OER initiatives through 2022
education key players’
institutions? experiences and

expertise

Case Selection and Sampling

The research cases for this study were higher education institutions which have
OER initiatives. Specifically, the study looked at four-year public institutions within a
university system. There are several reasons to study four-year public institutions
specifically. Based on the SPARC Connect OER, a platform to search OER activities at
campuses across North America, 75% (99 out of 132) of U.S. higher education
institutions that maintain profile pages about local OER activities are four-year public
institutions. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) defined a public
institution as an educational institution whose programs and activities are operated by
publicly elected or appointed school officials and which is supported primarily by public

funds (Powers & Schloss, 2017). Four-year public institutions usually have big student
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populations and sometimes are well-funded. The public nature, size, and funding model
of these institutions make them easy to research. Four-year public institutions would
benefit from this study if qualitative research findings could be generalized across
groups.

According to Yin (2018), the cases need to present something unique or worth
studying. Seawright and Gerring (2008) suggest seven case selection procedures, each of
which facilitates a different strategy for within-case analysis: typical, diverse, extreme,
deviant, influential, most similar, and most different cases. This study focuses on
influential cases that involve successful practices in sustaining OER initiatives.

Sample Criteria

To screen the qualified candidate cases for the study, I used a two-phased
procedure to determine final cases based on a quantitative data pool from the Scholarly
Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC) membership list. SPARC
maintains a Connect OER Directory that includes OER activities at campuses across
North America. I first used a search to identify higher education institutions that have
OER initiatives. Specifically, I used the filter to search institutions with the following
characteristics: public institutions, four or more years at institution level, and enrollment
size 20,000 or greater. The search list showed the public institutions that have local OER
activities. Then, I added criteria to search the institutions within university systems and
ensure the institutions have OER activities as a focus. This further reduced the number of
candidate institutions that fulfill the study criteria. Finally, as a second phase of selection
intended to pare down the number of candidates and identify influential or successful

cases, | reviewed institutions’ websites. This helped me to identify potential cases, which
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are institutions that have dedicated OER teams and have had ongoing OER initiatives for
more than five years. I sent participation requests to OER contacts of those institutions
that met all the criteria mentioned previously, and I ultimately selected the two
institutions who first responded to that request as the cases to examine for this study.
Sampling Technique and Size

After selecting the two cases, I used the snowball or network sampling approach
to recruit participants for focus groups. Snowball sampling is a strategy that involves
locating a few key participants who easily meet the criteria and then asking those
individuals to refer other participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The researcher is
outside of the research sites, and data about all appropriate participants at the institution
was not readily available. Therefore, snowball sampling is an appropriate technique to
use to identify other participants that fit the criteria and recruit participants for this study.
To gather initial participants, I performed an online search of potential OER primary
contacts to identify individuals from the selected institutions to contact. I then reached
out to these individuals to request their participation in an online interview regarding how
their institutions are sustaining OER initiatives. I emailed these primary contacts, who
then helped me gain entry to recruit more participants. The participants were faculty
members, OER librarians, instructional designers, directors or managers of OER offices,
etc. For ethical consideration, the participants were provided a consent form (Appendix
A) to agree to participate in the study. I first conducted individual interviews with those
who were interested in the study. After the individual interviews were complete, I asked

the participants to make referrals for additional participants within their institutions to
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interview. I then communicated with the referred individuals and recruited them as
participants if they were interested and willing to be part of the study.

Focus groups were conducted after the individual interviews. The same
participants were invited to the focus groups. Based on the categories of the participants,
there were three types of focus groups formed for this study: faculty, administrator, and
support staff groups. The principle of homogeneity was considered for group
composition. This principle is viewed as a common strategy for generating active
exchanges if participants in a group share a similar perspective toward the topic (Given,
2008). The participants in the faculty group are OER users who are experienced in
adopting, adapting, and creating OER for their classes. The participants in the
administrator group served in leadership roles in OER initiatives. The participants in the
support group directly assist faculty in effectively using OER for their classes.
Research Protocol and Procedures

As discussed earlier, I collected data from three sources: interviews, focus groups,
and documents from the public websites. Yin (2014) pointed out that the research
protocol is important for conducting a case study and increases the reliability of the
research. I created a case study protocol that includes four sections (Yin, 2018):

e Section A: an overview of the case study (objective and auspices, case study
issues, and relevant reading about the topic being investigated)

e Section B: data collection procedures (procedures for protecting human subjects,
identification of likely sources of data, presentation of credentials to field

contacts, and other logistical reminders)
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e Section C: protocol questions as shown in Appendix B (the specific questions that
the case study research must keep in mind in collecting data and the potential
sources of evidence for addressing each question)

e Section D: a tentative outline for the case study report (e.g., format for the data,
use and presentation of other documentation)

Creswell (2014) described several methods for data collection in qualitative
research: documents, interviews, artifacts, and observations for case studies. This study
used three different data collection methods: interviews, focus groups, and documents to
triangulate data. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) suggested different types of interviews
emanating from different theoretical stances. This study used a semistructured format for
the interview process, because it allows the researcher to respond to the situation at hand,
to the emerging worldview of the respondent, and to new ideas on the topic (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016). The semistructured interview is appropriate because the more open-ended
and less structured format aligns with the study’s goal to obtain the understanding of
experiences with OER initiatives related to sustainability. The interviews and focus group
discussions were conducted via Zoom due to the travel restrictions of the researcher,
especially during the pandemic. All interviews and focus groups were recorded with the
questions provided (Appendix C and Appendix D) and were transcribed. There were no
identifiable names on the Zoom recording or on the transcript. I assigned identifiers to
each participant and kept them in an Excel file.

Yin (2018) suggests that a good study utilizes as many sources as possible
because the various sources are highly complementary. In addition to individual

interviews and focus group discussions, this study also used documentation as another
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source of evidence. Yin also states that the most important use of documentation for case
study research is to corroborate and augment evidence from other sources. I collected
written materials and webinars/video presentations from the public websites because they
provided specific details to corroborate information from interviews and focus groups.
Data Analysis Procedure

Table 4 shows the data analysis procedure aligned with each research phase.
NVivo analysis software was used to code the qualitative data for a thematic analysis.
Cross-case synthesis was applied to the analysis of multiple case studies in order to
identify common themes that demonstrate the successful practices in OER initiative
sustainability. The technique is especially relevant even if a case study consists of only
two cases (Yin, 2018).
Table 4

Data Analysis Procedure Aligned with the Research Phase

Phase Procedure Product
| | | 1

Data collection Conducting individual Interview protocol

from the first interviews from the two case

and second sites with administrators who Transcripts

case lead the OER initiative;
librarians, instructional The number of participants:
designers, or other staff who Administrators (n = 2)
directly support faculty to Support Staff (n = 6)
use OER; and faculty who Faculty (n = 6)

use or create OER

Collecting documents from
the public websites about the
OER initiatives of each
institution

Qualitative data Analyzing data using NVivo  Codes and themes
analysis
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Connecting to the
second phase: Focus
group interview
protocol creation

Qualitative data
collection

Qualitative data
analysis

Interpreting and
comparing the
connected results

Using qualitative interview
analysis results to create the
qualitative focus group
questions

Conducting focus group
interviews:

Group 1: Administrators who
lead the OER initiative
Group 2: Staff who support
OER initiatives (e.g.,
librarians, instructional
designers, instructional
technologists, bookstore
staff)

Group 3: Faculty who
participated in the
institution’s OER initiatives

Use NVivo for thematic
analysis

Continually interpret,
compare, and triangulate the
results

Protocols for focus group
discussions

Data from five focus
groups (of three different

types)

Codes and themes

Discussion, implications,
and future directions about
OER sustainability
improvement

Note. Adapted from Creswell (2014)

Ethical Considerations

The study was approved by the University of Missouri-Columbia Institutional

Review Board (IRB) office. To address ethical considerations, documents from the OER

initiative websites and interview recordings in this study were collected, de-identified,

and saved to the University of Missouri’s Microsoft OneDrive folders in a password-

protected space. Before the individual and focus group interviews were recorded,

participants were given a consent form that included the researcher introduction, research

purposes, length of time each study participant would spend in research activities, the

potential risks of participating, and the potential benefits of participating. The researcher
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also clearly explained that no identifiable data would be shared; that participants might
withdraw from the study at any time; and that interviews would be recorded for the study
via Zoom. The recordings and interview data were securely stored in folders in a
password-protected space. A copy of the informed consent appears in Appendix A.
Validity and Reliability
Triangulation

As mentioned in earlier sections, this study uses triangulation as a strategy to test
validity through the convergence of information from different sources (Carter et al.,
2014). Patton (1999) indicates four types of triangulation: (a) method triangulation; (b)
investigator triangulation; (c) theory triangulation; and (d) data source triangulation. The
data source triangulation is used to enhance the credibility of the study. The triangulation
involves examining data from interviews, focus groups, and documents.
Member Checking

The trustworthiness of findings is the bedrock of high-quality qualitative research
(Birt et. al, 2016). Member checking, also known as participant or respondent validation,
is one way of validating analysis practices in qualitative research (Creswell, 2014). There
are different methods of member checking, and the synthesized member checking method
was used for this study. This method addresses the co-constructed nature of knowledge
by providing participants with the opportunity to engage with, and add to, interview data
and interpreted data, several months after the interviews or focus groups (Birt et. al,
2016). Member-checking emails were sent to all the participants (Appendix E). Those

available or willing to participate responded to the email and provided their feedback on
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the synthesized themes. The feedback was integrated into quotes and findings of this
study to improve the accuracy.
Reflexivity

At the time of this study, I had worked in the instructional design and learning
technology field in U.S. higher education institutions for 15 years. I entered into this
study with prior experience working in other U.S. public institutions’ OER initiative
processes. [ worked closely with many faculty on OER projects and experienced
commonly expressed concerns about sustaining OER from faculty members. My role
inspired my direction for this study and motivated me to discover the best practices to
sustain OER initiatives.

As aresearcher, I understand reflexivity is an important process for qualitative
research. [ am aware that my experience can become part of the research as I engage with
the participants through data collection and analysis. My preconceived biases could easily
influence the research process. To mitigate this concern, I thought critically in a
particular way about what I believe and why I believe it. Probst and Berenson (2014)
describe reflexivity as awareness of the influence the research has on what is being
studied and, simultaneously, of how the research process affects the researcher.
Reflexivity promotes the integrity of the research process, so I constantly reflect on my
own subjectivities or potential bias as a researcher and take action to minimize their
effects. To work with participants such as instructional designers who worked in the same
field as me, I might bring assumptions from my experiences and knowledge in the field.
However, I adopted a reflexive attitude through the research process to keep the work

authentic and transparent to my readers. Transparency helps my readers know what can
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and cannot be observed in the study. The reflexivity process also improves my
credibility. Tufford and Newman (2012) suggested several approaches to ensure my
biases will not interfere with the research including collecting data from an outside
source. To mitigate and overcome the problem of potential bias or preconceived notions,
I conducted interviews with outside institutions of which I was unfamiliar.

Timeline and Cost

Time was allocated based on the research phase and procedures that were
discussed previously. In addition to the time used for obtaining IRB approval, it took
three months to finish the first and second steps, including recruitment, data collection,
data analysis, and refining qualitative data collection protocols. Steps three and four
regarding conducting focus groups took another four months for data collection, data
analysis, and two-phase results integration. The total time spent on the data collection and
analysis was seven months.

Gift cards were used to compensate participants for their time and also were used
as an incentive to increase participation. Gift cards of $40 value were given to
participants partaking in both the individual interviews and focus group discussions. A
$20 gift card was given to participants who participated in the individual interviews but
not focus groups.

Summary

Chapter three presented the qualitative methods that were used to investigate the
phenomenon of OER sustainability in higher education. An exploratory two-case study
design provides a framework for looking at two institutions and their implementation and

sustaining of OER initiatives. In this study, the thematic analysis process was conducted
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to discover findings. The next chapter describes the specific findings that emerged during

analysis.
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CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS

This study aims to explore how institutions sustain OER initiatives by examining
the experiences and perspectives of the stakeholders or key players including faculty,
administrators, librarians, instructional designers, and other support staff who work on
the front lines of OER initiatives as OER users, educators, and advocates. As discussed in
Chapter 3, I used an exploratory two-case study design to examine two four-year public
institutions that have sustained OER initiatives for more than five years. The study
focuses on influential cases that involve successful practices in sustaining OER. This
chapter presents the research findings of data collected from the two institutions through
14 individual interviews, five focus groups, and document analysis of information
available on public websites about the institutions.
Description of Cases

The first case (C1) was a four-year public institution and started its OER
initiative, led by a dedicated OER team, through libraries in collaboration with the office
of digital learning/academic technology. The initiative provides grants and ongoing
support for faculty to adopt, adapt, or create OER or low cost alternatives to expensive
textbooks. Besides grants, the initiative includes a set of programs designed to incentivize
faculty to go beyond adopting OER or free resources. The university started its OER
initiative with the intention to remove barriers around cost, access, and technology for
students.

The second case (C2) was also a four-year public institution and started its OER
initiative led by a dedicated OER team through the university system office. The goal of

the initiative was student success through equality in educational resource access. The
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initiative provides program funding to reduce the costs of textbooks for all the students in
the university system. It also provides a set of programs to support the implementation of
OER, library resources, and low-cost commercial resources.

Participants in the Cases

As discussed in Chapter 3, I used the snowball sampling approach to recruit
participants from the two case sites and conducted 45—-60 minute interviews with 14
participants in total. Their roles were faculty, administrators, and support staff who led,
actively participated in, and sustained the universities’ OER initiatives. The faculty
participants were actively involved with OER initiatives. Three faculty members from C1
teach a four-year curriculum in the discipline of Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics (STEM). Three faculty members from C2 are from the Humanities
discipline.

The C1 administrator interviewed for this study serves in a senior leadership role
for the academic technology unit. The administrator at C2 who was interviewed for this
study serves as a program director for the system-wide OER initiative. The OER staff
from both universities are instructional designers and librarians who actively support
faculty in designing courses and teaching with OER. They worked at libraries, academic
technology, digital learning, and the center for teaching and learning in the universities.

To keep data confidential and to protect participants’ privacy, codes were used for
case and participant identifiers. C1 and C2 represent the first and second case sites.
Faculty participants’ names were replaced with “P#.” For administrator participants,
“A#” was used. Support staff appear as “S#.”

Table 5
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All Participants from the Two Case Sites (CI and C2)

Participant Role Discipline or college Case
code sites
P1 Associate Teaching Professor STEM Cl1
P2 Assistant Teaching Professor STEM Cl1
P3 Teaching Professor STEM C1
P4 Associate Professor Humanities C2
P5 Associate Professor Humanities C2
P6 Associate Professor Humanities C2
Al Administrator Senior Leadership - C1
Academic Technology
A2 Administrator Program Director - C2
University System
Sl Support Staff (Librarian) Libraries Cl1
S2 Support Staff (Librarian) Libraries Cl1
S3 Support Staff (Instructional Digital Learning C1
Designer)
S4 Support Staff (Librarian) Libraries C2
S5 Support Staff (Librarian) Libraries C2
S6 Support Staff (Instructional Center for Teaching and C2
Designer) Learning

Note. Participants n = 14

There were three types of focus groups: faculty, administrator, and support staff
groups. I conducted 45-60 minute interviews with five focus groups in total. As shown in
the tables that follow, there were two groups for faculty, one group for administrators,
and two groups for support staff. Each group consisted of participants from both case
sites and from different disciplines. With diverse perspectives from different disciplines,
participants in focus groups discussed their experiences in sustaining OER projects and

initiatives in their institutional context based on the guided questions.
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Table 6

Faculty Focus Group #1

Participant code Discipline Case sites
P1 STEM Cl
P3 STEM Cl
P4 Humanities C2
Table 7
Faculty Focus Group #2

Participant code Discipline Case sites
P2 STEM Cl
P5 Humanities C2
Table 8
Administrator Group

Participant code Role - department Case sites
Al Senior Leadership - C1

Academic Technology
A2 Program Director - C2
University System

Table 9
Support Group #1

Participant code Support role - department ~ Case sites
S1 Librarian - Libraries C1
S6 Instructional Designer - C2

Center for Teaching and
Learning
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Table 10

Support Group #2

Participant code Support role - department ~ Case sites
S3 Instructional Designer - C1
Digital Learning
S4 Librarian - Libraries C2

Types of Documents

Bowen (2009) defined document analysis as a form of qualitative research in
which documents are interpreted by the researcher to give voice and meaning around an
assessment topic. There are three primary types of documents used in document analysis:
public records, personal documents, and physical evidence. In this study, public records
documents were used to provide a different data source.
Institutional Public OER Initiative Website

Both universities host a public-facing website about their OER initiatives. The
websites include the goals of the initiatives, the official past and ongoing records of the
activities that contain grants and proposal information, and data reports that show the
impact of OER initiatives through savings for their students.
Webinars/Video Presentations

Both universities have webinars and video presentations publicly online, some of
which include the topic of the OER initiatives. One of the universities also posted some
recorded webinar events on its website.

Other
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The participants also shared resources such as OER examples, blogs, and websites
during the interviews and focus groups. Those documents also enriched the data and
provided helpful context.

Data Analysis Procedures

As discussed in Chapter 3, a thematic analysis approach was used for data
analysis, guided by the research questions. The approach was adapted from Braun and
Clark’s (2006) six-phase guide, illustrated in Figure 4. In phase 1, I familiarized myself
with the data by categorizing the documents, listening to the Zoom recordings, and
reading the transcripts in NVivo 12. After correcting the errors in the transcripts from the
recordings, I immersed myself in the data again by reading and taking notes on ideas and
topics. In phase 2, the initial codes were generated through open coding based on the
research questions; 392 initial codes were created, guided by the research questions. In
phase 3, I defined 60 specific codes by sorting the codes into sub-themes based on the
research questions and the interview guide. I also compared the emergent themes for two
cases by marking the codes that applied (C1, C2, or both). In phase 4, I developed a
codebook to review all the codes, and to revise and refine themes, as applied to the
research questions. In phase 5, I defined the themes and associated sub-themes to
organize them in preparation for the write-up in phase 6.

Figure 4

Data Analysis Process
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Phase 1 : Familiarize with data —
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Phase 2 : Generate initial codes -
through open coding based on RQ
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Phase 3 : Sort open codes into sub- - Phase 3 : Compare emergent themes
themes for each RQ for 2 cases
\ J
( Phase 4 : Develop a codebook and )
revise, review, and refine themes —
L based on RQ )
e )
Phase 5 : Define themes and Phase 6 : Organize themes and
associated sub-themes | prepare write-up
\ J

Note. Thematic Analysis Flowchart, which represents the six steps of the thematic data
analysis implemented in this study. The process was adapted from Braun and Clarke's
(2006) six phases of thematic analysis.
Themes

This section presents findings from the data analysis for the study. The defined
themes are discussed as they relate to each research question.
Research Question 1

Research question 1 was, “How do higher education institutions make decisions
about starting and implementing OER initiatives?”” This question focuses on the main
reasons for the institution to start the OER initiative and how it got started. Analysis of

documents, interviews, and focus groups identified three common themes:
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1. (Why it got started) To remove barriers to student success

2. (How it got started) Some mixture of top-down and grassroots efforts

3. (How it got started) People’s ideology and interest in OER

Theme 1: Remove Barriers to Student Success. Transcripts and documents

were entered into NVivo 12. The codes developed were entered as nodes in the software.
During the coding process (phase 3), I sorted the open codes into sub-themes based on
the research questions and compared the emergent themes for the two cases by marking
the codes that applied. In NVivo 12, five defined codes were assigned to segments of data
(10 sources of data files) that described this theme, which was identified across the three
sets of data (i.e., interviews, focus groups, and documents), as shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5
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Note. An NVivo Analysis Diagram shows connected data sources and themes.

Of 24 data sources across the three sets of data (i.e., interviews, focus groups, and
documents), 10 indicated one of the main reasons for the institutions to start the OER
initiatives was to remove barriers around the digital divide, cost, and access for student
success. This thematic analysis is presented visually in Figure 5. Participant A2 was a
program director of the OER and affordable textbook initiative for C2. He indicated that
the main reason for beginning the OER initiative is that it, “all comes back to student
success." Participant S1, who was a librarian at C1 and also holds a leadership role for
open projects, open access to scholarship, and OER at the university, shared the
following:

Open education has really been on the radar for the [libraries] for a long

time...Open education was a natural fit for that work. We know textbooks are

expensive. We know students face the digital divide, and a lot of these models of
access codes are a problem for students, even above finances. So, what can we do
to open up education? And open education is sort of the place where that lives.

Participant S2 was an OER library champion at C2. In addition to helping faculty
members locate OER to meet course learning outcomes, she had a particular role in
directing faculty outreach. She also spoke on access issues that the students were facing,
saying:

A lot of publishers are taking their content online. There’s things like access

codes... like inclusive access programs...So one of our strategies to try and

mitigate against that is through incentivizing and working with faculty to adopt or
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create OER. The expensive textbooks [sic] cost students money. And our goal

there is, you know, to ensure that every student has access.

Participant S5 from C2 explained that the main reason for her institution to start
the initiative is affordability. The initiative not only supports OER but also supports low
cost materials through the libraries:

All the data point to the fact that students really were struggling to afford their

[textbook] in many ways. The course materials and the cost of course materials

were becoming a true barrier to students, so of course [the OER initiative] is one

of those initiatives [to address the issue]. They support OER but they have also
supported faculty who have simply wanted to use free and low cost materials, and
this has included materials that are often held through subscriptions in their
library.

On their public websites and webinars, both universities say the main purpose of
their OER initiatives was to reduce costs for students. The university system of C1 stated
the goal of the initiative is to reduce the cost of higher education for the system students.
The library’s website stated that the OER initiative removes “cost barriers for students”
and also “allows unrestricted, immediate access to learning materials, increasing the
likelihood for students to complete their courses successfully.” C2’s university system
initiative also expressed goals of reducing the cost of course materials for students,
enhancing the discovery of library materials, and continuing to address affordability in
alignment with the university system’s strategic plan. Removing those barriers around the

digital divide, cost, and access contributes to student success.
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Theme 2: Mixed Effort: Top-Down and Grassroots. The second theme that
emerged for this research question was that the OER initiative was a mix of both top-
down and grassroots efforts. Eleven references across the three sets of data (i.e.,
interviews, focus groups, and documents) were coded to identify this theme. Figure 6
shows each data group cluster. Common themes were identified between the responses of
participants, focus groups, and documents.

Figure 6
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Note. An NVivo Analysis Diagram shows connected data sources and themes.
Of 24 data sources across the three sets of data (i.e., interviews, focus groups, and

documents), 11 from both case sites indicated the push to start the OER initiative
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involved mixed efforts: both top-down administration and grassroots activity from
faculty, staff, and students. The sub-themes presented in Figure 6 identify students as the
key driver to begin the OER initiatives; the librarians and faculty members started the
grassroots effort to address the affordability issue for students; the leadership also
increased priority of affordability initiatives from the university system level.

One librarian (S2) from C1 shared the following:

I've encountered sort of top-down support in some of the colleges and not so

much in the other ones. So it is a little bit of a mixed bag. I certainly feel there’s a

lot of momentum lower down the chain at, well, certainly, you know, people like

myself but also my faculty members...becoming sort of champions in speaking to
their colleagues, and [trying to] sort of build something within their own
departments. And then at the student level as well, I sense, like, a real appetite for
embracing OER... Yeah, they're very much a sort of a mixed bag, in terms of the
university level from our own sort of provost and everything else.

The faculty participant (P4) from the Humanities discipline in C2 indicated that
the initiative in her department came from an administrator who was a professor in the
same discipline. By the time the administrator mandated the initiative, the faculty
members in the department had already started the grassroot effort to create open
textbooks for their students to address the affordability issue. As a result, they quickly got
on board with the initiative. As P4 stated:

I think it is interesting that ours did come from an administrator because, in many

cases, it is grassroots, and my eyes were opened at that point to the many

instructors who were already doing this. You had already sort of tuned into this as
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an option. Because when that first committee came together to work on that first

textbook mandated by the President, so many of the people who volunteered to be

on that committee were already doing some version of our creation on their own.

And they brought that to the table and gave us all of their expertise, and that's

when they share their ideology.... For me, it came from a top-down mandate, but

I would say that most of the people... I know, I think it comes from a shared

sense of this ideology and along with a pressing need that they see in their

students. So I would say it often is more grassroots.

The discussions from the administrator focus group also reflects the combination
of grassroots efforts from the library and faculty members and having senior leadership
on board to keep the initiative alive and sustainable. The administrator participant A2,
who is the program manager for the university system initiative, spoke on the effort from
both administration and libraries:

I did mention that the region’s academic committee on libraries was talking about

open resources quite a bit before that. Also, we just got, at the time, a new

Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. And that’s the person who is

over the Executive Director...which is our library services department.... So, you

had librarians over here, especially the scholarly communications folks, but also
just the deans and the leaders. And then you had leadership at the system level
that was fully aware of exactly how we could address affordability, and it just
kind of came together.

In a cross-comparison between institutions, it is interesting to note that each

institution is unique in the manner of grassroots and top-down mixed efforts that started

65



their OER initiatives. The participants from C1 indicated there was more grassroots
movement in the institution; they had been very successful with the grassroots effort from
the libraries and the faculty level. The libraries identified the need of the students and
faculty and provided financial incentives through grant programs to support faculty to
adopt, adapt, or create OER. The faculty who were interested in saving students money
and sharing resources freely considered the incentive from the library as a “seed” to help
their projects keep going. The instructional designer participant (S3) also described a
successful OER project that was initiated by the university system office. It was an OER
collection project that was funded during the COVID pandemic to support the most high-
demand courses offered across the system institutions. Near 100 faculty and staff across
the university system, including librarians and instructional designers, had collaborated to
develop the OER collections. According to the system office’s website, the funding for
this initiative was allocated by the state legislature from federal relief funds. The faculty
received a stipend to create and curate the collection. C1 successfully worked with five
different instructors from five different institutions within the university system and
created an OER collection for a discipline within an aggressive timeline during the
summer.

Meanwhile, the participants from C2 acknowledged the role that the
administration played in the OER initiatives from the system level. In the focus group,
the administrator participant (A2) particularly discussed the importance of having upper
administrative support for the institutions in the system. When the initiative was included
in the strategic plan and made a strategic priority of the university, it helped get through

to faculty and sustain the initiative. Before the initiative was brought to the system level,
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there were librarians who were heavily engaged in OER projects with a pre-existing set
of grants. Meanwhile, there were faculty who were using OER for their courses. The
university had a “combined” passion for making learning more affordable across the
board.

Theme 3: Ideology and Interest in OER. The third theme that emerged for this
research question was people's ideology and interest in OER. Figure 7 shows the
common theme identified from the 9 sources of responses from participants and focus
groups.

Figure 7
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Note. An NVivo Analysis Diagram shows connected data sources and themes.

The theme patterns presented in Figure 7 identify that ideology and interest drove

people to start the grassroots effort for OER projects. The participants were interested in

OER and passionate about sharing, helping students, and enhancing student success.

Faculty participant P1 (from C1) stated that he is, “passionate about sharing.” He also

indicated that the primary reason he started his own OER initiative for his class was to

involve students in creating materials as part of the learning process.

[The main reason] is to have students solidify their knowledge by creating
something they are proud of... It’s a very good activity, and for me, it’s
invigorating to see what we learn together.

PS5 from C2 stated that, “I’m really interested in OER. I’ve always been interested

in OER. I’'m kind of a sharing person, so I like to have an opportunity to share what I

know...why would you learn something if you’re not going to share?”

OER:

The administrator from C1 had the following to say regarding his ideology about

I like the idea of the educational resources that we create. When we create
[educational resources], they should be open and shareable. And it makes sense to
me that we would also be taking advantage of open resources. In some ways, it
seems to echo what we want, when we do research at a higher education
institution, where we believe that research should go out there, it should be
accessible and shared, and something that others build off. And I think that that

same thing can apply to the resources that we use to teach.
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The librarian participant from C1 indicated that OER was a good sell to
“everybody at all levels” because the “big-hearted” benefits are “easy and obvious”—the
immediate benefit is to reduce the cost to students, but ultimately, the benefit is to help
students progress on their path toward graduation. He indicated that the idea easily
resonated with everyone. He also described the experience as “spiritual” because OER
was also something that people felt good doing and were excited to be involved in.

Research Question 1 Summary. There were three themes that emerged from
data analysis to answer the first research question. Both institutions started their OER
initiatives to remove barriers to student success. There were mixed efforts from the
administration, faculty, staff, and students in the process of starting initiatives, but each
institution was unique in terms of the efforts from top-down and grassroots. The analysis
also indicates that people’s ideology and interest in OER are a driver to initiating OER
practice.

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 was, “How do higher education institutions make OER
initiatives sustainable?” The purpose of the second research question is to discover the
sustainability model and successful practices for the institutions to sustain their OER
initiatives, through individuals’ roles and experience. The analysis identified three
common themes:

1. Provide a combination of institutional incentives and support
a. Sub-theme: Course release as compensation
b. Sub-theme: Nonfinancial incentives

2. Connect and partner with key players
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3. Implement faculty outreach strategies

Theme 1: Provide a Combination of Institutional Incentives and Support.
Across the analysis, a combination of institutional incentives and support was identified
as a successful practice of sustaining OER initiatives. At C1 (website), the university
libraries award grants to faculty to adopt, adapt, or create free or low cost alternatives to
expensive textbooks. There are four types of grants for which instructors can apply:
review an open textbook; develop innovative teaching and learning via open pedagogy
grants; redesign a course to incorporate an open textbook; and adopt an open textbook for
a department or a group.

At C2 (website), grants were provided by the system office’s affordable materials
initiative. There are two types of grants available at C2: transformation grants and
continuous improvement grants. The transformation grants provide financial support to
individual instructors, teams of instructors, and entire departments to replace existing
commercial textbooks and materials in a specific course with no- or low-cost-to-students
learning materials. The continuous improvement grants support projects that increase the
sustainability of open educational resources through substantial revisions and the creation
of new materials. Table 11 lays out the different types of grants provided from the two
institutions.

Table 11

Grants Provided from Two Institutions (Websites)

Institution ~ Types of Potential Descriptions Led by
code grants grantees
C1 Textbook  Individual Review an The libraries (in
review instructors ~ appropriate open collaboration with the
textbook for the office of digital
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Cl

Cl

Cl

C2

Innovative
teaching and
learning with

open
pedagogy

Adopt, adapt,
or create a

textbook

Department

or group
adoption

Adopt, adapt,
and/or create
OER grants
(including no
cost and low

cost
materials)

Individual
instructors

Individual
Instructor
S

Teams of
instructors
/
entire
departmen
ts

Individual
instructors
/teams of
instructors
/
entire
departmen
ts

class or a class in
the department

Incorporate open
pedagogy to
enhance learning
in which students
actively contribute
to open
knowledge;
cohort-based

Redesign a course
to incorporate an
open textbook to

replace the
required textbook

-OR- redesign the
course so there is

no required
textbook (and the
redesign must be
used for at least
three semesters)

Adopt at least one
open textbook to
replace the
assigned
textbook(s) for
two or more
classes for one
calendar year

Adopt, adapt,
and/or create
OER, such as open
textbooks and
ancillary
materials, and also
adopt library
materials, no cost
materials, and low
cost materials that
do not exceed $40
total per student

learning/academic
technology)

The libraries (in
collaboration with the
office of digital
learning/academic
technology)

The libraries (in
collaboration with the
office of digital
learning/academic
technology)

The libraries (in
collaboration with the
office of digital
learning/academic
technology)

The university system
office
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C2 Continuous  Individual Revise OER used  The university system

Revision instructors in existing office
grants /teams of  courses, create
instructors ancillary materials
/ for existing OER
entire courses, and/or
departmen  replace current
ts OER in courses
with
new/improved
OER

At C1, the libraries started out with a grant-funded model through successfully
seeking funding from internal and external grants. The libraries also collaborated with the
office of digital learning/academic technology to provide funds and support for faculty to
adopt, adapt, or create free or low cost alternatives to expensive textbooks. The
combination of incentives includes four different types of grants, as mentioned above.
The administrator participant A1 shared the following:

The best thing that has worked for us is a combination of incentives... The

textbook grants that the library has been offering for a long time, and open

textbook grants... There are also support programs to help with finding and
creating materials as necessary. So, a combination of incentive and support—I
think that's the critical thing now.

The librarian participant S2 (from C1) also spoke on successful practice relating
to the textbook and pedagogy programs:

[There are] a few different ways [to create a sustainable OER initiative]. Certainly

one of them is that we keep seeing applications for our [textbook grants]. You

know, that’s one of the key ways that we can measure our impact is by the
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number of professors that are applying to that program.... I’ll kick myself if I
didn’t mention this, but we have this program called [pedagogy program]. It’s
really cool, so I work with a few others in that. That’s been a really amazing
program.... It’s less perhaps, in some ways, about replacing the textbook and
more about bringing in those sort of, you know, those open, like, student-centered
practices into teaching and learning. And yeah, that’s another thing whereby we
can measure our impact: via the number of applications that we’ve received for
that program, and so on.

At the focus group, the faculty participant P2 from C1 shared how she benefited
from the two combined grants. The textbook grant was the first step for her to save
students money by adopting OER, and the cohort-based pedagogy program brought her
to the next level of understanding OER and how it could impact her teaching. Regarding
the pedagogy program, she said:

[It] was really beneficial that I was just kind of starting, whereas other faculty

members were kind of deeper into the process and [had] different knowledge and

levels of experience with OER. It was a place for us to all come together. There
was support from the folks at the library, who kind of led it and had a topic that
we would cover for each meeting. There’d be some readings, and they introduced
us to Hypothes.is, so that we could annotate the readings together [and] how to
learn from each other that way, as well. And it really opened my mind. It was like
the great next step after the textbook grant..., but then it really opened my eyes

and my mind in terms of the other types of OER, like creating reusable
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assignments, and these types of things that I hadn’t been aware of. So, it was a

really great flow in my learning process.

Sub-theme: Course Release as Compensation. In comparison to C1’s libraries-
led incentives and support, C2’s grants came from the university system office. Both
institutions provide combined incentives through different types of grants to support
faculty to adopt, adapt, or create OER. They also support faculty to use other no cost and
low cost materials through libraries. It is interesting to note the positive experience that
the faculty participant P4 (from C2) shared. She received good support through textbook
grants that combined with course release, which was listed on the grant proposal as part
of the budget plan. She taught in the two-year community college program at the
university and stated the following at the faculty focus group:

We do have a very robust support system from our system level. We actually have

an organization, which is part of the university system...and they started doing

what they call textbook transformation grants that were available to anybody
within the [university] system. I was actually on a team that got one of those early
grants.... Five or six faculty members get a course release and that, for us, was the
biggest need.

PS5 from C2 also shared the benefits received through textbook grants with course release:
The thing about me is—as I work for basically a community college version of
the university—we don't have a lot of time to do...research and grants. And we’re
not really paid to do research and grants. [The course release] is always really
wonderful, so instead of teaching five classes in a semester, I'll teach four and

have one of them, one of those classes, [written off] for doing the OER resource.
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One member checker indicated that it is worthwhile to address in this study that
course release is an important incentive for faculty to develop OER. When she worked at
another institution, she found that, “faculty did not participate in OER [activities] unless
they got an [grant name] or a course release from their dean.” Part of the reason for such
trends is that faculty salaries are very low at some institutions, so grants are the only way
some faculty can “make ends meet.” Meanwhile, faculty at other institutions who are
receiving adequate financial compensation may still be strapped for time to pursue any
professional endeavors that are not strictly “have to” status due to high teaching and
advising loads combined with expectations for conducting research, publishing, and
more. In those instances, a course release can be even more valuable than additional
monetary compensation, as it affords faculty time on the job to explore, learn, and
practice new skills in creating course content, which they would not have ability to do
otherwise.

Sub-theme: Provide Nonfinancial Incentives. Another sub-theme that emerged
for this research question is the need to provide nonfinancial incentives. The participants
from the two universities discussed how the nonfinancial incentives helped the initiative
keep going. The administrator participant Al (from C1) emphasized that the nonfinancial
incentive also contributed to sustaining the OER initiative as an extrinsic award to
incentivize faculty. He provided some examples that had been done successfully at the
institution: “having an award program,” “doing a spotlight series in the library,”

providing a plaque and commendation, and finding different ways to reward faculty.

75



The administrator participant A2 (from C2) spoke on tenure and promotion as
nonfinancial incentives that the university started looking into and how it could be
included in the policy:

We have been looking at [tenure and promotion] for a while. We had created a

framework for putting tenure and promotion into your guidelines as a committee,

or as a faculty member putting it into your application for tenure, which, you
know, which qualifies as service, which qualifies as teaching, that type of thing....

We had to wait for it to be approved, and it got approved, and now there’s a lot of

discussions going on about the merits of that policy. So we’ve done a lot of

waiting trying to get those guidelines out there, but we really hope to release them
soon.

The librarian participant S1 (from C1) also introduced other ways of incentivizing
faculty for OER engagement, through recognizing faculty in important promotional
materials, providing scholarship and public opportunities, and sending faculty to a
conference to share their work.

Theme 2: Connect and Partner with Key Players. The second theme that
emerged from the data analysis was connecting and partnering with key players. Key
players are the people who have a significant role in supporting and sustaining an OER
initiative in an institution. In a cross-comparison between institutions involving all three
types of collected data (i.e., interviews, focus groups, and documents), 11 key players
were identified (See Table 12). It is worth noting that the faculty participants from C2
also identified the grant office as a key player who provided training and support to

faculty with writing the proposals for a grant application.
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Table 12

Key Players in OER Initiatives

Key players

Case sites Quotes about the role of support

Administrators

Bookstore

Digital learning/academic
technology/center for
teaching and learning

Faculty and fellow faculty

Grant office

Instructional designer

Library

Marketing person

Project manager

Students/student
government association

2 ¢

Cl, C2 “chancellor;” “president;” “provost;”
“vice presidents for academic affairs;”
“the department chair/head;”
“associate dean for academic affairs;”
“vice president for ancillary services;”
“enabler”

99 <6

Cl1,C2 “not a profit center;” “completely
happy for faculty to adopt OER;”
“fantastic partners;” “help break down
barriers”

Cl1,C2 “LMS expertise;” “video production;”
“instructional design;” “faculty

training;” “provides funding;” “make
VR simulations”
C1,C2 “subject matter experts;” “move the

99 ¢y

needle;” “impactful” to peers; decision
makers on “whether they use or not
use OER;” share “equal commitment”
on OER projects

WY 6

C2 “provide trainings;” “pretty well
versed in helping people go through
that process;” “really helpful”

T3

Cl1,C2 “faculty training;” “pedagogical use of
OER;” course alignment; improving
accessibility of OER

Cl1,C2 “specialize in OER;” “providing
fundings;” “legal role” (copyright,
license expertise); “disseminating

OER”
C1,C2 “sales expertise;” “getting the word
out”
Cl, C2 “make sure you have a schedule;”

“make you accountable”

29 ¢¢

Cl1,C2 “come in with great ideas;” “student
perspective has been really useful”
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99 ¢

System office Cl1,C2 “Providing grants;
institutional repository;

provide
cheerleader”

99 <6

Note. Data were derived from a combination of participant responses and institutions’
public websites.

Participants from both universities identified 11 common key players to support
their OER projects: administrators, bookstore, digital learning/academic technology or
center for teaching and learning, faculty/fellow faculty, grant office, instructional
designer, library, marketing person, project manager, students/student government
association, and system office. In the administrator focus group, the participants
particularly discussed the importance of getting senior administrators on board because
they “play a huge role” in the OER initiatives. If the OER initiative can be part of the
strategic plan, it makes OER a strategic priority for the institution. In the two faculty
focus groups, all the faculty participants from C1 recognized the libraries and digital
learning/academic technology department or center for teaching and learning as their key
players who were crucial to the success of their OER projects. All the faculty participants
from C2 mentioned the system grant office as a key player that provided them with
helpful support to write grants. The faculty participants from both C1 and C2 discussed
their fellow faculty/professors as key players to work on the same OER project; they felt
that without collaboration and shared equal commitment from their fellow faculty, it
would not have been possible to finish their projects.

The two staff focus groups indicated the faculty members, the digital
learning/academic technology department/center for teaching and learning groups, the
marketing person, and the system office are all key players in their OER initiatives. The

focus group data complement the results from the individual interviews. It is interesting
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to note that the administrator participant A2 (from C2) indicated that it was particularly
effective to include instructional design support in the OER initiative because, “it will
immediately boost all of [faculty training], boost the institutional knowledge of
accessibility, and it will also boost your institutional knowledge of pedagogy in general.”
The instructional designer S3 (from C2) described one of her roles to support the OER
initiative was to help instructors effectively use OER through redesigning courses. She
indicated that it did not simply consist of replacing a textbook but that redesign projects
also “use the flipped approach to support active learning.”

Although all key players have different roles to fulfill in supporting OER
initiatives, they also have varied expertise and can lean on one another for support. Most
participants indicated that key players need to connect and work together. The
partnership model makes sustaining OER initiatives more likely. They commented that it
was not a one-person job, and it is not possible to work solo when it came to the use of
OER. To that end, the faculty participant from C1 shared these comments:

You cannot make OERs by yourself. It’s not a one-person job. I may be the one

that has the chemistry ideas...but the team developed this, [which] is

enormous.... Whenever I acknowledge my collaborators, it is usually a list of at
least 10 people that “I couldn’t have done any of this if they weren’t there.”

Because it does take a village, and it takes a village of grownups and kids. You

have to have the students.... Students come in with great ideas.

The library participant from C1 indicated that OER is something that needs to be,
“taken really seriously in the sense that open education is something that no one person

can do. Everybody has to do it together.” Another library participant from C1 made a
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similar point by saying, “trying to work solo is just not possible, absolutely not possible;
you have got to pull other folks on board.”

Theme 3: Implement Faculty Outreach Strategies. The third theme that
emerged from the data analysis was regarding faculty outreach strategies, as a successful
practice from both universities. In NVivo 12, the key word “outreach” appeared in 11
references across the three sets of data (i.e., interviews, focus groups, and documents), as
shown in Figure 8.

Figure 8

NVivo Analysis Word Tree

and we do a lot of , the money , all of that is
assigned specific departments , and we do . You know sort of cold calling
has a component of like direct education . Occasionally , a faculty Member
just reaching out kind of an and { everything else , and do it ,
logistical stuff and the advocacy , the h he said : my sentiment is
most effective tactic has been targeted Outre ac kind of thing and at our
of to expand sort of our or when we are recruiting . And
really most of my work is professors doing you know to discover
terms of when we are doing so you like targeted I reached
that's going to be responsible for < each of those departments so
to

with some workshops and doing some our we are assigned specific

Note. An NVivo analysis word tree shows the results as a tree representing the contexts in
which the word “outreach” occurs from the data sets.

C2 has a unique system-wide champion model to target faculty outreach. A
champion serves as an OER specialist and an advocate at each institution of the
university system. The champions work together to inform the institution about OER and
affordable resources. There are three OER champion roles in C2: a faculty champion, a

library champion, and a design champion. Data from the OER initiative website indicates
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that all the champions are volunteers. They serve as champions “out of the goodness of
their hearts.” The faculty champions from C2 were also grantees from the OER initiative.
They used no or low cost materials in their courses with OER. The library champion has
the OER expertise and works together with the faculty champion to identify, evaluate,
and provide access to affordable, library-subscribed, and open educational resources. The
design champion is an expert at open and OER-enabled pedagogy and also works with
faculty to help identify ways in which these can be implemented in courses using OER.
The three champions form an advocacy team to inform faculty, staff, and students about
the OER initiatives. The administrator participant from C2 spoke on how faculty outreach
was achieved through OER champions on each campus:

It all starts with the champions. I can’t get through to anybody at [the university]

unless the champions are getting the word out.... They get the word out to their

institutions about the grants that we can provide. They’1l also bring back feedback
for us on what’s happening at [the university]; what’s going through; why [things]
are doing well over here and not over there.

The C2 librarian participant, who was also a library champion, spoke further on
how the library champions support OER initiatives and target faculty for outreach. At C2,
librarians were assigned to specific departments. Each librarian can be the sole person for
OER for their department. She served as an OER trainer for all the librarians, hosted
panels, and planned events for open access week and open education week in an attempt
to reach out to faculty. She shared the experience of hosting panels and working with the

center for teaching and learning to facilitate a faculty learning community about OER:
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I think sometimes faculty want to hear from other faculty. So, a lot of the time I’'m
the trainer but other times I also host panel presentations so that they can hear the
most powerful thing [i.e., perspective from other faculty]. That gets them
motivated.
The faculty participant who is a faculty champion from C2 also shared how she
supported the initiative and made it sustainable through faculty outreach and education:
The main thing that I do is try to just spread the word, so we offer several
workshops a year. Usually, I collaborate with the OER librarian, who is very
proactive about this.... We have organized workshops for faculty, discussing how
to get started, every year. There are sessions run by the grants office on how to
apply for the [university system] grants. There are sessions on the idea of what
materials you can use; understanding copyright;... That's really [what] most of my
work is, outreach and education.
C1 uses very different but successful strategies for faculty outreach. The models
C1 uses are one-on-one and community-based outreach through the programs provided
by the libraries. The library participants in C1 discussed targeting faculty to reach out to
as an “effective tactic” to keep the initiative going and to bring new people to the
program. The library receives a book list from the bookstore with faculty reports on
textbooks for their classes. They identify specific courses that have a high impact or a
high enrollment and then reach out to the faculty members to offer a conversation about
the use of OER for their classes. The library participant describes the role as being “a

salesperson” for OER.
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In addition to one-on-one faculty outreach, another effective strategy shared by
the other librarian from C1 was community-based outreach through the programs. He
acknowledged the “door knocking” salesman approach and also spoke on the strategy of
“developing communities of practice.” One of the examples he shared was to provide a
program that focuses on creating “a genuine, open, no-agenda community.” Faculty can
come and talk about “what they are doing, what is exciting, and what challenges they are
feeling.” Another example was to create a more targeted program in which they can “talk
about everything, from access and digital equity, to why they should try out the grant
program, to privacy and security and online resources.” The participant described the way
they have made the initiative sustainable is to provide “easy points of entry” for faculty,
such as letting them sign into a webinar to hang out and chat with the librarians and
enabling them to “go all the way up” to apply for the grant programs to “do something
really big and powerful.” He indicates that this model has worked very well by “having a
lot of points of entry that feed into each other.”

Research Question 2 Summary. Both institutions provided a combination of
institutional incentives and support to sustain their OER initiatives. They both provide
grant programs for faculty to adopt, adapt, and create OER. C1 features a cohort-based
program that focuses on enhancing learning through open pedagogy practice. C2 provides
continuous improvement grants to support faculty revising OER in existing courses. In
addition to monetary incentives, the two institutions provide nonfinancial incentives as
extrinsic motivators to faculty. The key players in the OER initiatives play a significant
role in supporting faculty in the use of OER. All the participants indicate that connecting

key players to work together is crucial in order to leverage the expertise and experience
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in support of the initiative goals. However, the institutions use different strategies to
target faculty for outreach. C1 provided multiple points of entry to help faculty become
aware of and understand OER practice. In addition to a one-on-one sales approach to
target high-impact courses, C1 also implements community-based programs to provide
connection, education, and outreach. The system office, which C2 is part of, uses a
champions approach for faculty outreach. They identified champions that represent
different key players: faculty, librarians, and instructional designers. The champions
spread the word about the OER grants programs to the institution and bring back helpful
feedback to the office to continually improve the initiatives.
Research Question 3

Research Question 3 was, “What are the successes and challenges when
sustaining OER initiatives in higher education institutions?”” The purpose of the third
research question is to identify the successes and challenges when sustaining OER
initiatives based on the individuals’ experience. The six themes presented in Table 13
summarize three common themes for success that the institutions achieved as well as
three common themes for challenges that were identified during data analysis.
Table 13

Summary of Themes for Research Question #3

Common themes Summary

| | 1
Success: reducing costs for students Of 70 references across the data regarding

the success codes, 28 indicate the cost-
saving benefit impacted students.
Responses from both institutions’
participants indicate the success of cost-
saving for students in the institutions. The
document analysis also indicates millions
of dollars in cost savings in the two
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institutions.

Success: helping faculty rethink the Of 70 references across the data regarding

course and seek new ways of teaching the success codes, 27 indicate OER
practices helped faculty rethink how to
teach their courses by using OER.

Success: providing faculty freedom to Of 70 references across the data regarding

customize for teaching as they desire the success codes, 12 indicate OER
practice allows faculty to customize
resources for teaching.

Challenge: experiencing difficulty in Of 105 references across the data

getting faculty on board regarding the challenge codes, 66 indicate
the challenge of getting faculty on board
due to time and effort, inertia, and
continual outreach efforts.

Challenge: needing a master database to  Of 105 references across the data

increase OER discoverability regarding the challenge codes, 16
identified the need to have an all-
encompassing repository to allow OER
users to search and distribute OER.

Challenge: experiencing personnel Of 105 references across the data

turnover regarding the challenge codes, 10
identified personnel turnover as a
difficulty.

Theme 1 Regarding Success: Reducing Costs for Students. The first theme
regarding the benefits of OER initiatives was cost-savings for students. As the
administrator participant A1 (from C1) stated, “mostly, the benefit is cost.” The faculty
participants P2 and P3 from C1 shared that “cost saving” to students is one of the OER
benefits that they had seen positively impact their institution. It was also “the immediate
need that OER meets” for the institution, as the librarian participant from C1 shared. The
faculty participant P4 (from C2) described the cost-saving benefit that impacted her

students. She said that she “never gets tired of telling my students that they don’t have to
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buy a textbook.” The students are “usually very excited and very happy and very
surprised” to learn they do not need to purchase a textbook.

Responses from both institutions also indicate the success of cost-savings for
students in the institutions. The total savings is uncertain for C1, but the institution’s
website included a general report that millions of dollars in textbook cost savings are in
process. The annual amount saved at C2—more than $5 million—was reported on its
website, as well.

Theme 2 Regarding Success: Helping Faculty Rethink the Course and Seek
New Ways of Teaching. The majority of participants spoke on how OER engagement
helped faculty rethink their courses. The experience of using OER fulfilled faculty and
motivated them to seek new ways of teaching to help students learn better. The
administrator participant A2 (from C2) shared that the benefit of using OER is to “give
people the opportunity to take a look at their resources...take a look at their entire
course.” The faculty members may have been teaching in a certain way for a long time,
but selecting or creating OER to use in their courses will provide “the opportunity to take
a look at all the learning outcomes through the lens of affordability and see what they can
do.” He also shared his observation that a lot of faculty members “restructured their
entire courses, based on what they want their students to learn,” and he has seen “a lot of
transformational efforts and pedagogy as a result.”

Faculty participant P2 (from C1) indicated the use of OER helped her get creative
for teaching, and she realized that there are new ways of doing things:

I think learning as faculty, like learning new [ways]...maybe it’s not really new

but new to us, [a] new way of pedagogy.... Just realizing that there were different
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ways to do things, and you can get creative and... use these different resources....

The main takeaway is that you can provide these authentic assignments, authentic

projects for students to engage with, and also at the same time, the students are

saving money and resources.

Both instructional designer participants (S3 and S6) from the two universities said
the benefit of OER initiatives was to help faculty rethink how to teach their courses by
using OER. S3 conveyed what she heard from an instructor who talked about the benefit
of using OER: “What I heard from the instructor is that the course is much more
organized after, like, revamping everything [to use OER].” S6 shared, “I think the benefit
for faculty is they get to rethink how they teach, whether it’s in a psychology class or a
constitutional law class.”

The librarian participant from C2 also told a success story about a group of
chemistry faculty using OER to “overhaul” their classes. The positive experience in using
OER made them overhaul the class. “They started with one class, and they liked it so
much,” that they overhauled the lab for that class as a result and began working on the
next one. After a couple of semesters, the faculty members will be using OER across the
board in the curriculum.

Theme 3 Regarding Success: Providing Faculty Freedom to Customize for
Teaching as They Desire. The third theme relating to the benefits of using OER was the
affordance of freedom to customize resources for teaching. The librarian participant S2
(from C1) spoke on the “freedom benefit” that came from the Creative Commons license,

which enables faculty to “customize something so it makes sense for their pedagogy, for
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how they want to teach it.” OER has the advantage of allowing faculty to “remix a
chapter or add content to make it more engaging.”

The faculty participant P5 (from C2) shared her experience of transferring an
open textbook that she created into online templates in the Learning Management System
(LMS). The Creative Commons license on each page also helped other instructors know
how to use the resources and permitted them to modularly grab chapters and put them
into their courses:

I worked on a textbook, and then I worked on the template, and I had created the

textbook in [a Learning Management System] design template.... We could

seamlessly integrate chapters from the textbook into the online template that we
had created. So my dream of having something that I could modularly grab and
put into a class came true.... I also was the one who said, we need to put Creative

Commons [licensing] on so that everybody knows how to use this. Creative

Commons was amazing and great for us... and because we have the Creative

Commons template, it allows us to use that seamlessly.

Theme 1 Regarding Challenge: Experiencing Difficulty in Getting Faculty on
Board. The first theme about the challenges of sustaining OER initiatives was the
difficulty in getting faculty on board. There are several factors discussed among the
participants relating to this challenge: time and effort, inertia, and continual faculty
outreach.

Time and Effort. The faculty participant P2 (from C1) indicated that time was an
even bigger challenge for faculty than having an interest in OER, because OER need

constant updates to keep them current and relevant:
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I think the even bigger challenge is the time that’s found to redesign your class, so
that OER are able to fit in there, because it is a time-consuming process—and it’s
not something that you do once, and then you’re done. I’'m constantly looking for
new resources, or you have to update them to fit.
Another faculty participant P3 (from C1) shared her observation that very few instructors
who were early in their careers as faculty could afford to create OER because of effort-
related factors:

If it’s not going to advance your career, very few people are going to be able to

afford doing something like [creating OER]. I mean, if you look at those big OER

repositories, a lot of materials that are in there are published by older faculty or
faculty that have tenure, that are full professors [and] that don’t care anymore
about what anybody else might think.... So that needs to be factored in. Why is it
that this is being driven by late-career/late-stage career faculty? And I think the
reason for that is you can’t afford to do it in the beginning because you don’t
know if it’s going to be effective.

Inertia. This challenge is correlated with time and effort. The administrator
participant Al (from C1) shared that adopting a textbook is hard because of the idea of
change. Adopting an open textbook means faculty have to change many things and get
out of the comfort zone of how they “used to know how to teach.”

The faculty participant P2 (from C1) spoke on her motivation and willingness to
learn about different ways of teaching as a teaching professor. She indicated that it would
be a challenge for faculty members who have a research appointment to find time to try

something new because teaching is “not their main focus.” Changing a textbook was even
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challenging for her at the beginning because it was hard to move away from the idea of a
required book and “let go of that textbook.” It would be easier for people to “just
continue to do things the way they were doing [them] rather than try something new.”

The administrator participants from C2 also shared a similar challenge for faculty
members to engage with OER, “if it is not something that can be mandated.” This
concern was especially relevant during the COVID-19 pandemic. He also explained that
the role of the system office is to “provide support” for faculty instead of prescriptively
telling faculty, “teach with this OpenStax textbook.” The instructional designer
participant S6 (from C2) said that the greatest challenge she experienced in supporting
the OER initiative was “getting faculty outside the idea that ‘I’ve been doing this for 10,
15, 20 years or more.’” It was “by far the greatest challenge” that she had experienced
when working with faculty on redesigning courses.

Continual effort in faculty outreach. Another challenge to getting faculty on
board for the OER initiative is faculty outreach. Even though the two institutions had
successful practices in faculty outreach, participants also perceived faculty outreach as a
challenge. The librarian participant S1 (from C1) shared a barrier to bringing in new
people and getting people excited to build up a new program after the first couple of
years. He indicated that any new program would deal with this challenge after the first
year and would struggle to find ways to make the program fresh, find ways to bring in
new audiences, and find ways to amplify the voices of existing champions:

There’s an initial set of low-hanging fruit. People who were already excited will

do this work, and so you have this sugar high in your first year or two where, like,

everything's really cool and the campus newspaper’s writing stories about it and,
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like, it’s all going great. At some point, after your first couple of years, you have

picked the low-hanging fruit and it can be easy to hit a wall.

The administrator participant A2 (from C2) shared the challenge of
communicating across the board among many other institutional initiatives to get the
word out to faculty. He particularly spoke on “a huge barrier” around faculty outreach.
The university system had many great initiatives going on, but it might cause a
phenomenon known as “initiative fatigue.”

[Faculty] are getting bombarded with different requests, and they’re getting

bombarded with sales pitches.... Like, there are so many different things that will

kind of monopolize faculty’s time. So, communication across the board has been
really tough. We feel like we get to the folks who are heavily engaged in teaching
and learning quite a bit. We probably do not reach new faculty very well at all.

Theme 2 Regarding Challenge: Needing a Master Database to Increase OER
Discoverability. The third theme that emerged around the challenge of sustaining OER
initiatives was about OER discoverability. One of the challenges that prevent adoption of
OER in the literature is the difficulty of finding appropriate OER for specific learning
objectives. The faculty participant P5 (from C2) spoke on the need to have a “platform”
or database to increase OER’s discoverability. He shared that people can “create beautiful
OER projects,” but that they are not useful if they cannot be found when needed.

The faculty participant P1 (from C1) also shared his need to have an open
platform. Even though he uses WordPress and Google Sites for hosting OER, they are not

“a common system that was really open.”
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One of the member checkers indicated that there are lots of platforms in which to
discover OER, but the challenge as he views it is, “there is not one ‘mothership’ or, when
compared to a web search engine, a ‘Google.”” He also commented that “the absence of
an all-encompassing repository” caused OER users to search in many different databases
to “feel satisfied that they have conducted a thorough enough search of available OER in
their particular topic. This challenge is also correlated to the time and effort challenge of
sustaining OER initiatives, in that it takes time and effort for people to discover
appropriate OER.

Theme 3 Regarding Challenge: Experiencing Personnel Turnover. The
second theme that emerged from the data analysis about the challenges of sustaining
OER initiatives was personnel turnover. Turnover could happen for full-time OER staff
positions or any other key players who support OER initiatives (e.g., librarians,
instructional designers, administrators, etc.), and even student workers who co-created
OER with the faculty members.

The administrator participant A1 (from C2) shared a story about getting the
marketing office on board, but then the key player retired and now they “lost that voice,
and things have sort of sputtered a little bit.” The administrator participant A2 (from C2)
spoke on the challenge of turnover in leadership that occurs in many institutions:

One of the things that I will say is that a lot of OER programs get started, and they

think ‘okay, these grantees are going to be saving students this much a year—

imagine what that means for five years! Imagine what that means for 10 years!

And the tough thing about that is that turnover occurs a lot at institutions, and we

have had so many projects leads that blaze the trail on OER for their
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department...because they have that linchpin that leads on OER ... then that

person leaves or...giant budget cuts from COVID occur. And suddenly, they are

not here. When the leadership changes over, there’s a really big void.

The faculty participant P3 (from C1) also shared the challenge of the constant
turnover of student workers. It was one of the factors for her to consider every semester
when sustaining her OER practice:

Right now, I have a student who is really, really good.... When she graduates in

May, I’m going to be a little lonely unless I recruit a couple of other students to

pick up. You know that there’s constant turnover of students. There’s all kinds of

factors that you have to consider. Do you know who is going to be doing the work
next semester? Is this one going to leave me with projects that are unfinished?

[Etc.]

The document analysis from video presentations and webinars reflected on the
challenges of time and effort when sustaining OER initiatives, especially during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Recent media indicated that people are all overworked and need
support in the form of extra time to adopt, adapt, and create OER. It is interesting that
“structural silos” was identified as a challenge from the document data source. The
presenter of a video presentation, who was also the administrator participant from C2,
indicated that an amazing initiative could be stuck in the place where it started without
strong partners.

Summary
This chapter presents the research findings of different data collected from two

institutions (C1 and C2) through 14 individual interviews, five focus groups, and
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documents pulled from the institutions’ public websites. Data analysis revealed the main
reason that the two institutions started OER initiatives was to remove barriers around the
digital divide, cost, and access for student success. The participants from the two
institutions shared that the initiatives started with mixed efforts consisting of both top-
down and grassroots approaches. Ideology and interest in OER drove individuals to start
grassroots efforts to initiate OER practice.

Data analysis also illustrated the sustainability models and successful practices for
the two institutions to sustain their OER initiatives. Both institutions provided a
combination of institutional incentives and support to the faculty members. The
participants identified key players in each institution and indicated that OER adoption
and creation was not a one-person job. Key players need to be connected and work
together for OER sustainability.

Both institutions had been successful in faculty outreach, albeit with different
approaches. The effective tactic from C1 had been implementing faculty outreach
strategies. The courses that were targeted were specific ones that have high impact and
high enrollment. In addition to the door-to-door and one-on-one approach, the libraries in
Cl1 also focused on developing community through different programs, to provide faculty
multiple points of entry to the OER initiatives. C2 achieved faculty outreach through
OER champions who got the word out to each campus about OER initiatives. The
champions also provided education through workshops and sessions to help people
understand OER as well as promote the initiatives.

OER initiatives reduced costs for students and provided faculty opportunities to

rethink and customize their teaching, to make learning more authentic to students. One of
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the identified challenges was the difficulty of getting faculty on board with OER
initiatives due to time, effort, inertia, and continual effort in faculty outreach. Personnel
turnover was also a challenging factor in sustaining OER initiatives. Furthermore, to
sustain the OER ecosystem, there is also a need to have a master database for faculty to
easily search OER appropriate to their courses and make their OER discoverable to

others.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of the study is to understand how institutions sustain OER initiatives
by examining the experiences and perspectives of stakeholders or key players—faculty,
administrators, librarians, instructional designers, and other support staff who work on
the front lines of the OER initiatives as OER users, educators, and advocates. OER
adoption, adaptation, and creation require many types of support—administrative,
technological, instructional design, and librarian—to provide faculty with a solid
foundation for the effective use of OER in the institutions.

OER is free to students or users, but it costs time and effort to produce. In
addition to time and effort, OER development also requires technical ability, open
licensing, and instructional design expertise to increase the effectiveness and usability of
the content. Higher education institutions that are successful in sustaining OER initiatives
recognize the importance of incentives that empower educators to create high-quality
OER through institutional support, funding, and other means of compensation (e.g.,
course release/time). They have allocated funds and established OER initiatives to
encourage educators to invest in OER development. For the initiatives to be sustainable,
to realize the potential impact of OER, and to meet the strategic goals for student success,
institutions must make a continued effort to provide faculty incentives, target faculty for
outreach, and provide a stable support infrastructure.

Besides being a driver of student success for the institutions to start OER
initiatives, people’s ideology and values (i.e., a belief that OER can positively impact
students’ learning, a willingness to share knowledge, a desire to help students, and an

enthusiasm for supporting the open education community) also contribute to
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sustainability. When individuals within the institutions have ideologies and values
aligned with OER, it increases institutional buy-in from key players such as students,
administrators, faculty members, and support staff who could lead the top-down and
grassroots effort to increase the use of OER in the institutions. Ultimately, this has the
potential to increase the number of students who could benefit from OER. Sustaining
OER initiatives also requires partnership and connection among key players, who serve
crucial roles by leveraging their various types of expertise: subject matter, technology,
instructional design, copyright, open licensing, direct faculty outreach, etc.

This chapter presents the interpretation of findings from the research and
discusses each theme based on each research question through the thematic analysis.
Future research directions are also discussed to provide insights into new areas of interest
for researchers to explore.

Discussion of Findings

There are many intriguing findings that are in line with the current literature and
also shed some light on how to sustain OER initiatives in higher education institutions.
The findings were tied back to the goal of the study by answering the research questions:

1. How do higher education institutions make decisions regarding starting
and implementing OER initiatives?

2. How do higher education institutions make OER initiatives sustainable?

3. What are the successes and challenges when sustaining OER initiatives in
higher education institutions?

Driving Force Behind the OER Initiatives
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The literature indicates that the driving force for disruptive innovation is
generated from the customer’s demands from low-end markets (Bower & Christensen,
1995). As discussed in Chapter 1, OER is identified as a disruptive innovation and has
the potential to impact education by significantly lowering student costs, stimulating
pedagogical innovation, and meeting the needs of diverse learners. The first research
question was posed to discover what the selected institutions’ driving force was, in the
decision to start OER initiatives. Findings indicate that student success is the key driver
for institutions to start OER initiatives. As demands grow to reduce the cost of education
and remove barriers around student success, two selected institutions shared the same
vision and goals to increase student success through OER initiatives.

A commonality across the universities in this study is that a combination of
efforts was needed to start OER initiatives. First, there was a grassroots effort from
faculty and staff. The participants in C1 indicated a successful grassroots movement to
make OER sustainable, which refers to a community-based effort from OER users and
advocates who come together of their own accord to start the OER initiatives from the
bottom up. The libraries collaborate with the digital education and academic technology
office (commonly known as the Center for Teaching and Learning) to provide incentives
and support meant to encourage faculty members to adopt, adapt, and create OER.
Faculty and support staff who are engaged in OER initiatives are fully aware of the
potential benefits of OER besides affordability. They engage students with open
pedagogy, which allows students to take ownership of content, and involve them in
creating OER that improves the next iteration of the course. Additional top-down efforts

from the system office were based on the identified need to reduce the cost of higher
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education for students system-wide, especially during the COVID pandemic. This top-
down effort took the form of starting system-wide OER collections for high-demand
courses.

Participants from C2 had a slightly different experience but also acknowledged
the combined top-down and grassroots movements to start OER initiatives. The C2
university leadership provides incentives and support for faculty who adopt, adapt, and
create OER. The OER initiative was part of the university’s broader strategic plan, which
in effect, made OER a priority of the university. When an OER initiative became
mandated in a certain department, the faculty members who had already started
grassroots efforts responded quickly and volunteered to be on the initiative committees.

Grassroots efforts are driven by individuals’ ideologies and interests in OER. The
faculty, administrators, libraries, instructional designers, and other support staff who are
in the OER trenches by creating OER, using OER, teaching others about it, and
advocating for it, tend to share a common ideology and belief in OER. They are
passionate about sharing knowledge, helping students, and acknowledging the
community of practice outside of institutions. Those motivators relating to ideology and
interest are important factors in sustaining OER initiatives. Findings reveal that intrinsic
motivation and ideology in OER is the primary driver of individuals’ effort in OER
practice. People who share a common belief in the potential impact of OER to increase
student success are usually the ones who start grassroots movements.

It is also important to note that a shared vision or ideology between administrators
and faculty regarding the value of OER and its potential impact on student learning likely

leads to a smooth launch and more faculty buy-in to participate in OER initiatives. A
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faculty participant from C2 indicated a top-down decision came from the administrator
who mandated the department to create an open textbook for a high-enrollment course.
Since the faculty members had already started grassroots efforts to address the
affordability issue for their students, many people were already on board and volunteered
to participate in the initiatives. Findings indicate that it is important to have a grassroots
effort from the bottom up, but effort from the top down is also needed to sustain
grassroots efforts in OER initiatives.

Unpacking Successful Practices in Sustaining OER Initiatives

Funding. The literature suggests that OER initiatives were sustained by funding
models, as discussed in Chapter 2. The 2018-2019 Connect OER annual report from
SPARC (2019), which includes data from 132 institutions in the United States and
Canada, reveals that a majority of institutions (n = 50) use institutional general budget,
library general budget, and library special funds as the common funding sources for OER
programs. The selected institutions in this study have their own funding models to
support faculty in adopting, adapting, and creating OER.

Cl1 features a library-led OER initiative that collaborates with the Digital
Education and Academic Technology Office, which is commonly known as the Center
for Teaching and Learning. According to the participants, C1 has a sustainable funding
model, including successfully seeking both internal funds from the campus level and
external grants such as from the Institute of Museum and Library Services. C2’s OER
initiative is funded by the system office. The participants from C2 indicate that the
startup funding was from the state government, which initially focused on reducing the

cost of textbooks for students across the system. Because of the successful outcomes of
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implementing OER, the initiative received funding year after year. Sustaining funding is
important for C2, as it ensures the institution is a good steward of the resources. They
also consistently share its outcomes data with the public.

Incentive-Based Practice: Financial and Nonfinancial Incentives. As
discussed earlier in this chapter, OER is free to students or users, but it is expensive to
produce because it takes time and effort. Even though an individual’s intrinsic motivation
can spark the movement because key players are driven to engage in OER by ideology
and interest in OER, extrinsic incentives such as financial and nonfinancial motivators
can keep the effort going. Both institutions provide incentives to support faculty through
different grant programs. C1 provides multiple entries into OER engagement through
incentive grants: textbook review, pedagogical practice on OER, and open textbook
adoption, adaptation, and creation. The potential grantees include individual faculty
members, a team of faculty members, or an entire department. C2 also provides varied
financial incentives to support faculty adopting, adapting, and/or creating OER, such as
textbook grants and OER-based course revision grants. Faculty participants
acknowledged the helpfulness of the financial incentives to allow them to use the funds to
fulfill their teaching goals.

Course Release. Through member checking and data analysis, it became clear
that participants feel course release is an important incentive and worth being addressed
in the study. Course release permits faculty to have a reduced teaching load under their
normal appointments when engaging in OER projects. When the money runs out, or there

is no financial incentive to provide at the institutions, course release is a helpful way to
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support faculty to develop OER. It also helps faculty to invest the time needed to achieve
higher levels of OER quality.

Faculty Recognition through Professional and Scholarship Opportunities for
Career Advancement. When discussing with participants what had worked well when
implementing OER initiatives at the institutions, one common finding was that the
universities provided multiple recognition opportunities in addition to their grants/awards
programs. The participants identified the following recognition ideas that worked well in
their institutions. The first two can contribute to the faculty’s tenure, promotion, and
career advancement.

e Take the redesigned course with OER and turn it into a publication.

e Provide opportunities for professional development, particularly participating in
conferences to present their OER projects.

e Feature faculty’s standout projects in the featured speaker series and share out the
success with the institution or even system-wide audiences.

e Recognize faculty in important promotional materials.

It is interesting to note that one faculty indicates many OER published in the
repositories were created by late-career faculty or faculty who had tenure. Because OER
adoption and development requires much time and knowledge to accomplish well, early-
career faculty may not be able to afford investing the requisite amount of time and effort
or may hesitate to participate in OER initiatives if the project does not help them with
career advancement. Providing professional and scholarship opportunities will also

encourage early-career faculty to engage with the initiatives for their career advancement.
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Institutional Support. OER adoption and development require institutional
support to help faculty successfully use OER to achieve their instructional goals, which
ultimately will benefit student learning. Two selected institutions identified 11 key
players or partners who fulfilled significant functions in implementing and sustaining
OER initiatives (listed alphabetically): administrators, bookstore, digital
learning/academic technology or center for teaching and learning, faculty/fellow faculty,
grant office, instructional designer, libraries, marketing person, project manager,
students/student government association, and system office.

Key Player: Administrators. The findings reveal the importance of receiving buy-
in or support from administrators. Faculty and OER advocates can lead successful
grassroots efforts to increase student success. With support from upper administrators,
the initiatives can be taken to the next level through an implementation team and all-
campus/system roll-out. The faculty will receive more support from an implementation
team who can provide OER, technical, and course design expertise.

Key Player: Bookstore. Participants from the two institutions acknowledged the
partnership and positive experience working with campus bookstores. Campus
bookstores also work on the front lines with the students. They have a common goal with
the OER initiatives: provide students with affordable access to materials. A librarian
participant provided an example of a working relationship with the campus bookstore and
library. The library receives a book list from the bookstore about reported textbooks from
all the classes. The libraries can target faculty outreach based on the list to identify high-
enrollment courses that may benefit from open textbook adoption. Bookstores also can

support low cost printing to meet the needs of students who want to have a print copy of
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open textbooks. If faculty members report the textbook information to the bookstore, the
bookstore can label the open textbook on the book list to help with marketing and
promotion.

Key Player: Digital Learning/Academic Technology or Center for Teaching and
Learning. Participants from both universities identified the crucial role of the Digital
Learning/Academic Technology Office in supporting faculty’s use and development of
OER. Depending on each university, this type of office may also be named the Center for
Teaching and Learning. Some research universities may also call it the Center for
Teaching Innovation. The office usually provides faculty support and development
through instructional technology, course design and development, and pedagogies. They
can supply a team of experts to help faculty design and develop OER. The faculty
participants from both universities also indicated that the office provided technical,
instructional design, and development services such as virtual reality (VR) simulation
development, integrating an open textbook into an LMS, making the OER content more
engaging and interactive, etc. The participant from C1 associated with the office also
described their participation in running an open-source homework system to help
students. The participants from C2 who work at the office also described their role in
moving courses online to be designed and structured to promote student learning during
the pandemic.

Key Player: Faculty/Fellow Faculty. Faculty are OER users who control the
decision on what textbook will be used for their classes. The role of faculty is essential in
OER initiatives. Multiple participants, including administrators, librarians, and

instructional designers, indicate that their common role is to support faculty but not to be
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decision-makers for OER adoption. Continuing to have new faculty’s buy-in for OER
adoption is another important factor in sustaining OER initiatives. Both faculty
participants from the two institutions commented on the crucial role of fellow faculty
when developing OER projects. The collaboration and shared commitment made the
projects successful.

Key Player: Grant Office. 1t is interesting to note that the faculty in C2 also
identified their grant office as a key player who provided grant application training and
assisted them with grant applications. The participants shared their positive experiences
working with the grant office and acknowledged their expertise. At C2, the grant office is
built into the grant application process. Faculty go through the grant office to submit the
application. It shows the importance of working with the grant office in the process for
C2.

Key Player: Instructional Designer. Based on the data analysis, the role of an
instructional designer is perceived as informing/advocating, educating, and assisting
faculty in integrating OER into their courses. Informing includes advocacy to faculty
members who are interested in OER. Quality OER on its own does not necessarily lead to
improved learning outcomes. Educating includes assisting faculty to use OER effectively
or with appropriate pedagogical intent through individual consultations or training (e.g.,
how to use OER to achieve the learning outcomes of a particular course; encouraging a
shift in pedagogy from traditional practice to student-centered pedagogy; how to improve
the accessibility of OER). Some participants also indicate that instructional designers

understand faculty’s needs because they work closely with faculty, so the instructional
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designer’s perspectives are helpful to be considered in the institutional OER committee’s
decision-making process.

Key Player: Librarians. Librarians are OER advocates and have expertise in the
best practices of OER. Their knowledge of resources, databases, open licensing,
attribution, and tools to share OER can help faculty identify and share quality materials
and engage effectively. In many universities, librarians lead OER initiatives and advocate
the value of helping students make course materials more affordable. The librarians in
both selected institutions are leaders and champions who have everyone’s ear in
supporting OER initiatives with various key players. They provide workshops and
organize panel discussions, engage in faculty outreach, work with bookstores, and
collaborate with the office of digital education/academic technology to get faculty the
support needed to use OER effectively in their courses. They play a critical role in
sustaining OER initiatives.

Key Player: Marketing Person. The librarian focus group from the two
institutions discussed the need to have a specific role in marketing to promote the OER
initiative in order to reach out to more faculty. They indicated the challenge of “getting
the word out”, especially in large research institutions. Without the upper administrators’
support or having the initiative as a strategic institutional priority, it would be more
challenging to get the OER initiatives through to faculty. A marketing person who
focuses on strategic communication will help promote events and initiatives, for example,
contributing to program newsletters or promoting the program through social media such

as tweets and Facebook mentions.
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Key Player: Project Manager. An OER project can be massive, especially for
OER development, such as writing an open textbook. The project manager role came up
multiple times in data analysis. In C1’s OER grant proposal, the project manager is
named as the project lead by the OER grants applicant. The instructional designer
participant from C1 also described her role as an instructional designer and project
manager in one as she created an OER collection for a system initiative. Assigning a
project manager role in an OER development team would help to communicate with
stakeholders in a project and hold people accountable.

Key Player: Students/Student Government Association. The common goal of
OER initiatives is student success. Including students in OER initiatives is therefore
essential. C1's student engagement in the OER initiative focuses on teaching innovation
with open pedagogy. Faculty can also involve students in creating OER. They not only
use OER as resources but also develop OER in the process. One example from the faculty
participants is to co-create authentic renewable assignments for future students to use.
The administrator participant from C2 spoke on the power of involving students in the
conversation. One story he shared was that students were able to bring the administration
on board to get the OER initiative started in another land grant university in the system.
The two examples demonstrate the importance of involving students in OER practice and
conversation.

Key Player: System Office. Based on the discussions from the administrator focus
group, the system offices in the two selected institutions have very different efforts in
support of OER initiatives. Even though there is no system-level funding for C1, the

system started the effort to create curated OER collections for the most frequently-taught
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courses across the system’s colleges and universities right after the pandemic. The
administrator participant indicated that the initiative made a big and successful impact in
reducing the cost for the system students. Without sufficient resources, the system office
took the strategy to pull together task forces across institutions to provide instructional
support. C1 was one of the institutions that provided instructional design and library
services. The administrator and instructional designer participants indicated the project
was a successful one. The system office of C2 provides funding for faculty to adopt,
adapt, and create OER. It also implements the concept of OER champions at each
university to advocate for OER and promote grant opportunities. The common effort
from the two university systems is to pull together resources across institutions to form
impactful teams to achieve the goal of the initiatives.

Faculty Outreach Strategies. Faculty outreach is important but always
challenging for a large research institution because there are many different departments
and colleges. The librarian participants from C1 discussed effective faculty outreach
strategies to keep their initiative going and to bring new faculty to the programs.
Strategies include targeting high-enrollment courses, as well as instructors who are
interested in OER, and offering a one-on-one conversation; creating community-based
outreach through informal group conversations; reaching out to faculty who are interested
in OER; and providing structured programs for faculty who are ready to use OER. All the
programs work together to reach the goals of increasing the number of faculty who use
OER and eventually increasing the number of students who benefit from the programs.
The system office, which C2 is part of, uses a champion strategy in its outreach effort.

They seek out and form champions from among the key players (e.g., faculty, librarians,
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and instructional designers) at each institution. The champions spread the word to the
institution about OER grants programs and bring back helpful feedback to the office that
helps to continually improve the initiatives. All the strategies are quite successful, but
participants from the two institutions also voiced some challenges of continued effort for
faculty outreach. The land grant research institutions are big and sometimes well-funded.
The effort to continue to bring awareness to faculty about OER initiatives is a challenge.
Even though a successful faculty champion of OER adoption can amplify the voice of the
OER rallying cry, getting the message through to faculty throughout different
departments is sometimes difficult. Partnerships and coordinated efforts among key
players are needed to expand outreach for OER through word of mouth, newsletters, and
other media channels.

Effective sustainability practices were discussed in this section. Analysis of the
role of key players in OER initiatives reveals that each key player has different expertise
and plays an integral part in sustaining OER initiatives. Participants indicate that
sustaining OER initiatives requires partnership and connection among key players to
ensure faculty access to appropriate resources and support. Intentional partnerships also
break the structural silos and increase awareness and understanding of the values and
potential impact of OER on teaching and learning. The power of incentives (financial and
nonfinancial), combined with institutional support from the connected key players, will
likely create a sustainable OER initiative. Faculty outreach efforts also help facilitate the
university community’s understanding of the OER initiative. They also increase
awareness about OER incentives, programs and impact. Faculty outreach efforts should

eventually increase OER adoptions and keep the initiatives going.
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Limitations and Future Directions

This study focuses on sustaining OER initiatives in land grant research
institutions. The findings may provide insight into the issue of sustainability at the
research institutions, but they may not be generalizable to all universities, such as
colleges and teaching institutions. The challenges in sustaining OER initiatives revealed
from this research were in line with the current literature, such as difficulty in getting
faculty on board due to the time and effort they would need to invest in OER practice to
engage in OER use effectively. The successful practices unpacked from the findings may
shed some light on how to address implementing and sustaining OER initiatives in other
types of universities. However, research institutions also face significant challenges in
sustaining OER initiatives, such as faculty outreach. Research institutions usually have
larger faculty populations, different departments, and colleagues, which may require
more investment in faculty outreach efforts. As indicated by one of the administrator
participants, faculty may also experience “initiative fatigue” since faculty in research
institutions that are well-funded with lots of resources will likely be asked to learn about
and participate in many other initiatives that would occupy their time and energy.

While this research explored how institutions sustained their OER initiatives and
unpacked the successful sustainability practices from the two selected institutions, there
are other important issues that can be further investigated. Those individuals identified as
key players in sustaining OER initiatives work within the institutional context to serve
the goals of the universities and their initiatives, including OER initiatives. But there are
also other important players outside of institutions who could potentially impact the

sustainability of institutional OER initiatives, such as government and organizations.
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Government agents who could impact OER sustainability include policymakers who may
pass legislation that supports OER development for statewide OER initiatives.
Organization players could include nonprofit and profit companies that create OER and
help to create services and technology tools to host or distribute OER. Engaging external
key players could also help institutions seek out funding opportunities, tools, and
resources to support OER creation and practice. Exploring the roles of external key
players for institutional OER initiatives would be interesting and valuable.

Toward the end of the writing process for this study, a participant and member
checker provided an update on the shift of the OER initiative at C2. She indicates that the
OER initiative will be even more sustainable through its integration with other initiatives,
such as using OER as evidence of supporting student equity in Diversity, Equity, and
Inclusion (DEI) initiatives for low Education and Socioeconomic Status (ESS) students.
Another example she provides is to use open pedagogy to improve student learning
outcomes as evidence of supporting student success. As higher education institutions
move forward in merging initiatives, researchers have an opportunity to explore the topic
of OER sustainability as it connects to other initiatives that drive OER.

There are also challenges of sustaining OER initiatives that were raised in this
research but left unanswered. The discussion of successful faculty outreach strategies and
incentive-based practices addresses some of the questions about how to get faculty on
board with OER initiatives, but other challenges, such as the absence of a master database
to increase OER discoverability, warrants further investigation. Two member checkers
especially commented on this absence of “an all-encompassing” database. Most OER

users currently have to conduct a thorough search in many different OER repositories to
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find an appropriate OER for their particular topic or to find necessary resources to create
their own OER. Investigating ways to increase OER discoverability would be an
interesting and important topic to investigate in future research.

Conclusion

This study explored how institutions sustain OER initiatives by examining the
experiences and perspectives of stakeholders or key players—faculty, administrators,
librarians, instructional designers, and other support staff who work on the front lines of
OER initiatives as OER users, educators, and advocates. Textbooks are a significant
portion of the education costs for students. Many institutions have recognized the need to
reduce the cost of textbooks and seek internal and external funds to implement OER
initiatives to mitigate the issue. The number and scope of OER initiatives are growing in
U.S. higher education institutions. However, even when OER initiatives are well funded
and OER adoptions are taking place within the institutions, it does not mean the
initiatives will be self-sustaining. What will happen if funds and grants run out? Many
grant-funded initiatives end up falling by the wayside, and the challenge of sustaining
OER initiatives in U.S. higher education persists.

The findings of this study indicate that individuals’ ideology and belief in OER
drive them to lead grassroots OER efforts in their institutions. Top-down support from
administrators also contributes to the effort of starting and sustaining OER initiatives.
One implication is that administrators’ buy-in is very important and support from upper-
level administration can help initiatives grow and reach more faculty. Those faculty who

are interested in OER and are ready to adopt OER will be on board. They likely will

112



become champions and ambassadors to promote the initiatives and explain the value of
OER to their departments and colleges.

This study also analyzed the experiences and perspectives of faculty,
administrators, librarians, instructional designers, and other support staff in sustaining
OER initiatives from two public, land grant institutions. The two institutions have used
influential practices to sustain their OER initiatives. By examining their successful
practices and publicly sharing the findings, this study provides implications for many
other institutions to grow their OER initiatives. Cross-comparison between the
institutions found common themes as well. The findings indicate that a continued effort
to provide faculty incentives (financial and nonfinancial) is important. Targeting faculty
for outreach is a helpful strategy for land grant research institutions. The office that starts
the initiatives can allocate resources across the campus to support sustainability and
outreach. Key players in the initiatives need to work together to leverage expertise and
resources to continue the initiative programs in order to provide stable infrastructure
support. U.S. higher education institutions continue to face challenges in sustaining OER
initiatives within this changing world. Budget cuts from the COVID-19 pandemic and
personnel turnover can lead to unavoidable sustainability issues. The absence of a master
database for users to find or distribute OER is also an ongoing obstacle for people to
discover, share, and use OER.

This research contributes to the body of OER initiative sustainability literature for
future research in higher education. While the findings of the research on particular

sustainability practices may not be generalizable to all universities such as teaching

113



universities and colleges, it offers insight into the sustainability issue of OER initiatives

for research institutions overall.
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APPENDIX A

Informed Consent

University of Missouri

Sustaining Open Educational Resources (OER) Initiatives in
Higher Education: Case Studies and Analysis

Dear OER Champions, Leaders, and Supporters,

| am a Ph.D. candidate in the School of Information Science &
Learning Technologies at the University of Missouri-Columbia. |
warmly invite you to participate in my dissertation

research: Sustaining Open Educational Resources (OER)
Initiatives in Higher Education: Case Studies and Analysis. The
purpose of this study is to understand how individuals (e.g.,
administrators, faculty, librarians, instructional designers, and
other support staff) in higher education institutions sustain Open
Education Resources initiatives. You are being asked to
participate in this research because your institution has an
influential or exemplary case on sustaining OER initiatives.

Your participation in this study is voluntary, and you may
withdraw your participation at any time for any reason. If you
take part in this study, you will be asked to complete a Zoom
interview and a focus group. Either interview or focus group
should take 45-60 minutes. Although you will not directly benefit
from this study, it has been designed to learn more about the
best practice for sustaining OER initiatives in higher education.
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| understand you are busy, so as a token of appreciation for your
time, | would like to offer you a $20 digital gift card for
participating in an interview and another $20 digital gift card if
you are willing to participating in the focus group after the
interview. Upon the completion of the interview and focus group,
you will be emailed a link with instructions.

Every effort will be made to ensure the information you provided
remains confidential. Your personal information and interview
data will be securely stored in a restricted-access folder on
Microsoft OneDrive, an encrypted, cloud-based storage system.
Any identifiable information obtained in connection with this
study will remain confidential. Per University of Missouri policy, the
research records must be retained by the investigator for at least
seven years after completion of the study. Your data will be kept
for seven years and destroyed from the storage system after the
study is complete. The de-identified transcripts will be uploaded
for public sharing in a data repository. The de-identified data can
be discovered and used by other researchers and any member
of the public for any reason. The purpose of sharing the data
publicly is to promote the transparency of research and reduce
the costs associated with future research.
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You can decline to participate in any part of this study of any
reason and can end your participation at any time. If you have
questions about the research study itself, please contact the
Principle Investigator Grace Zhou Seo at zhousi@missouri.edu. If
you have questions about your rights or would simply like to
speak with someone other than the research team about
questions or concerns, please contact the Campus Institutional
Review Board Office of Research University of Missouri (482
McReynolds Hall University of Missouri Columbia, MO 65211) at
573-882-3181 or UMCRESEARCHCIRB@missouri.edu.

| appreciate your consideration of this invitation to participate in
my research on OER initiative sustainability!

By signing below, you agree to participate in this study. You
indicate that you will participate in the study described above. Its
general purposes, the particulars of involvement, and possible
risks have been explained to my satisfaction. Please be sure to
retain a copy of this form for your records. A PDF version will be
available to download after submission.

To sign, please type your full name into the text below. If you do
not wish to participate, please close this browser window.
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Please also sign using your signature.

clear

Today's Date:

| Month ‘ Day |

Year

Please
Select:
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APPENDIX B
Recruitment Email
Hello,

I’m writing to warmly invite you to participate in my dissertation study-- Sustaining
Open Educational Resources (OER) Initiatives in Higher Education: Case Studies and
Analysis through a one-hour interview and a one-hour focus group. Your participation is
completely voluntary. As a researcher, I respect your knowledge and experience on OER,
and I hope to learn more about them.

I understand you are busy, so as a token of appreciation for your time, I would like to
offer you a $20 digital gift card for participating in an interview and another $20 digital
gift card if you are willing to participate in the focus group after the interview. Upon the
completion of the interview and focus group, you will be emailed a link with instructions.

By following the link below, you will be able to access the consent form for the study
approved by the MU IRB office (#2072563). The form also provides more information
about the study.

Follow this link to the Consent Form:
Take the Survey

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
https://missouri.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_a9pKV04n2Kwnplk

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at
zhousi@missouri.edu.

I appreciate your consideration of this invitation to participate in my research on the OER
initiative sustainability!

Respectfully,

Grace Z. Seo
Doctoral Candidate
University of Missouri
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APPENDIX C

Interview Questions

1.

(98]

Would you share a little bit yourself and how did you become interested in
involving in Open Educational Resources initiative at your institution?
What are the main reasons for your institution to start the initiative?
Would you like to share your experience with OER initiative overall?
What are the benefits and challenges that you have seen OER have impact for
your institution?

What are the barriers that you have seen to sustain OER initiatives?

What have worked very well when implementing OER initiatives at your
institution?

What else have you experienced when sustaining OER initiatives?

How do you define a successful sustainable OER initiatives?
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APPENDIX D

Focus Group Questions

Faculty Group

1.

Would you share a little bit yourself including your names and disciplines in your
institution?

2. We have a diversity of professors who teach in different disciplines here. Would
you provide your insights on how and why you have participated in the OER
initiative in your institution?

3. Both of your universities have received some level of University System support
to help faculty implement OER. Would you describe this type of support?

4. Who are the key players to support your OER projects in your institution? How
did they successfully support your OER projects?

5. As a faculty member, what do you think are the critical factors that lead to a
successful OER initiative?

6. How do you ensure the quality of OER in your classes and how do you maintain
the quality for future semesters?

7. As an OER veteran or OER champion, what is your advice to your fellow
professors who just started or are going to start implementing OER in their
courses? How to help them sustain their OER practice?

Support Group

1. Would you share a little bit yourself including your names and your roles in your
institution?

2. Would you provide your insights on how and why you have participated in the
OER initiative in your institution?

3. Both of your universities have received some level of University System support
to help faculty implement OER. Would you describe this type of support?

4. Who are the key players to support your OER projects in your institution? How
did they successfully support your OER projects?

5. What do you think are the critical factors that lead to a successful OER initiative?

6. How do you ensure the quality of OER in your classes and how do you maintain
the quality for future semesters?

7. As an OER veteran or OER champion, what is your advice to your fellow
professors who just started or are going to start implementing OER in their
courses? How to help them sustain their OER practice?

Admin Group
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10.

1.

12.

13.
14.

15.

Would you share a little bit yourself including your names and your roles in your
institution?

Would you provide your insights on how and why you have participated in the
OER initiative in your institution?

Both of your universities have received some level of University System support
to help faculty implement OER. Would you describe this type of support?

Who are the key players to support your OER projects in your institution? How
did they successfully support your OER projects?

What resources do you use for adopting, adapting, or creating OER content for
your courses?

What do you think are the critical factors that lead to a successful OER initiative?
How do you ensure the quality of OER in your classes and how do you maintain
the quality for future semesters?

As an OER veteran or OER champion, what is your advice to your fellow
professors who just started or are going to start implementing OER in their
courses? How to help them sustain their OER practice?
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APPENDIX E
Email and Questions for Member Checking
Dear [Participant Name],

I hope this email finds you well! In January, you participated in my dissertation study
entitled Sustaining Open Educational Resources initiatives in Higher Education: Case
Studies and Analysis through an interview and a focus group. I have now completed the
data analysis for the study, and I want to reconnect with you to make sure that the

synthesized themes from your interview and focus group make sense to you.

Attached please find the analysis report that lists the synthesized analyzed themes for the
study. Would you mind reading over it and considering whether it accurately reflects the
discussion? It is important to note that the interviews and focus groups involved multiple
participants from two institutions. I also realize that it has been a few months since the
interview and focus group took place. I'm hopeful that the attached report can be a
refresher, but please feel free to let me know if a follow-up Zoom discussion would

benefit the process. I would be happy to set this up.
I would like to ask you the following questions about the attached analysis:

e I[s there anything you think is inaccurate? If so, would you explain?
e Do the themes make sense to you? If not, would you explain?
e s there anything you would suggest that I change?

If it's possible, would you mind sending your answer to me by November 10, 20227 I
also have some flexibility if the time doesn't work for you. I'm sincerely thankful for your
participation and time! If you have any questions or concerns, please don’t hesitate to

contact me at zhousi@missouri.edu.
Sincerely,
Grace Z. Seo

Doctoral Candidate
University of Missouri
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APPENDIX F
Creative Commons License

This is the text of Creative Commons’ Attribution-NonCommercial License, version 4.0
International Public License

License

By exercising the Licensed Rights (defined below), You accept and agree to be bound by
the terms and conditions of this Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0
International Public License ("Public License"). To the extent this Public License may be
interpreted as a contract, You are granted the Licensed Rights in consideration of Your
acceptance of these terms and conditions, and the Licensor grants You such rights in
consideration of benefits the Licensor receives from making the Licensed Material
available under these terms and conditions.

Section 1 — Definitions.

1. Adapted Material means material subject to Copyright and Similar Rights that is
derived from or based upon the Licensed Material and in which the Licensed
Material is translated, altered, arranged, transformed, or otherwise modified in a
manner requiring permission under the Copyright and Similar Rights held by the
Licensor. For purposes of this Public License, where the Licensed Material is a
musical work, performance, or sound recording, Adapted Material is always
produced where the Licensed Material is synched in timed relation with a moving
image.

2. Adapter's License means the license You apply to Your Copyright and Similar
Rights in Your contributions to Adapted Material in accordance with the terms
and conditions of this Public License.

3. Copyright and Similar Rights means copyright and/or similar rights closely
related to copyright including, without limitation, performance, broadcast, sound
recording, and Sui Generis Database Rights, without regard to how the rights are
labeled or categorized. For purposes of this Public License, the rights specified in
Section 2(b)(1)-(2) are not Copyright and Similar Rights.

4. Effective Technological Measures means those measures that, in the absence of
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10.

11.

proper authority, may not be circumvented under laws fulfilling obligations under
Article 11 of the WIPO Copyright Treaty adopted on December 20, 1996, and/or
similar international agreements.

Exceptions and Limitations means fair use, fair dealing, and/or any other
exception or limitation to Copyright and Similar Rights that applies to Your use
of the Licensed Material.

Licensed Material means the artistic or literary work, database, or other material
to which the Licensor applied this Public License.

Licensed Rights means the rights granted to You subject to the terms and
conditions of this Public License, which are limited to all Copyright and Similar
Rights that apply to Your use of the Licensed Material and that the Licensor has
authority to license.

Licensor means the individual(s) or entity(ies) granting rights under this Public
License.

NonCommercial means not primarily intended for or directed towards
commercial advantage or monetary compensation. For purposes of this Public
License, the exchange of the Licensed Material for other material subject to
Copyright and Similar Rights by digital file-sharing or similar means is
NonCommercial provided there is no payment of monetary compensation in
connection with the exchange.

Share means to provide material to the public by any means or process that
requires permission under the Licensed Rights, such as reproduction, public
display, public performance, distribution, dissemination, communication, or
importation, and to make material available to the public including in ways that
members of the public may access the material from a place and at a time
individually chosen by them.

Sui Generis Database Rights means rights other than copyright resulting from
Directive 96/9/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March
1996 on the legal protection of databases, as amended and/or succeeded, as well
as other essentially equivalent rights anywhere in the world.
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12. You means the individual or entity exercising the Licensed Rights under this
Public License. Your has a corresponding meaning.

Section 2 — Scope.

1. License grant.

1.

Subject to the terms and conditions of this Public License, the Licensor
hereby grants You a worldwide, royalty-free, non-sublicensable, non-
exclusive, irrevocable license to exercise the Licensed Rights in the
Licensed Material to:

1. reproduce and Share the Licensed Material, in whole or in part, for
NonCommercial purposes only; and

2. produce, reproduce, and Share Adapted Material for
NonCommercial purposes only.

Exceptions and Limitations. For the avoidance of doubt, where Exceptions
and Limitations apply to Your use, this Public License does not apply, and
You do not need to comply with its terms and conditions.

Term. The term of this Public License is specified in Section 6(a).

Media and formats; technical modifications allowed. The Licensor
authorizes You to exercise the Licensed Rights in all media and formats
whether now known or hereafter created, and to make technical
modifications necessary to do so. The Licensor waives and/or agrees not
to assert any right or authority to forbid You from making technical
modifications necessary to exercise the Licensed Rights, including
technical modifications necessary to circumvent Effective Technological
Measures. For purposes of this Public License, simply making
modifications authorized by this Section 2(a)(4) never produces Adapted
Material.
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5. Downstream recipients.

1. Offer from the Licensor — Licensed Material. Every recipient of
the Licensed Material automatically receives an offer from the
Licensor to exercise the Licensed Rights under the terms and
conditions of this Public License.

2. No downstream restrictions. You may not offer or impose any
additional or different terms or conditions on, or apply any
Effective Technological Measures to, the Licensed Material if
doing so restricts exercise of the Licensed Rights by any recipient
of the Licensed Material.

6. No endorsement. Nothing in this Public License constitutes or may be
construed as permission to assert or imply that You are, or that Your use
of the Licensed Material is, connected with, or sponsored, endorsed, or
granted official status by, the Licensor or others designated to receive
attribution as provided in Section 3(a)(1)(A)(1).

2. Other rights.

1. Moral rights, such as the right of integrity, are not licensed under this
Public License, nor are publicity, privacy, and/or other similar personality
rights; however, to the extent possible, the Licensor waives and/or agrees
not to assert any such rights held by the Licensor to the limited extent
necessary to allow You to exercise the Licensed Rights, but not otherwise.

2. Patent and trademark rights are not licensed under this Public License.

3. To the extent possible, the Licensor waives any right to collect royalties
from You for the exercise of the Licensed Rights, whether directly or
through a collecting society under any voluntary or waivable statutory or
compulsory licensing scheme. In all other cases the Licensor expressly
reserves any right to collect such royalties, including when the Licensed
Material is used other than for NonCommercial purposes.
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Section 3 — License Conditions.

Your exercise of the Licensed Rights is expressly made subject to the following

conditions.

a) Attribution.

1. If You Share the Licensed Material (including in modified form), You

must:

A. retain the following if it is supplied by the Licensor with the
Licensed Material:

ii.

1ii.

1v.

identification of the creator(s) of the Licensed Material and
any others designated to receive attribution, in any
reasonable manner requested by the Licensor (including by
pseudonym if designated);

a copyright notice;

a notice that refers to this Public License;

a notice that refers to the disclaimer of warranties;

a URI or hyperlink to the Licensed Material to the extent
reasonably practicable;

B. indicate if You modified the Licensed Material and retain an
indication of any previous modifications; and

C. indicate the Licensed Material is licensed under this Public
License, and include the text of, or the URI or hyperlink to, this
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Public License.

2. You may satisfy the conditions in Section 3(a)(1) in any reasonable
manner based on the medium, means, and context in which You Share the
Licensed Material. For example, it may be reasonable to satisfy the
conditions by providing a URI or hyperlink to a resource that includes the
required information.

3. Ifrequested by the Licensor, You must remove any of the information
required by Section 3(a)(1)(A) to the extent reasonably practicable.

4. If You Share Adapted Material You produce, the Adapter's License You
apply must not prevent recipients of the Adapted Material from complying
with this Public License.

Section 4 — Sui Generis Database Rights.

Where the Licensed Rights include Sui Generis Database Rights that apply to Your use of
the Licensed Material:

a. for the avoidance of doubt, Section 2(a)(1) grants You the right to extract, reuse,
reproduce, and Share all or a substantial portion of the contents of the database for
NonCommercial purposes only;

b. if You include all or a substantial portion of the database contents in a database in
which You have Sui Generis Database Rights, then the database in which You
have Sui Generis Database Rights (but not its individual contents) is Adapted
Material; and

c. You must comply with the conditions in Section 3(a) if You Share all or a
substantial portion of the contents of the database.

For the avoidance of doubt, this Section 4 supplements and does not replace Your
obligations under this Public License where the Licensed Rights include other Copyright
and Similar Rights.
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Section 5 — Disclaimer of Warranties and Limitation of Liability.

a.

Unless otherwise separately undertaken by the Licensor, to the extent
possible, the Licensor offers the Licensed Material as-is and as-available, and
makes no representations or warranties of any kind concerning the Licensed
Material, whether express, implied, statutory, or other. This includes,
without limitation, warranties of title, merchantability, fitness for a
particular purpose, non-infringement, absence of latent or other defects,
accuracy, or the presence or absence of errors, whether or not known or
discoverable. Where disclaimers of warranties are not allowed in full or in
part, this disclaimer may not apply to You.

To the extent possible, in no event will the Licensor be liable to You on any
legal theory (including, without limitation, negligence) or otherwise for any
direct, special, indirect, incidental, consequential, punitive, exemplary, or
other losses, costs, expenses, or damages arising out of this Public License or
use of the Licensed Material, even if the Licensor has been advised of the
possibility of such losses, costs, expenses, or damages. Where a limitation of
liability is not allowed in full or in part, this limitation may not apply to You.

The disclaimer of warranties and limitation of liability provided above shall be
interpreted in a manner that, to the extent possible, most closely approximates an
absolute disclaimer and waiver of all liability.

Section 6 — Term and Termination.

This Public License applies for the term of the Copyright and Similar Rights
licensed here. However, if You fail to comply with this Public License, then Your
rights under this Public License terminate automatically.

Where Your right to use the Licensed Material has terminated under Section 6(a),
it reinstates:

1. automatically as of the date the violation is cured, provided it is cured
within 30 days of Your discovery of the violation; or
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2. upon express reinstatement by the Licensor.

For the avoidance of doubt, this Section 6(b) does not affect any right the Licensor may
have to seek remedies for Your violations of this Public License.

c. For the avoidance of doubt, the Licensor may also offer the Licensed Material
under separate terms or conditions or stop distributing the Licensed Material at
any time; however, doing so will not terminate this Public License.

d. Sections 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8 survive termination of this Public License.

Section 7 — Other Terms and Conditions.

1. The Licensor shall not be bound by any additional or different terms or conditions
communicated by You unless expressly agreed.

2. Any arrangements, understandings, or agreements regarding the Licensed
Material not stated herein are separate from and independent of the terms and
conditions of this Public License.

Section 8 — Interpretation.

a. For the avoidance of doubt, this Public License does not, and shall not be
interpreted to, reduce, limit, restrict, or impose conditions on any use of the
Licensed Material that could lawfully be made without permission under this
Public License.

b. To the extent possible, if any provision of this Public License is deemed
unenforceable, it shall be automatically reformed to the minimum extent
necessary to make it enforceable. If the provision cannot be reformed, it shall be
severed from this Public License without affecting the enforceability of the
remaining terms and conditions.

c. No term or condition of this Public License will be waived and no failure to
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comply consented to unless expressly agreed to by the Licensor.

d. Nothing in this Public License constitutes or may be interpreted as a limitation
upon, or waiver of, any privileges and immunities that apply to the Licensor or
You, including from the legal processes of any jurisdiction or authority.

Creative Commons Notice

Creative Commons is not a party to its public licenses. Notwithstanding, Creative
Commons may elect to apply one of its public licenses to material it publishes and in
those instances will be considered the “Licensor.” The text of the Creative Commons
public licenses is dedicated to the public domain under the CC0O Public Domain
Dedication. Except for the limited purpose of indicating that material is shared under a
Creative Commons public license or as otherwise permitted by the Creative Commons
policies published at creativecommons.org/policies, Creative Commons does not
authorize the use of the trademark “Creative Commons” or any other trademark or logo
of Creative Commons without its prior written consent including, without limitation, in
connection with any unauthorized modifications to any of its public licenses or any other
arrangements, understandings, or agreements concerning use of licensed material. For the
avoidance of doubt, this paragraph does not form part of the public licenses.

Creative Commons may be contacted at creativecommons.org.
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