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Abstract

Openness in higher education is crucial for fostering collaboration, diversity,
engagement, co-creation, and knowledge sharing. Recent scholarship has discussed
the emergence of Open Educational Practices (OEP), studies of which have focused
on providing the definitions of OEP, differentiating it from an earlier focus on Open
Education Resources (OER), and stipulating the roles of the practitioners involved.
Yet what seems missing is any conception of how the practitioners undertaking OEP

understand, experience, and make sense of it themselves.

This thesis adopts a phenomenographic approach to understand the assigned
meanings and variation of experiences of those practitioners who work on the issue.
Seven educators and six administrators from an Open University in Palestine were
interviewed about their practical understandings and roles in OEP implementation.
Interview transcripts were subject to a phenomenographic analysis which sought to
reveal patterns of variation in practitioners' holistic and detailed perceptions and

experiences.

The findings are presented as a phenomenographic outcome space presenting four
distinct, ways in which the research participants describe the OEP phenomenon. In
four progressively inclusive categories of description, OEP is understood as (1)
Recontextualizing open resources and methods; (2) Collaborating and engaging
learners through pragmatic activities; (3) Empowering OEP practitioners by
enhancing their understanding of openness; (4) Engaging communities by creating
knowledge and exchanging experiences. Between the categories, a developmental
progression is illustrated, underscoring an expanding awareness across three
dimensions of variation: practitioners, beneficiaries, and implementation. For
example, in the first category, the OEP beneficiaries are understood as learners
within the classroom, but by the fourth category, they are understood as the global

higher education community.

This thesis contributes to the literature based on this close analysis of practitioners’

understandings. For example, in the literature on defining OEP, | contribute an



understanding that reaches beyond content towards open pedagogies and
collaborative practices. To the literature on the relationship between OEP and OER, |
contribute an innovative perspective on OEP implementation, shifting from
resources to approaches emphasising the interconnected use of multiple open
platforms for immersive learning. In the literature on the roles of OEP practitioners, |
contribute an appreciation of how practitioners perceive their roles as recruiting other
practitioners, including learners, educators, researchers, administrators, and the
global higher education community. These contributions offer crucial insights into
the recent academic discourse of maximising openness in higher education, derived

from analysing the real-world understandings of actual practitioners.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction

This thesis explores practitioners’ perceptions and experiences regarding Open
Educational Practices (OEP), a phenomenon that aims at maximizing openness in
higher education. Research on OEP practitioners’ perceptions and experiences
advocates for a shift in focus from open as a property of something accessible, such
as the digital content of Open Educational Resources (OER) and Massive Open
Online Courses (MOOCs), towards open as something someone does, such as
practices of open teaching and learning, open pedagogy, and open collaboration (Tur
et al., 2020).

The OEP approach has evolved from OER (Andrade et al., 2011) and its scholarship
is dominated by content-focused studies of OER (Ehlers & Conole, 2010; Stagg et
al., 2023; Wiley & Hilton I1I, 2018). Recent non-empirical studies have expanded
their scope to promote OEP beyond content, including OEP definitions and
frameworks, with less attention being paid to understanding the work of OEP
practitioners. Therefore, this project aims to explore what OEP means in practice for
practitioners who have been entrenched in OER for an extended period and are now
asked to do OEP. The exploration involves understanding how those practitioners
perceive OEP as well as their roles in its implementation and in engaging people
within a university in such practices. Mayrberger (2020) summarised this issue as

the following:

“Open educational practices (OEP) are the core feature of the open education
approach. Only the use of OEP leads to open education. This can be seen as a
consensus in the scientific community. However, there is no consensus on any
concept or approach of OEP. The variety of OEP that can be found does not
make it easier to differentiate OEP or the relationship between OEP and OER,
open education, open pedagogy... So, speaking, writing, and doing research
about OEP (not only) in higher education holds a lot of promises for a

possibly better world through open education.” (p. 1).



Recent scholarship has emphasised the challenges and opportunities of providing
education across a complex landscape of physical, digital and conceptual spaces using
digital technologies (Bligh, 2019). In an open and digital space, it has been suggested
that the core objectives of open educational practices are to put into practice the
online educational content of OER, construct flexible pedagogies for educators and
learners within open education, and empower learners to become contributors to
knowledge (Kaatrakoski et al., 2017). OEPs are seen as important because they aim to
implement a flexible teaching and learning environment to serve all higher education
learners, including the disadvantaged ones. Those learners face challenges in learning
at universities such as low income, living in geographically dispersed rural areas for
some reason, or adult learners who have full-time jobs (Lee, 2020a). OEP has been
discussed in a wide range of contexts over the past ten years. They have been
addressed mostly in European countries and mainly in the United Kingdom (UK),
which is the most contributor to the OEP in analyses of author affiliations (Koseoglu
& Bozkurt, 2018). Since OEP is a relatively new research area, compared to the wider
literature on open education, its literature emphasises critical reflections and position
pieces on theoretical concepts, such as creating precise definitions of OEP based on
OER and promoting OEP as a philosophy of open education that people need to buy
into (Naidu, 2016), and a strand of empirical papers that focus mainly on content
issues (Conole, 2015; Wiley, 2014, March 5). Yet, there has been a paucity of
research relating to the perceptions and experiences of practitioners that could yield
more pragmatic understandings of OEP and actionable guidance for its
implementation. Therefore, this research will be looking into the different ways of
perceiving and experiencing OEP by some practitioners in HE, who work with OEP

or might be asked to do it in a university.

This investigation takes into account the shift in focus in the literature from content-
centric approaches to practice, aiming at maximizing openness within higher
education (Karunanayaka et al., 2015). The literature on content-centric
understanding advocates implanting OEP as “a set of activities” (Ehlers & Conole,
2010, p. 2) that support some dimensions of opening higher education through
widening access to online educational content. Those activities consist of content-
based ones such as access, production, and reproduction of online resources such as

OER and MOOC. The literature on the second approach of OEP beyond content
2



promotes its implementation beyond OER through open “innovative pedagogical
models” (Andrade et al., 2011, p. 12), such as open teaching and learning and open
pedagogy. In my view, however, the first approach limits the potentials and
perspectives of OEP, whereas the second approach has insufficient practical
understanding of OEP and is deficient in offering clear guidance on its
implementation and collaboration between practitioners. Therefore, this research aims
to contribute to this literature by offering insights into the various perspectives on

OEP and its implementation from experienced research participants.

This study aims to consider the experiences and perceptions of practitioners who are
endeavouring to undertake OEP in a particular setting: an open university. The
research site of this project is AL Quds Open University (QOU) in Palestine. The
university is an interesting research site for my study because QOU practitioners have
a long history of opening HE as a means to serve disadvantaged learners. QOU
practitioners place a significant focus on OER to empower learners and create an
open and personalized learning environment for its learners who face difficulties due
to the difficult living situations in Palestine (as discussed later in section 1.4). While
some aspects of this situation are unique, the broad mission of QOU is broadly
reflective of what an open university is supposed to do elsewhere in serving learners
of low-income, full-time jobs, adult learners, or geographically dispersed, through
innovative pedagogies, state of the art technologies, and open admission policies
(Lee, 2020a). Indeed, the practitioners’ experiences of opening education long
predate the current fascination with OEP (Lane, 2020). In this context, QOU
practitioners actively participate in regional and international OER projects,
highlighting its dedication to openness. By embracing OEP, QOU practitioners aim to
increase access to higher education and improve educational services globally as well,
aligning with the core mission of open universities to serve disadvantaged learners.
QOU Practitioners involved in planning, designing, and implementing OER and OEP
projects are mainly administrators and educators who collaboratively work in teams
to implement OER and are now moving to OEP. Yet the voices of those experienced
and early adopters actors of OEP (Lee, 2020b) have long been overlooked in the
literature (Cronin, 2017; Lee, 2019). Therefore, there is a need to focus on individual
experiences and the collaborative practices they work on rather than just focusing on

technology and resources (Luckin et al., 2012). This study, therefore, will recruit two
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groups of experienced practitioners from educators and academic administrators

because OEP projects require both groups to be working on it.

This research addresses OEP as a phenomenon and adopts an ontological strand
where reality is seen as subjective, multiple, and socially constructed.
Epistemologically, I agree with Ashwin that the world “cannot be known directly.
Rather, the word can only be known through our constructs of it” (Ashwin, 2009, p.
17). These constructs between the person and the world are the “experiences”. In my
study, therefore, | plan to follow the phenomenographic approach where those
experiences between practitioners - that form the research sample- and the studied
phenomenon are described and categorized based on their commonality and variation.
In phenomenography, “the focus is on the variations in understanding across the
whole sample, rather than on the characteristics of individuals’ responses” (Tight,
2016, p. 320). The findings of a phenomenographic investigation are presented in an
outcome space (Marton & Booth, 1997). In this context, this project aims to construct
an outcome space, encompassing a finite number of categories that collectively
describe what OEP means in practice for practitioners; how they perceive its
implementation within and beyond some approaches of open education such as OER,
MOOC, open pedagogies, and others; and how those practitioners understand their
roles, as well as the ways those develop within particular institutions in order to
accomplish OEP.

The central argument stemming from this project does not revolve around proposing
novel definitions or theoretical frameworks for OEP. Instead, it pivots toward
seeking the perspectives of practitioners on their immersed experiences in OER and
OEP. The study aims to offer valuable insights into OEP by providing practical and
collective understandings of its meaning and its implementation, highlighting its
dynamic integration with OER and emphasising the role of OER - that they have
been long working with - in implementing OEP. The study also aims to understand
approaches to implementing OEP within and beyond content by exploring how the
shift in focus from content to practices is taking place. The study not only aims to
delve into technical considerations of experiences about resources and practices but

also aims to foreground the social aspects involved when engaging audiences from



higher education, such as educators, learners, and researchers, as well as how this

engagement evolves over time.

1.2 Personal motivation

My motivation for conducting this research on OEP comes from both of my
professions at QOU, as an ICT engineer in the E-learning data centre, and as an

educator.

Since 2006, | have been involved as an ICT Engineer in implementing several
projects focused on open education that concern openness as a means for increasing
learners’ accessibility and implementing flexible pedagogy for learners and
educators. Working in the ICT infrastructure department as a networks and systems
engineer, | specialise in establishing robust computer networks to connect learners,
educators, administrators, and e-learning resources. My focus on leveraging
technology, including networks, servers, and systems, to improve teaching and
learning processes has been central to my role. Notably, I played a pivotal role in
launching QOU's first e-learning service in 2009, centred on streaming lectures via
the internet. However, the one-way broadcasting nature of this service highlighted
the absence of collaborative practices compared to traditional classes. This
realisation, coupled with the emergence of OER globally in 2011, led me to
understand the importance of online collaborative practices, some of which have
been discussed more recently in the literature on OEP. My experiences as an ICT
engineer have provided valuable insights into the technological aspects of the
teaching and learning process, shaping my understanding of creating and managing
educational resources to maximize openness in education. | realised that
technological and educational resources are useful foundations, but practices of
teaching and learning on top of these resources are crucially important for
establishing an effective online educational environment. My active role in shaping
the technological infrastructure for e-learning projects, particularly those involving
OER, has heightened my awareness of the crucial interplay between open resources,
practices, and the experiences of practitioners. Recognizing the importance of these

experiences as valuable assets for sustaining educational enhancements through
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evolving technologies, | felt inspired to conduct this research. The dynamic and rapid
changes in technology underscore the need to capture and understand these
practitioner experiences, contributing to the ongoing evolution of education through

technology.

My transition to an educator role at QOU in 2015 marked a shift in my work from
implementing educational resources using technology to actively practising as an
open educator. This shift has afforded me the flexibility to engage learners in
contributing to digital course content, experiment with pedagogies like flipped
learning, and employ diverse assessment methods based on students' practical
experiences in the computer science courses | teach. However, in my discussions
with other practitioners at QOU, | realised that they have embraced some open
practices beyond utilizing existing OER. Examples include the implementation of
open teaching and learning practices along with open assessment. For instance, in
computer programming courses, some practitioners have incorporated open
assessment approaches, wherein groups of learners are assigned projects. The final
evaluation of these projects is conducted by their peers, utilising predetermined
criteria for assessing the software they develop. | observed many practices on top of
OER and other available resources among practitioners and | believe that their
experiences hold qualitatively distinct meanings. Through an exploration of these
differences, my goal is to present the diverse interpretations of OEP as experienced

by educators and academic administrators.

Another motivation for carrying out this project in experiencing OEP came from the
research | did in the first module of my PhD study. That article was not concerned
with OEP, but | have taken away from it a commitment to understand the
experiences of practitioners after exploring my own experiences. In that research, |
aimed to explore the issue of educators’ adoption and use of technology in teaching
and learning. For this purpose, | used autoethnography methodology to explore my
experiences that are suitable to reflect educators’ adoption and use of technology at
an open university, aiming to contribute to solving the problem of educators’ low
adoption and utilization of technology. In doing this research, my identity as a
researcher was first constructed by exploring both of my experiences as an ICT

engineer and educator, aiming to write an empirical qualitative article about a
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problem in higher education using myself as the data source for that article. That
article makes me think differently about my own experiences, as well as the
experiences of my peers from educators, and the nature of learners enrolled in an
open university. For instance, several findings in that study underscored that my
adoption and use of technology in teaching were positively affected by my previous
experiences in being engaged in e-learning projects and workshops, as discussed
earlier in this section. Institutional support, particularly through staff development
initiatives, also played a positive role. However, negative experiences, including
outdated resources and curriculum, as well as the absence of an e-learning policy,
hindered my adoption and effective use of technology. Inspired by Christopher
Pappas' assertion that “content means everything in elLearning”, I found the
challenge of outdated content frustrating. Although a limitation existed in my
relatively short experience as a new educator, particularly in the online environment,
conducting that research about my experiences underscored the significance of
incorporating insights from domain experts and experienced practitioners in
addressing educational phenomena, like the adoption and use of technology in

teaching and the phenomenon of OEP in this PhD thesis.

In the middle of my PhD study, | conducted a literature review about learners’
engagement in flipped learning pedagogy as one of the employed pedagogies at
QOU and I critiqued this literature for ignoring this pedagogy in a completely online
environment and limiting its implementation to blended learning. This article has
since been published in the QOU academic journal (Khalil, 2021). Understanding
that work deepened my perspectives about the open education philosophy, rather
than just seeing it as a way of teaching and learning from a distance. Through that
project, | started to develop my identity as an educational researcher, exploring
educational aspects of this philosophy, such as open pedagogies and learners’
engagement. Therefore, in this thesis, | aim to contribute to this literature by
exploring the different ways in which practitioners perceive the implementation of

such open and online pedagogies and how to engage individuals in its practices.

My motivation for exploring OEP experiences stemmed from a gap | identified in my
initial literature review for this work when | noticed that practitioner perspectives of

OEP were notably absent. Recognizing the importance of understanding the
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perspectives and experiences of practitioners in open education, as | discussed earlier
in this section, | felt concerned about the lack of voices from these individuals in the
discourse on OEP. Therefore, my aim in this thesis is to contribute to a literature still
dominated by theoretical concepts and a content-centric approach by shedding light
on the perceptions and experiences of practitioners involved in implementing OEP
within and beyond content. This includes both educational and administrative

practitioners collaborating to enact OEP within a university.

1.3 Policy context

There has been a lot of policy interest in OEP within higher education around the
world with policymakers recognizing its transformative potential in education
(Huang, Liu, et al., 2020; Stagg et al., 2023; UNESCO, 2019, November 25;
Wimpenny et al., 2022). Governments and institutions alike are investing in OEP
initiatives, envisioning a future where education is more accessible, inclusive, and
innovative. Influencing policy is also a core concern of those scholars and
practitioners who are leading the debates on OEP. For example, policies are
mentioned explicitly as the first aspect of such transformation in the first definition
of OEP by the OPAL project’s report “Beyond OER: Shifting focus to open

educational practices”:

“Practices which support the (re)use and production of OER through
institutional policies, promote innovative pedagogical models, and respect
and empower learners as co-producers on their lifelong learning path. OEP
addresses the whole OER governance community: policy makers,
managers/administrators of organizations, educational professionals, and
learners” (Andrade et al., 2011).

The surge in policy interest in OEP stems from a series of prior discussions centred
around OER as an important approach for addressing concerns of openness in
education. In various corners of the world, policymakers have been embracing OEP
with a shared hope for widespread positive outcomes. For instance, the United

Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)
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Recommendation on OER in 2019 marked a milestone, urging member states and
policymakers to develop national policies and envision a landscape where OEP and
OER can achieve the enhancement of learning quality, accessibility, and

effectiveness in universities. Their recommendations state that:

“Member States, according to their specific conditions, governing structures
and constitutional provisions, should develop or encourage policy
environments, including those at the institutional and national levels, that are
supportive of effective OER practices...developing mechanisms to create
communities of practice, promote teacher professional development using
OER, create networks of experts of OER and properly recognize OER
creation as professional or academic merit... promoting and stimulating
cross-border collaboration and alliances on OER projects and programmes,
leveraging existing transnational, regional and global collaboration
mechanisms and organizations. This should include joining efforts on
collaborative development and use of OER as well as capacity building,
repositories, communities of practice, joint research on OER and solidarity
between all countries regardless of their state of OER development”

(UNESCO, 2019, November 25).

One important component of the policy discussion has been to differentiate OEP
from existing work on OER. Policymakers engaged in conversations about open
access, open data, open licenses, content copyrights, and redistribution. Recently,
discussions have laid the groundwork for the current emphasis on OEP. For instance,
in 2020, during the closure of the COVID-19 pandemic, UNESCO proposed
guidance on OEP during school closure calling for utilizing the existing experiences
of OER to actively develop policies with a vision of fostering a practice-centred

approach beyond OER as presented in Figure 1.1 (Huang, Liu, et al., 2020).
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Figure 1.1: Shift to OEP (Adapted from Huang, Liu, et al. (2020))

Many researchers and institutions within higher education have been following this
approach by proposing various frameworks and definitions to implement OEP in
order to maximize openness in HE through its potential dimensions, such as open
teaching and learning, open collaboration, and open pedagogies. For instance, in the
official guidance by UNESCO, several definitions and frameworks have been
proposed that attempt to describe a transformative approach to OEP by utilizing
OER experiences and resources. One example framework is shown in Figure 1.2
which includes many approaches to open education such as OER and open teaching

and learning: all of them centre on OEP.
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Figure 1.2: OEP framework for open education (Adapted from Huang, Liu, et al. (2020))
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This policy work correctly highlights that OEPs are important because they can
expand the global efforts made in OER and put their outcomes into pragmatic
practices that serve the objective of maximizing openness in higher education. Yet
this policy work fails to consider the experiences of practitioners, especially
educators and administrators. In this context, it is crucial to recognize that OEP is not
a rigid doctrine but rather a concept that can manifest in diverse forms and be further
developed in practice (Tlili et al., 2023). Therefore, this project can be useful to
policymakers because it explores the different ways in which both educators and
administrators understand OEP, its implementation, and their roles and audiences. |
believe that the experiences of this research participants, who have been long
working as educators and policymakers at an open university, will contribute to the
policy context of OEP and OER.

1.4 Research context

My study is situated within the broader scholarship on open education in higher
education, with a specific focus on OEP. Research on open education encompasses
both OER and OEP. Studies on open education aim to understand the facilitation of
openness by promoting the creation and utilization of open content and educational
resources and practices (Cronin, 2017; Koseoglu & Bozkurt, 2018; Naidu, 2016). Its
objectives are to understand and facilitate the production of OER that can benefit a
wide range of learners and educators in higher education, thereby enhancing the
accessibility and flexibility of learning within this context. Extending beyond the
initial focus on content, OEP is considered a growing area. Research on OEP
promotes the practical implementation of pedagogical activities that leverage
existing educational content, including OER, to enrich these activities to become
established practices under the umbrella of OEP (Bozkurt et al., 2019; Karunanayaka
et al., 2015; Mayrberger, 2020; Shareefa et al., 2023). Therefore, my research focus
is directed towards the newer and evolving domain of OEP that goes beyond a
content-centric approach of OER, placing emphasis on understanding practical
approaches such as open pedagogy, diverse strategies in open teaching and learning,

and understanding the roles of practitioners engaged in its implementation.
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As | document in more detail in Chapter 2, when I initially reviewed the literature on
OEP, three prominent themes emerged: 1) Definitions of OEP; 2) The relationship
between OEP and OER; 3) The roles of OEP practitioners. These themes emerged
after reviewing a collection of studies on OEP and organizing them according to
their focuses. My first observation of the selected literature is that it predominantly
centres on OER. Moreover, there are some distinctions that | highlight in my analysis
between the emerging themes. First, the theme of definitions of OEP is evident in
various non-empirical studies proposing definitions and theoretical frameworks for
OEP and its understanding whether within or beyond the content-based approach.
My analysis suggests a need for more pragmatic approaches which explore the
understandings of OEP from the perspectives of those who work on it in a university.
Second, the theme of the relationship between OEP and OER delves into the
implementation of OEP and the interdependence between OEP and OER,
investigating how OEP relates to and builds upon OER. A debate in these studies
takes place about whether to implement OEP within OER or beyond it. My analysis
suggests a need for a more practical approach that explores how the people involved
in such implementation perceive such a relationship between OEP and OER. Third,
the theme on the roles of OEP practitioners emphasises some actions and activities of
those who engaged in OEP and OER and the beneficiaries of such approaches within
higher education. My analysis suggests a need for more exploration of how those
who work on OER and OEP perceive their roles and the roles of their peers and how

they engage people in such approaches.

Some shortcomings in the selected literature highlight the necessity of exploring
practitioners’ experiences. For instance, the recent OEP guideline issued by
UNESCO (Huang, Liu, et al., 2020) places a substantial responsibility on educators
to implement OEP, particularly during the challenges posed by the pandemic. An
intriguing aspect arises when | consider educators who have not previously engaged
with OER and have been accustomed to other types of content, such as multimedia,
in their teaching and learning environments. How might they perceive OEP?
Furthermore, for those familiar with OER, the exploration of moving beyond these
resources to implement open pedagogies during this emergent period poses a
compelling question. My inquiry delves into their understanding of the role of

learners and other individuals and groups in such open environments. Based on my
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experience as an open educator, and as | delved into the literature, numerous
questions surrounding the comprehension of OEP and the varied roles of
practitioners surfaced, prompting the initiation of this research project by focusing on
their perceptions of OEP approach to address part of the shortcomings about OEP
understandings, implementation, and roles of practitioners in engaging their peers

and beneficiaries.

In summary, by focusing on these three key themes in the literature, my study aims
to demonstrate the value of constructing an outcome space that represents holistic
perspectives of what OEP means in practice for practitioners, how they perceive its
implementation within and beyond specific dimensions of open education, such as
OER, and how those practitioners understand their own roles, as well as the ways
those develop within an open university in order to accomplish OEP. My decision to
use phenomenography as a research methodology for this research encompasses
seeking a research site that provides access to a diverse participant group, enhancing
variation in  experiencing phenomena  (Akerlind, 2005c).  Therefore,
phenomenography is suitable for exploring such holistic understandings from the
research participants who are experienced in OER and are now working on OEP at
an open university and whose voices are missing from the literature on OEP.
Importantly, despite conducting the project in an open university, | aim to contribute
not only to the open university discourse but also to the broader OEP and OER
literature. | aim to provide new understandings which are relevant across various

university models, including traditional and open universities.

1.5 Practice context

1.5.1 AL Quds Open University as a research site

AL Quds Open University (QOU) is a highly pertinent site for this project because of
its pioneering role in the Arab world and its long-standing commitment to openness in

education. QOU has the vision of “achieving leadership, excellence and innovation in

the field of open learning, community service, and scientific research, in addition to
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reinforcing its leading role in establishing a Palestinian society built on knowledge
and science.” (QOU, n.d-c)

Established in 1991 as the first Arab open university and the 39th worldwide (Peters,
2008), QOU has consistently pursued openness through the establishment of regional
branches, the development of open content, and the fostering of open practices. The
inception of QOU was driven by the urgent need of the Palestinian local community,
which has faced challenging geographical and socio-economic conditions since the
1948 Arab-Israeli war (Falah, 1996). This historical context of persecution and
deprivation underscored the necessity for flexible higher education opportunities,
particularly for underserved Palestinian populations, both within Palestine and the
diaspora (QOU, n.d-a)

QOU's mission to democratise education aligns closely with the principles of OEP,
making it an ideal research site (as elaborated further in Section 4.2). Educators and
administrators at QOU have been deeply involved in open education approaches, such
as OER and, more recently, for example, in the 1990s, QOU concentrated on
foundational educational projects, including digital curriculum development, robust
infrastructure establishment, and digital platform creation and dissemination through
the creations of the Media Production Centre (MPC) and the Information and
Communication Technology Center (ICTC). In the 2000s, the university expanded its
academic offerings, embraced modern educational technologies, and fostered
international collaborations. Key initiatives included establishing e-libraries with
advanced equipment for visually impaired persons, developing mobile learning
services, participating in Erasmus+ programmes, launching new majors like
"Learning Resources and Educational Technology,” and signing significant
agreements to enhance technical, vocational, and language education, such as joining
the international association of open digital space e-OMED for “disseminating
openness and communication, pooling knowledge, promotion of usage, co-

production, research, development and innovation.” (QOU, n.d-c).

More recently, the establishment of the Open Learning Centre (OLC) in 2008
epitomises QOU’s commitment to advancing technology-enhanced learning, self-
learning skills, cooperation, and innovation within a framework of autonomy and
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accountability (QOU, n.d-b). QOU established the OLC in 2008 with the following

vision:

“Open Learning Center (OLC) was founded in 2008 as an educational and
technological centre for developing and enhancing the digital learning
environment at al-Quds Open University. OLC is seeking to improve
technology-enhanced learning, pedagogy, self-learning skills, cooperation, and
innovation within a framework of autonomy and accountability. Furthermore,
OLC provides innovative and engaging technology-enhanced learning
environments to learners, according to the latest global teaching

methodologies and the new trends in technology.” (QOU, n.d-b).

QOU’s selection as a research site is thus justified by its long-standing and
established experience in openness and its mission to make higher education
accessible to Palestinian people and beyond. With 20 branches, 1600 employees, and
50,000 learners across the West Bank, Gaza, and the diaspora, QOU emphasises OER
to empower learners and foster open and individualized learning environments
(Matheos et al., 2007). The institution's engagement in regional and international OEP

projects underscores its commitment to this educational philosophy.

The philosophy of openness at QOU is rooted in the history of open universities
globally. Since the establishment of the United Kingdom Open University in 1969,
the concept of open education has evolved, championing the cause of making
education more accessible and flexible, particularly for underserved learners (Bell &
Tight, 1993; Lee, 2019; Li & Wong, 2018). The advent of the internet and
educational technologies around 2000 propelled the promotion of open education,
with MIT’s pioneering move in 2002 to establish the first OER setting a precedent
for numerous educational initiatives of openness. The COVID-19 pandemic has
further accelerated efforts towards OER and OEP (Huang, Liu, et al., 2020).
Therefore, as these practices of openness gain wider interest in higher education, this
project is referring to those who have been working with openness at QOU to

explore their perspectives on this transformative approach.
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QOU’s strategic and technological accomplishments make it an ideal research site
for studying OE. The university's dedication to openness is reflected in its extensive
use of OER and its participation in international projects that promote educational
accessibility and innovation. The experience of QOU’s practitioners in implementing
OEP, supported by a solid infrastructure and strategic vision, provides a rich context
for exploring the perceptions and experiences of educators and administrators. For
example, in 2019, in partnership with the Jordanian Ministry of Education, a project
funded by UNESCO was conducted to create Arabic OER and promote OEP. The
project aims “to enhance awareness of the importance of OER in terms of
production, reuse, and redistribution with high-quality standards, as well as to
promote open educational practices to improve the quality of education and its
outputs in Jordan, Palestine, and the whole Arab world. To achieve this, an open,
smart course in Arabic was developed, and workshops were held in Jordan and
Palestine to train trainers in using this course for OER training.” (QOU, n.d-c). More
details about OER and OEP at QOU are discussed in Section 4.2.

In summary, this research will benefit from the context of well-established practices
in promoting openness and its commitment to serving disadvantaged communities,

contributing valuable insights to the literature on OEP.

1.5.2 Practitioners’ experiences in OER and OEP

QOU practitioners are experienced in promoting openness, exemplified by the
university’s digital learning content and online platforms. These include initiatives
such as training OER using Open edX, Self-Learning Open Online Courses, QOU
Video platform, and Slide Share platform. The active participation of QOU’s
educators in regional and international projects, such as the Second World OER
Congress led by UNESCO and an OER workshop funded by ERASMUS+, further
highlights the institution's commitment to openness (UNESCO, 2017).

The experience of practitioners at QOU in adopting OEP goes beyond merely
building educational resources. It involves educational services and practices that

utilise the existing OER and MOOC platforms to widen access to higher education.
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These initiatives have been led by educators and academic administrators who have

been involved in OER and OEP projects over the last decade.

Some examples of OER and OEP practitioners’ initiatives such as:

e Research Output Management through Open Access Institutional
Repositories in Palestinian higher education institutions: Developing digital
repositories to manage and disseminate the outputs of scientific research,

contributing to the practice of open education (QOU, n.d-c).

e Participation in Edraak MOOC portal: Creating open access courses
prepared by QOU qualified team and published on the Arabic MOOC

platform for education and development of Edraak (Edraak, n.d).

e Preparation of interactive educational content for entrepreneurship: This
project developed interactive educational content on the Moodle platform for
the learning and training course in entrepreneurship, in order to enhance

employment opportunities for new graduates and the unemployed.

e Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFL) in Palestinian higher
education institutions: This project aims to expand educator skills in open
learning and e-learning and enhance educational services. A TEFL course was
designed using interactive activities and lessons to engage learners in a
proactive way and focus on the four skills of reading, listening, writing, and

speaking.

Recently in 2022, QOU practitioners’ interest in OEP is evident in the establishment
of an international programme aimed at widening access to higher education globally,

which explicitly mentions OEP in its vision section, where emphasis is placed on:

“Designing a student-centred teaching and learning process in accordance
with the open education practices based on the most recent quality,
excellence, and creativity standards, in terms of preparing qualified cadre in a

variety of fields (QOU, n.d-a).”
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This study leverages phenomenography to capture diverse experiences and
perceptions of OEP from QOU practitioners (as elaborated further in Section 4.4).
Participants were recruited based on their involvement in planning, designing,
developing, and implementing OER and OEP projects. This included decision-
makers, academic council members, and key figures from various departments, as
well as educators and designers working on open pedagogy. Their roles span
planning, design, implementation, and feedback, providing a comprehensive
understanding of OEP's practical workflow and its alignment with the university's
goals. Their collective expertise and practical involvement in OEP projects offer
valuable insights into the challenges and successes of integrating open practices in
higher education. This diverse range of experiences is crucial for understanding the
holistic implementation of OEP and its impact on widening access to higher

education.

1.5.3 AL Quds Open University impact and potential

AL Quds Open University in Palestine could play a vital role in addressing several
critical needs and challenges faced by the Palestinian people. Many Palestinians face
barriers to accessing higher education due to restrictions on movement, checkpoints,
and economic hardship (Falah, 1996). Based on my personal experience, | believe
that AL Quds Open University could provide flexible learning opportunities,
allowing learners the flexibility to learn openly through its local community
branches, thus overcoming these geographical and logistical barriers. By leveraging
OER and OEP, | emphasise that AL Quds Open University can empower Palestinian
individuals, especially women and marginalised groups, to pursue their educational
aspirations and improve their socio-economic conditions through the availability of

open content and relevant educational practices.

Given the ongoing political instability and conflict that disrupt traditional educational
systems, AL Quds Open University can offer a resilient educational infrastructure
that is less vulnerable to political upheavals, ensuring continuity of learning even
during times of crisis (Tawil, 1997). Furthermore, building a skilled workforce is

essential for economic development and nation-building; AL Quds Open University
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can offer vocational and technical training programs tailored to the needs of
Palestinian industries, equipping learners with practical skills to enhance
employability and contribute to the local economy. Education also plays a crucial
role in preserving cultural identity and heritage, and QOU, as a public university in
Palestine, can offer content and practices that celebrate Palestinian culture, history,

and language, fostering a sense of pride and identity among learners (QOU, n.d-c).

Based on my personal experience at AL Quds Open University, practitioners often
collaborate with institutions and experts from around the world, facilitating
knowledge exchange, academic partnerships, and research collaborations, enriching
the educational experience and contributing to global understanding of Palestinian
issues through publishing open content. Practitioners' experiences with OER and
OEP at AL Quds Open University highlight the transformative impact of open
education in resource-constrained environments. Additionally, AL Quds Open
University can serve as a hub for community development initiatives, offering
outreach programs, workshops, and resources to support sustainable development
efforts in many areas. In summary, AL Quds Open University plays a vital role in
expanding access to education and has the potential to promote empowerment and
resilience, foster economic development, preserve cultural heritage, facilitate

international collaboration, and support community development initiatives.

As an employee at AL Quds Open University, | aim to leverage my role to conduct
this project for the benefit of my fellow practitioners engaged in OER and OEP. This
research not only aims to shed light on various aspects of the OEP phenomenon for
policymakers but also offers insights from practitioners actively involved in its
implementation. The outcomes of this project have the potential to benefit not only
QOU but also other universities in Palestine and the wider higher education

community.

1.6 Research Questions

In this project, as | have explained above, | aim to explore the various collective

experiences of the participants regarding the phenomenon of OEP. To do so, | adopt
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phenomenography because it is suitable for exploring variations in experiencing a
phenomenon in higher education collectively by research participants, such as the
study conducted by Cutajar (2019) that describes educators’ experiences using digital
technologies for teaching. The decision to adopt phenomenography has

consequences for my research question, as | elaborate below.

As discussed in Chapter 3 about applying phenomenography to my project, research
questions for phenomenography are framed in specific ways. The goal is to design
research questions that go beyond merely exploring the phenomenon or the diversity
of experiences but instead investigate the collective perceptions and experiences.
(Cutajar, 2014), as well as the dimensions and structure in which these vary
(Akerlind, 2023). The research questions should align with the objectives of
phenomenography, emphasising the exploration of variations in how practitioners
experience the OEP phenomenon (see Table 3.1 in Chapter 3 for some examples of

research questions from the literature).

Variation is core to phenomenography, involving identifying critical structural
elements that differentiate qualitative experiences of a phenomenon. (Akerlind,
2005a). For this research, therefore, it was clear that the RQ should focus on
understanding the collective ways practitioners perceive and comprehend OEP in an
open university, delving into the nuances of these understandings and how they
manifest in various dimensions. For this purpose, one RQ is designed to achieve the
aim of this study as the following:

What are the qualitative variations in the perceptions of educators and academic

administrators of Open Educational Practices in an open university?

1.7 Thesis overview
This thesis is structured into seven chapters. This chapter has provided an

introduction to the current project, describing the context of personal motivation,

policy, and research and locating the project within the literature.
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Chapter 2 reviews and discusses relevant academic literature, so as to situate the
study in the existing scholarly discourse, identify emerging themes from the
literature, and justify that the findings from this research will make an original and
meaningful contribution to the relevant themes. This chapter is organised into five
sections, which consider the three themes of definitions of OEP, the relationship
between OEP and OER, and the roles of OEP practitioners.

In Chapter 3, the theoretical framework is outlined, elucidating my ontological and
epistemological stances and my choice of a phenomenographic research approach.
This chapter covers crucial phenomenographic concepts like categories of
description, meaning structure, structure of awareness, dimensions of variation,
outcome space, and the importance of a second-order perspective. Additionally,
examples of phenomenographic study designs are presented. In turn, the chapter
addresses ontological and epistemological assumptions, the nature of
phenomenography, examples of previous phenomenographic studies, the application
of phenomenography to this project, and the format for reporting outcomes as an

outcome space.

Chapter 4 details the research design, focusing on the chosen research site, insider
researcher challenges, participant recruitment, and data analysis. It emphasizes
maintaining credibility, a vital quality measure in phenomenographic research.
Ethical considerations, aligned with Lancaster University guidelines for PhD theses,
are also addressed. In turn, the chapter addresses the research site, my implications as
an insider researcher, the research participants, the ways of conducting interviews,

data analysis methods, research quality, and ethical considerations.

Chapter 5 unveils the study's findings, presenting a nuanced outcome space with four
categories of description and three dimensions of variation. Each category offers a
unique, holistic perspective on the OEP phenomenon, derived from participant data
analysis. Phenomenographic principles guide the identification of meaning structure,
structure of awareness, and dimensions of variation within each category. The
chapter concludes with a summarized findings table. In turn, the chapter presents the
research findings in one outcome space and underscores the four categories of

description revealed from the analysis.
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Chapter 6 critically discusses the findings from Chapter 5, linking them to the three
themes outlined in Chapter 2's literature review. It directly addresses the research
question by exploring nuanced variations in perceiving OEP, emphasizing
participant perspectives and dimensions like OEP implementation, beneficiaries, and
practitioners. The chapter underscores the project's contributions, presenting nine
detailed contributions, three for each literature theme. A summarizing table
concludes the chapter. In turn, the chapter discusses the variations in perceiving
OEP, the dimensions in which these perceptions vary, and my contributions to OEP

research.
Chapter 7 is the final chapter of this thesis, which provides an overview of the

contributions of the research findings in relation to the relevant literature. It also

highlights the research recommendations, limitations, and areas for future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This doctoral project addresses the relatively new field of Open Educational
Practices (OEP). Boote and Beile (2005) emphasise that doctoral work hinges on
rigorous and critical analysis of scholarly literature. This involves more than
summarising previous studies; it includes drawing conclusions, critically assessing

themes and research areas, and determining the validity of key claims.

This literature review aims to demonstrate that this study is positioned in existing
scholarly discourse and to justify that the findings from the research will make an

original and meaningful contribution to the relevant research area.

This chapter has a sequential approach and consists of five sections. In Section 2.1 of
the Introduction, | position the project within the research area of OEP, navigating
the intersection with Open Educational Resources (OER) research, all situated within
the broader context of open education research in Higher Education (HE). | also
outline the process of searching the literature and the process of analysing it, which
revealed three themes mentioned at the end of this section. The first theme,
examining OEP definitions, is presented in Section 2.2. The second theme, delving
into the relationship between OEP and OER, is explored in Section 2.3. The third
theme, examining the roles of OEP practitioners, is explored in Section 2.4. The

chapter concludes in Section 2.5, encapsulating the key insights.

2.1.1 Locating the project

My study is based on the research area of OEP within the broader scholarship on
open education in HE. Although | did not initially set out to use this body of
literature, it naturally emerged during my literature search, as outlined in Section
2.1.2. The open education literature primarily emphasises OER, which focuses on

creating open content using technology and advocating for open licensing and
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policies to enhance accessibility and flexibility. OEP, as a subset within the open

education scholarly domain, has more recently emerged in the literature.

Having decided to study OEP as the research area of this study, | found that OER
literature dominates within the broader open education scholarship. It has been
established earlier and is rich with various frameworks, empirical studies, and
guidelines for its implementation. In contrast, OEP is a newer approach aiming to
expand the boundaries of open education. It goes beyond the current focus on
traditional content-centric aspects observed in OER. This distinction makes it an
intriguing and pivotal research area for my project. OEP emphasises pragmatic
practices like open pedagogy and multifaceted approaches to open teaching and

learning, as well as the roles of those practitioners who aim at its implementation.

Realising the dominance of OER within open education literature and
acknowledging the overlap between OEP and OER, | have found some significant
distinctions that set my focus on OEP apart. Positioned within these distinctions, my
literature review delves into exploring OEP perspectives within the literature,
examining its definitions concerning content and beyond, and its implementation in
relationship to OER and beyond, and evaluating the roles of its practitioners and
beneficiaries. These unique distinctions, emerging as themes from my review of the

literature, will be further elaborated upon in the subsequent sections of this chapter.

Given the extensive breadth of available literature, | could have explored additional
areas such as social justice, instructional strategies, learning design, networked
learning, and broader digital literacy as these relate to the issues of open education in
higher education that | investigate. However, | chose not to delve deeply into these
due to their expansive nature, which might not allow for robust contributions to my
research. | also considered examining the literature on open universities, as they are
often seen as pioneers in open education, specifically in OER. Yet, | refrained from
this focus to ensure a comprehensive understanding of OEP across various university
models, including both traditional and open universities. Although I am conducting
my project in an open university, I do not see my research as only contributing to
scholars writing about open universities, but instead as only contributing to a wider

body of literature focused on OEP and OER. | believe that the three themes | have
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reviewed offer rich scholarly discussions which have influenced my project and
where my study can fruitfully contribute holistic perspectives and present a potential

integrative approach to the OEP research area in HE.

2.1.2 Searching for literature

In the previous section, | discussed the location of my project, which is based on the
literature in the OEP research area. | highlighted the overlap between OEP and OER
and their connection under the broader research paradigm of open education in

higher education research.

To contextualise the literature on OEP within HE, | specifically focused on studies
on universities that address both OER and OEP. | recognized the existence of a broad
body of literature solely dedicated to OER, which might predate the emergence of
OEP or limit addressing some open practices within the domain of OER research.
These issues of overlap with OER will be further explored within the discussion of

the three emerging themes in the coming sections.

Moreover, | underscored the significance of empirical studies in the OEP research
area, particularly those delving into the perspectives of OEP practitioners and their
roles in its implementation, such as my empirical qualitative study. In addition, |
highlighted various non-empirical studies which propose definitions and theoretical
frameworks for OEP. | acknowledge that this selective approach narrowed down the
pool of studies for review, but this process was essential in distinguishing the most

pertinent literature for my review.

To identify relevant literature, I utilised the Scopus online database, a comprehensive
repository of scholarly works. | conducted a targeted search using the term “open
educational practices” (OEP), as this term is closely associated with the literature of
both OEP and its relevance in OER literature. To avoid results predominantly related
to OER, I refrained from using the term “open educational resources” or OER in my
search. Moreover, | did not realise or read other synonyms for OEP in the literature.

Therefore, the search query | employed was “Open Education* Practice*” OR
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“OEP,” encompassing variations in the use of the term “open education practices”. |
limited the search to peer-reviewed studies, chapters, and reviews. This initial search
produced 192 studies. Subsequently, I carefully examined each abstract to determine
the direct relevance of each study to OEP or if the term was mentioned in a general
context with other focuses. Additionally, I excluded studies not focused on higher
education, such as those pertaining to K-12 and elementary schools, as they fell
outside the scope of my study. Following this process, 153 studies were considered

eligible for inclusion in this literature review.

2.1.3 Analysing the literature

Upon obtaining the list of 153 studies resulting from the search process, | planned the
analysis to discern how they could contribute to shaping the focus of my study on
OEP. Exporting the search results to an Excel sheet, | organised the studies,
incorporating details such as the number of citations, abstract, keywords, publication
year, and article type. My examination commenced by carefully reading through

abstracts and delving into the arguments presented in the downloaded studies.

In relevant to my study, my primary objective in searching the literature was to
extract claims and findings from empirical studies related to OEP perspectives,
scope, and implementation within various contexts of higher education. However, it
became apparent that there was a scarcity of empirical studies specifically delving
into practitioners' perceptions of OEP and their roles in its implementation.
Furthermore, | observed a prevalence of non-empirical studies on OEP attempting to
formulate theoretical frameworks and definitions, often lacking empirical evidence

from practitioners.

In response, | recognised the need for my review to highlight key arguments, align
them with the focus of my study, and critically assess their arguments. This involved
identifying common themes across the selected studies of OEP research area and
presenting aspects requiring further refinement, which my study could potentially

address.
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Having established the context for my project within the OEP literature and
conducted a thorough review of research topics within this area among the selected
studies, | have identified three key themes which are thematised from the literature as

focal points for my literature review in this chapter. The three themes are:

e Theme 1: Definitions of Open Educational Practices: This theme has been
raised in 85 articles, primarily within the set of non-empirical studies. This
theme revolves around the various definitions and conceptualisations of OEP,
exploring how OEP is understood and articulated within the academic

discourse.

e Theme 2: The relationships between OEP and OER: This theme has been
addressed in 138 studies, with most of them being part of the non-empirical
studies and a smaller number in the empirical studies. This theme centres on
the dependability between OEP and OER, examining how OEP relates to and
builds upon OER.

e Theme 3: The roles of OEP practitioners: This theme has been explored in
24 empirical studies, as well as some other non-empirical studies. This theme
delves into the roles and actions of individuals engaged in OEP, including
educators, administrators, and other stakeholders within HE, and explores

how their studies can contribute to the implementation and success of OEP.

The identified three themes are not mutually exclusive. In other words, a single study
could contribute to multiple themes. Despite the valuable insights these themes
provide, my study takes a unique approach by emphasising the practical
implementation of OEP by exploring the perceptions of its practitioners. My study
aims to offer pragmatic perspectives and practical applications for researchers and

audiences interested in the effective implementation of OEP within HE.

Given these notable characteristics and trends evident in the literature concerning

OEP, in the subsequent three sections, | will delve into discussions on the three
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themes, including the pertinent literature within each theme, and outline how this

research aims to contribute to these areas through the respective theme.

It is worth mentioning that the coming sections cite only a few papers among the
selected ones in this literature and not the whole set of 153 studies. In selecting
studies for my literature review, | prioritized relevance to my research question,
focusing on studies with high methodological rigour and robust frameworks. | aimed
for a comprehensive yet focused overview, synthesizing and integrating literature to
contribute meaningfully to my field. Due to space constraints, | selectively included
studies that best supported my argument, while remaining open to revisiting and

incorporating additional literature as my research progresses.

2.2 Theme 1: Definitions of OEP

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, the first theme of the literature centres on examining
various definitions of OEP e.g., (Andrade et al., 2011; Cronin, 2017; Ehlers &
Conole, 2010; Havemann, 2016; Huang, TIlili, et al., 2020; Wiley & Hilton III,
2018). Researchers within these studies aim to establish new definitions or refine
existing ones, with the hope of enhancing the understanding of OEP and creating
comprehensive definitions to facilitate the development of implementation
frameworks. In this section, | will delve into how OEP is comprehended and,
therefore, defined in the literature, and explore the relevance of this theme to my
study. Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 will introduce two sub-themes that categorise these
perceptions of OEP, offering critiques that are relevant to my research. Section 2.2.3

will provide a summary of the argument put forth in Theme 1.

Regarding my thesis objectives, the strength of the literature lies in its examination
of the meanings of open educational practices and their application from various
dimensions. By definition, the concept of OEP originated from OER, a content-based
approach that involves freely sharing resources like textbooks, course materials, and
videos for the benefit of learners and educators in HE (Andrade et al., 2011).
Collectively, the literature presents OEP as evolving due to the diversity of resources

and associated practices, often causing debates about what these open practices are
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and how they should be implemented. This debate revolves around whether open
practices are conceptualised as the creation, sharing, or remixing of content-based
OER, or as practices extending beyond content-based OER, including open teaching,
learning, collaboration, and assessment, serving as a unified means to make HE more

open and applicable in various educational contexts.

For example, the study by Huang, Tlili, et al. (2020) lists more than ten definitions
from the literature of OEP. These definitions are described by Czerniewicz et al.
(2017) as “varied and sometimes contested definitions of OEP” (p. 83) between
content-based and other broader dimensions of OEP beyond content. On the other
hand, Algers (2020) sees empowerment as a common theme within the definitions of
OEP by concluding that:

“Based on various definitions in the literature, OEP is an empowerment
process for both the educators, by giving them greater control of which

resources and how they use them” (p. 570).

Notably for my study, the emphasis on the importance of different ways of
understanding OEP in the literature informs my research question. I am primarily
interested in how authors in the literature discuss the definitions of OEP in various
contexts, specifically the two prominent strands: perceiving OEP as practices used to
enrich open content (a content-based approach) or perceiving these practices as
extending beyond content (comprising open teaching, learning, collaboration,
assessment, etc.). As my discussion in Section 2.1.1 outlines, the literature presents
these two strands, as opposed to their definition and perception of OEP. My review
below explores areas of disagreement and alignment within and between these

opposing dynamics of defining and perceiving OEP in various studies.

Concerning the priorities of my thesis, however, the primary limitation of the
literature is its relatively narrow perspectives on OEP, which can limit its potential.
Additionally, there is a lack of actionable guidance provided by these definitions of
OEP. The studies either present prescriptive definitions primarily limited to content-

based approaches, often rooted in prior work on OER, or offer broad definitions that
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provide little practical guidance, especially when implementing practices beyond
content. For my study, these issues result in an incomplete understanding of OEP,
prompting me to inquire about the perspectives of individuals who initially worked
within a content-based approach and are now transitioning to OEP. To be fair, the
studies’ primary intent is generally to explore theoretical definitions and frameworks
of OEP, either as extensions of the OER literature or as separate theoretical
constructs beyond OER. However, in both approaches, the voices of those actively
working to implement OEP in different contexts are often overlooked and various

non-empirical studies have been taking place.

2.2.1 OEP within content

As noted in the introduction of Theme 1, the first strand highlighted is the prevailing
perspective on OEP drawn from the literature. It asserts that OEP, by its very
definition, is rooted in the utilisation of open content, such as OER. This particular
interpretation of OEP holds a dominant position in the OEP literature. For example,
the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), in
their guidance concerning OEP during COVID-19 closure, adopted the definition of
OEP as articulated by Wiley and Hilton 111 (2018) of OEP in their glossary terms.
UNESCO explicitly stated that:

“Wiley and Hilton (2018) considered OEP as an OER-enabled pedagogy and
defined it as a “set of teaching and learning practices that are only possible or

practical in the context of the SR permissions that are characteristic of OER”

(Huang, Liu, et al., 2020, p. 2).
The framework of these 5Rs permission was proposed by Wiley (2014, March 5) for
engagement with OER and encompasses the open practices of Retaining, Reusing,
Revising, Remixing, and Redistributing content. This framework has gained

widespread adoption in the literature.

Similarly, Ehlers and Conole (2010) define OEP as:
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“The use of OER with the aim to improve the quality of educational

processes and innovate educational environments” (p. 2).

These conceptualisations represent a positive and sustainable approach to launching
OEP, firmly grounded in the well-established theoretical foundation of a content-
based approach to OER. However, despite the utility of this perspective of OEP
within content, these definitions have certain limitations. These limitations extend to
the potential practices that can be envisioned beyond the content-based approach of
OEP. Moreover, they give rise to other limitations in terms of the contexts in which
these practices can be applied and the possible individuals or groups who can

implement and benefit from such practices.

2.2.2 OEP beyond content

As noted in the introduction of Theme 1, the second strand promotes OEP as a
philosophy of open education that people need to buy into (Naidu, 2016). Studies
within this second strand offer a broader view of OEP (Koseoglu & Bozkurt, 2018),
encompassing various dimensions of openness, including open teaching and learning,
open assessment, open technology, and other aspects beyond the content-based
approach of OER. From this perspective, OER serves as the starting point for OEP
implementation. For example, Adam (2020) adopts Havemann (2016) definition of
OEP, which states:

“OEP consist not only of creating and reusing OER, but also of other forms of
transparency around academic practice, such as blogging, tweeting,
presenting, and debating scholarly and pedagogic activities, in ways that

promote reflection, reusability, revision, and collaboration.” (p. 7).

Similarly, a more comprehensive definition of OEP beyond the content-based
approach and is widely adopted in the literature is proposed by Cronin (2017),
considering OEP as:

“Collaborative practices that include the creation, use, and reuse of OER, as
well as pedagogical practices employing participatory technologies and social
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networks for interaction, peer-learning, knowledge creation, and

empowerment of learners” (p. 4).

These definitions of OEP offer deeper insights into the potential open practices that
can be encompassed when considering OEP, particularly those related to
collaborative practices and pedagogic activities aimed at empowering learners. Yet,
the way they are presented in the literature can be confusing for those aiming to
implement OEP. This confusion is acknowledged by Czerniewicz et al. (2017), who
notes that there are “varied and sometimes contested definitions of OEP” (p. 83)
between OER and the broader dimensions of OEP that go beyond content.
Additionally, another significant limitation is the scarcity of empirical studies in the
literature demonstrating practitioners' understanding of these extensive aspects of
OEP. Hence, this project seeks to address this contentious issue by exploring what

OEP means for the individuals actively engaged in its implementation.

2.2.3 Summary of Theme 1: Definitions of OEP

Theme 1 of the literature review explores the definitions of OEP, a foundational
theme in the research area of OEP, and my study, as it explores the different ways in
which OEP is perceived by studies in the literature. The literature presents two
primary strands in defining OEP, which offer both insights and limitations. The first
strand, often described in my analysis as exploring OEP by focusing on content,
grounds OEP in the utilisation of open content, notably OER, and emphasises some
frameworks such as the 5R permissions. This strand provides a clear starting point for
OEP but falls short in addressing the full spectrum of open practices possible beyond

content.

The second strand, described in my analysis as exploring OEP beyond the content
approach, portrays OEP as a broader philosophy encompassing various dimensions of
openness in education, including open teaching, learning, assessment, technology,
collaboration, and pedagogy. While offering a more comprehensive view of OEP, this
perspective can be vague and challenging to implement in practice. Moreover, the

literature lacks empirical studies that demonstrate how practitioners understand and
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apply these extensive dimensions of openness through OEP. These issues underscore

the need for research that delves deeper into the practical dimensions of OEP.

Despite these limitations, the literature contributes to theoretical discussions on OEP,
but it often falls short of providing actionable guidance for educators and institutions
seeking to implement OEP effectively. The absence of voices from those actively
involved in OEP implementation in different contexts is a noteworthy drawback. To
address these issues, my study will not seek to propose a new definition of OEP but
instead will explore how practitioners understand the term, and this ought to be of

interest to those scholars who write about these definitions.

The next section discusses Theme 2 where the relationship of OER and OEP is
explored in detail as addressed in the literature, having more insights about the

implementation aspects of OEP, within and beyond OER.

2.3 Theme 2: The relationships between OER and OEP

As outlined in Section 2.1.3, the second theme of the literature focuses on examining
the relationships between OER and OEP. Specifically, it delves into how open
practices are understood and implemented in this context, e.g., (Bozkurt et al., 2019;
Karunanayaka et al., 2015; Mayrberger, 2020; Shareefa et al., 2023). Researchers
within these studies aim to shed light on various aspects and dimensions of openness
that can be integrated as part of OEP, either by regarding OER as a central dimension
of openness or as a launching point towards the implementation of OEP as the

primary focus.

Concerning my thesis, which seeks to investigate the perceptions of OEP
practitioners regarding the implementation of open practices, the strength of the
literature lies in its exploration of OER and OEP applications from various
perspectives. The debate about OEP definitions in Theme 1, ranging from within to
beyond content, is extended into Theme 2 as some studies align with one of these
two strands. Studies that embrace OEP within content propose the implementation of

OEP within OER, while those adopting OEP beyond content advocate for
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implementing OEP beyond OER. For example, this debate about the relationship
between OEP and OER is summarised by Bozkurt et al. (2019) as the following:

“The current focus in OER is mainly placed on building more access to
digital content. There is little consideration of whether this will support
educational practices, promote quality and innovation in teaching and

learning.” (p. 90).

Importantly for my study, the diverse perspectives on the implementation of OEP in
the literature, particularly in the context of the relationship between OEP and OER,
provide valuable insights for my research question. I am particularly interested in
how authors in the literature discuss the practical implementation of OEP in various
contexts, both within OER and beyond. This interest is driven by the insights found
from existing literature and is aligned with the experiential perspectives of the
participants involved in this research. The literature presents these two strands of
implementing OEP. In the review below, | will explore areas of agreement and
contention within and between these contrasting dynamics regarding the practices

associated with OEP implementation.

In terms of my thesis priorities, the main limitation of the literature lies in its limited
consideration of how these practices are perceived or implemented by practitioners
who have traditionally focused on OER in well-established ways. These practitioners
are now transitioning towards implementing OEP. This transition raises intriguing
questions about how they view OEP and their established OER practices. Do they
see OEP as an integral part of the continuum of open practices, an extension of their
OER initiatives, or an entirely distinct approach? Most studies in the literature that
address these questions are primarily non-empirical studies aiming to propose
frameworks for OEP within or beyond OER. To be fair, these frameworks provide
valuable insights into some theoretical aspects to be considered in the

implementation of OEP, which will be discussed in the following two subsections.
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2.3.1 OEP within OER

As introduced in the discussion of Theme 2, the studies focusing on OEP within
OER predominantly adopt the definitions and concepts proposed in the first strand of
Theme 1, which perceives OEP as an approach rooted in content-based practices.
This dimension heavily influences the literature, providing nuanced insights into

dealing with OER as the primary approach for implementing OEP.

In my view, this approach of perceiving OEP within OER is advantageous in several
ways. Firstly, it serves as an effective means to raise awareness of open content and
significantly contributes to its dissemination (Stagg et al., 2023). Secondly, it
empowers learners through their active participation in OER co-creation (Huang,
Liu, et al., 2020) and by implementing non-disposable assignments as OER, as
described by Wiley and Hilton 111 (2018):

“assignments which both support an individual student’s learning and result
in new or improved open educational resources that provide a lasting benefit

to the broader community of learners” (p. 137).

These conceptualisations present a potential for developing OEP drawing from the
theoretical and practical perspectives of OER. Yet, it remains a subject of debate in
the literature, mainly due to its narrow focus on content access and dissemination.
For example, the article conducted by Karunanayaka et al. (2015) explicitly
emphasises in its title the shift from OER to OEP. The study underscores the clear
connection between OER and OEP, highlighting the notion that OEP often involves
the utilisation of OER as a foundational component. This underscores their

interdependence and the role of OER in facilitating OEP.

Although this approach of implementing OEP within OER is sustainable, the
limitations of a narrow focus on content, coupled with the evolving debate regarding
the relationship between OEP and OER, has prompted a shift towards the
investigation of a more pragmatic and innovative approach — implementing OEP

beyond OER. From the perspective of my study, this discussion is instrumental in
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exploring more practical perceptions of OEP implementation instead of being
confined to the realm of OER, which is often critiqued for predominantly focusing
on expanding access to digital content without sufficient consideration of practices

beyond that.

2.3.2 OEP beyond OER

As introduced in the discussion of Theme 2, the studies focusing on OEP beyond
OER predominantly align with the definitions and concepts outlined in the second
strand of Theme 2. This perspective characterises OEP as a multi-dimensional
approach that extends beyond the confines of content, emphasising the potential to
enhance access to HE. It encompasses not only content-based practices such as OER
but also collaborative practices like open pedagogy, open collaboration, and open

teaching and learning.

Studies within this theme promote open practices that encourage collaboration
among learners, educators, and the broader HE community. They aim to empower
those engaged in OEP through activities centred on knowledge creation and the
cultivation of a culture of sharing, as exemplified in the work (Cronin, 2017). This
perspective on OEP has a broader scope compared to the goal of empowering
learners through the co-creation of OER, as discussed in Section 2.3.1, which mainly

revolves around content-based practices.

For instance, a recent literature review conducted by Shareefa et al. (2023)
emphasises the role of open scholarship within OEP in fostering a more inclusive,
collaborative, and transparent approach to openness in HE. This approach advocates
openly sharing knowledge and research for the benefit of the broader community,

ultimately contributing to the democratisation of higher education and research.

These conceptualisations offer a pragmatic and collaborative approach to OEP,
enabling the adoption of more open and effective practices with the potential to
benefit not only learners and educators but also the entire higher education

community. However, some difficulties and challenges need to be addressed when
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conducting empirical studies. Such research should involve engaging those actively
participating in these practices to gain insights into their perceptions of the goals,
effectiveness, and challenges involved in implementing OEP and the beneficiaries of

these open practices, hence the aim of this project.

This second theme provides a more comprehensive view of OEP than the previous
one; the literature discusses this view more in the context of the role of practitioners
in implementing and actualising these open practices rather than focusing solely on
the resources, as previously discussed in terms of sharing and remixing content.
Therefore, additional aspects within this comprehensive view will be explored in

Theme 3 of the roles of OEP practitioners, detailed in Section 2.4.

From the perspective of my study, this exploration of OEP beyond OER is crucial for
gaining insights into the diverse dimensions and relevant aspects of OEP. It serves as
a vital step towards establishing a holistic and categorised understanding of how
OEP is perceived and practised within the realm of scholarly research. Nevertheless,
the extensive dimensions of openness articulated here, such as open scholarship and
open pedagogy, warrant in-depth examination by engaging with individuals in HE
who are tasked with its execution. This empirical approach is essential for assessing
the feasibility of this comprehensive outlook and identifying the various

understandings through which it can be effectively implemented.

2.3.3 Summary of Theme 2: The relationship between OER and OEP

The main points that summarise the literature on the relationship between OER and

OEP are discussed below.

Studies that focus on implementing OEP within OER mainly focus on open practices
related to the content, and what practitioners need to do to implement it is clear
through following the proposed OER frameworks, such as the 5Rs permission. This
approach is implemented and can achieve its goal by creating OER or something
similar to MOOC or educational videos and then implementing some open practices
on this open content, such as those in the 5R framework (remixing, redistributing, and

so on). Although this approach is widely adopted due to the solid theoretical
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foundation that emerged from the early OER movement, it is primarily bounded by
content creation and sharing. This issue can be enhanced by considering the second
approach of OEP beyond OER.

This second approach of OEP beyond OER is a recent movement in the literature that
seeks to foster collaborative and pragmatic open practices, launching from content
such as OER and extending beyond it. These practices, often termed “dimensions of
openness,” include open scholarship, open pedagogy, open assessment, and open
collaboration. The multitude of potential open practices and the lack of well-
established implementation frameworks can make this approach challenging for those
aiming to adopt it. Consequently, there is a need to consult individuals within
academic institutions about how they perceive the comprehensive implementation of
these practices. They should consider the dimensions of openness they believe are
coherent and applicable for effective implementation, benefiting educators, learners,
and the higher education community, rather than merely celebrating the creation or

manipulation of open content.

In summary, Cronin (2017) observed that the relationship between OER and OEP is
nuanced. While advocates often suggest that OER leads to OEP, it can also work the
other way around: engagement with OEP, particularly through collaborative
participation and open pedagogy, can raise awareness of and participation in OER.
This understanding indicates that the interplay between OER and OEP is more

complex than previously thought.

Therefore, this project aims to investigate this relationship by exploring how research
participants who have extensive experience with OER perceive the implementation of
OEP. This research could contribute to a more insightful understanding of this

relationship, as presented in this PhD thesis.

2.4 Theme 3: The roles of OEP practitioners

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, Theme 3 of the literature review concentrates on

research that investigates the roles of OEP practitioners, primarily educators and HE
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stakeholders, in the implementation of OEP, e.g., (Baran & Alzoubi, 2020; Harrison
& Devries, 2020; Huang, Tlili, et al., 2020; Karunanayaka & Naidu, 2020; Lee,
2020b; Nascimbeni et al., 2018; Truan & Dressel, 2022). This theme is particularly
pertinent to my thesis, which aims to explore the perceptions of educators and
academic administrators regarding OEP. The literature serves as a valuable backdrop
and reference point for my study's participants' open practices. Therefore, this section
consists of three main sections. Section 2.4.1 discusses the classifications and the
roles of OEP practitioners as presented in the literature on OEP. Section 2.4.2
discusses the beneficiaries of OEP practitioners, and Section 2.4.3 summarises the

key points of the third theme.

As established in the preceding themes discussing OEP definitions within and
beyond content and the perspectives of its implementation within or beyond OER,
the roles of OEP practitioners often align with intentions to maximise openness in
HE. They engage in activities such as creating open content and participating in
collaborative open practices. Therefore, delving into these roles offers insights into
their motivations, understandings, and the intricate challenges they encounter. It also
sheds light on how OEP practitioners navigate unclear instructions, heavy
workloads, and broader tensions while implementing OEP within particular

institutions.

The literature covers the involvement of individuals becoming practitioners in OEP,
both within and beyond OER. However, what seems missing in this theme is that the
literature advocates awareness of some guidelines and theoretical notions without
gaining insight into how practitioners, including learners and researchers, understand
their roles and how their roles develop within particular institutions. Therefore, the
literature reveals three key issues concerning Theme 3 of the roles of OEP

practitioners as the following:

Primarily, there is a lack of clear action guidelines for those seeking to engage in
implementing OEP, contrasting the comprehensive guidelines available for creating
OER, such as the well-structured 5Rs permissions detailing the roles of those
involved in creating OER. This contrast is particularly evident in the absence of

equivalent literature for individuals engaged in implementing OEP beyond OER,
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which predominantly features non-empirical studies focused on proposing

definitions and frameworks of OEP.

The second concern relates to the absence of voices and input from early adopters of
open practices in HE, specifically practitioners from open universities. Their unique
experiences and expertise in open education dimensions remain largely unexplored
due to the lack of empirical studies and the evolving emphasis on online and distance
education in traditional universities. Despite the shift in focus from serving
disadvantaged learners to flexibility and collaboration in various educational
contexts, insights from these early adopters, similar to the participants in this
research, hold considerable value. Their experiences illuminate the role of
practitioners in opening up HE through utilising pedagogy and technology within

diverse contexts facilitated by the flexibility inherent in open education.

The third issue is the literature's tendency to classify OEP practitioners according to
their professions rather than their level of engagement, which | consider a restriction
to the vision of OEP practitioners’ identities. While studies emphasise the significant
burden on educators in implementing open practices like open teaching, learning,
and collaboration (Huang, Liu, et al., 2020), the broader scope of OEP beyond
content suggests a more inclusive participation within the HE community. This
expansion may include greater agency for learners beyond co-creating OER (Baran
& Alzoubi, 2020) and for researchers beyond enabling open access to their
publications (Karunanayaka & Naidu, 2020). In other terms, beneficiaries or
audiences are considered recipients with a minimum contribution to the content
creation. Even in their collaboration in open pedagogies, they are considered
beneficiaries, and the question here, which is missing from the literature, is if there is
a way to maximise the contribution of those beneficiaries to OEP in HE instead of
considering them as recipients and celebrate their minimum contribution here and

there.
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2.4.1 OEP practitioners

In this section, | will explore the roles of OEP practitioners, including their

classifications and their roles and responsibilities.

2.4.1.1 Classifications of OEP practitioners

OEP engage various practitioners within the HE community, categorised into two
distinct groups in the literature. The first group comprises individuals directly
involved in daily practices, including educators, learners, researchers, designers, and
educational technologists (Harrison & Devries, 2020). Educators, especially, are

often considered primary practitioners of OEP in the literature.

The second group involves stakeholders with interests or concerns regarding OEP's
success, outcomes, or related policies. These stakeholders encompass administrators,
policymakers, government agencies, educational institutions, non-profit

organisations, publishers, advocacy groups, and others (Huang, Liu, et al., 2020).

For this project, a critical exploration involves examining whether practitioners
within the same or across the two categories work cohesively as a unified entity to
achieve specific objectives when implementing OEP. Do they collaborate and share a
common goal in their efforts with OER or OEP? How do they see their cooperation
for a successful implementation of OEP? Investigating these questions entails
examining the perceptions and roles of educators and academic administrators, such
as the participants in this project, representing categories one and two, respectively.
Understanding their varied perspectives on OEP and how they identify their peers

and beneficiaries forms a critical aspect of this investigation.

2.4.1.2 Roles and Responsibilities

Literature in the first category describes an individual’s engagement in various open
practices. Educators create, adapt, and share OER for use in the classroom, extending

to collaborative and open pedagogies. Learners actively participate in creating and
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enhancing OER and engaging in activities within the open education community
(Baran & Alzoubi, 2020; Truan & Dressel, 2022). Researchers contribute through
open access to their publications, thereby supporting the dimension of open
scholarship (Huang, TIili, et al.,, 2020; Shareefa et al., 2023). Curriculum and
instructional designers focus on creating courses and learning materials and
structuring educational content to facilitate engaging and effective learning
experiences, aligning their designs with the practice of open pedagogies (Cronin,
2017). Educational technologists specialise in integrating technology to support OER
and other open practices in technology-enhanced learning environments
(Karunanayaka & Naidu, 2017).

Literature in the second category argues that stakeholders shoulder the responsibility
of supporting the success of OEP projects. Administrators, for instance, address
challenges faced by educators, learners, designers, and educational technologists
through professional development (Karunanayaka et al., 2015; Tualaulelei & Green,
2022) and capacity building (Karunanayaka & Naidu, 2020; Nascimbeni et al.,
2018). Moreover, practitioners in this category formulate policies that endorse
accreditation and flexibility, maximising openness in HE and fostering community
engagement (Algers, 2020; Cronin, 2017; Murphy, 2013).

Although the literature has defined some roles for these OEP practitioners, the lack
of clear action guidelines and the absence of perspectives from these practitioners
regarding their roles in OEP are evident in this literature. Additionally, the literature
falls short in suggesting integrative, more effective engagement approaches for these

practitioners.

2.4.2 OEP beneficiaries

Beneficiaries is a term used in the literature to describe individuals within HE who
profit from the increased accessibility and participation in educational resources and
practices (Lee, 2020b; Tualaulelei & Green, 2022). Learners are the primary
beneficiaries of these approaches in the literature, but educators, researchers, and

communities can also benefit from the availability of resources and practices
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(Tualaulelei & Green, 2022). Educators, whether OEP practitioners or not, benefit
from the availability of educational resources in their teaching. Similarly, researchers
benefit from free access to academic journals. All beneficiaries can benefit from
open collaboration and open pedagogies (Koseoglu & Bozkurt, 2018; Nascimbeni et
al., 2018).

However, the existing divide between practitioners and beneficiaries might limit the
implementation of OEP because OEP should be open to engaging individuals or
communities based on their interests and advantages rather than their professional
roles or identities. Therefore, it is crucial to explore more integrative ways or
contexts that engage beneficiaries to become practitioners of OEP rather than mere
consumers, contributing to the maximisation of openness in HE. This is a critical
issue that the participants in this project could help explore by sharing their diverse

perceptions of OEP and its implementation.

2.4.3 Summary of Theme 3: The roles of OEP practitioners

Theme 3 of the literature review delves into the roles and beneficiaries of OEP,
playing a foundational role in OEP research. It explores the categorisation of
individuals engaged in implementing OEP and those who benefit from its execution.
The literature categorises practitioners into two groups. The first comprises those
involved in daily practices: educators, learners, researchers, designers, and
educational technologists, with educators primarily identified as key OEP
practitioners. The second group includes various stakeholders within HE responsible
for facilitating the successful implementation of OEP, such as administrators,
policymakers, government agencies, educational institutions, non-profit

organisations, publishers, and advocacy groups.

Existing literature allocates specific roles and responsibilities to these groups,
indicating a significant burden on educators in implementing OEP. However, the
literature lacks clear action guidelines for OEP implementation, highlighting the
need for more cohesive and engaging approaches to encourage collaboration among

these practitioners, thereby enabling them to achieve their goals.
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Furthermore, the literature identifies beneficiaries of OEP implementation, including
educators, learners, researchers, and communities in HE. However, the existing
dichotomy between practitioners and beneficiaries as two separate entities may not
effectively engage individuals and HE communities in OEP, which is the core

objective of openness in HE.

2.5 Conclusion

This literature review presents a comprehensive analysis of OEP, examining
emerging themes such as the definitions of OEP, its relationship with OER, and the
roles of practitioners and beneficiaries in implementing OEP. A reflective and
critical summary of the key points and potential areas for further exploration are

presented briefly in this section.

In Theme 1, the exploration of OEP definitions reveals two primary strands in
defining OEP: within content (primarily rooted in OER) and beyond content
(embracing a broader philosophy of openness in education). While both perspectives
offer valuable insights, they come with limitations. The content-based approach,
while having a solid theoretical foundation, is criticised for its narrow focus on
content, which neglects other contexts where OEP can be implemented. Conversely,
the broader view of OEP lacks clear perspectives and empirical evidence for its
applications. The absence of input from those actively engaged in implementing
OEP highlights the need to explore and establish a collective understanding of their

perceptions regarding the essence of OEP.

Theme 2 delves into the relationship between OER and OEP, exploring the
implementation of OEP within and beyond OER. The OEP within the OER approach
heavily focuses on open practices related to open content, primarily due to the
established theoretical foundation in OER. However, this approach is critiqued for its
narrow focus on OER while implementing OEP. On the other hand, OEP, beyond
OER, advocates for a more comprehensive approach to open practices but lacks
established implementation guidelines and empirical studies, making adoption and
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implementation challenging. The absence of active input from those involved in OEP
implementation underscores the necessity of delving into a collective understanding
of the pragmatic ways for OEP implementation and its implications in various

educational contexts.

Theme 3 focuses on the roles of OEP practitioners and beneficiaries. The literature
identifies two categories of practitioners: those directly involved in daily practices,
such as educators, learners, researchers, and stakeholders, such as administrators,
who are concerned with outcomes or policies. However, the classification of
practitioners based on professions rather than their level of engagement restricts the
vision of OEP practitioners' involvement. The delineation between practitioners and
beneficiaries as separate entities might limit the comprehensive engagement of
individuals and communities in OEP, hindering the core objective of openness in
HE. Additionally, the absence of clear action guidelines for engaging in OEP,

especially beyond OER, limits effective implementation.

Finally, this literature review highlights significant issues in the understanding and
practical implementation of OEP, emphasising the need for more empirical studies,
clearer action guidelines, and a more cohesive approach to encourage collaboration
among practitioners. Integrating beneficiaries into the practice of OEP is essential for
achieving the core objective of openness in HE. These identified issues offer ample
scope for my research in exploring collective and various ways of perceiving OEP by
those who were asked to do it. The next chapter presents an explanation of

phenomenography and the ways it is applied to my project.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes my underpinning assumptions and the theoretical stances I
adopted that frame this project. It consists of five main sections. Section 3.2
describes my ontological and epistemological stances, as well as the sources of my
interests in addressing the qualitatively different perceptions of the studied
phenomenon. It also sets out the reasons for choosing a phenomenographic research
approach for the current study. Section 3.3 focuses on the philosophical principles
and characteristics of phenomenography employed in this research. Section 3.4
illustrates some examples of other phenomenographic studies from the literature that
influenced my research approach. Section 3.5 discusses the ways in which
phenomenography frames this study, including the application of the main
theoretical principles to the current project. In Section 3.6, | describe the notion of
outcome space, which will be used to structure how | present my findings for the
study later in this thesis. It also includes an example of an outcome space from one
of the phenomenographic studies in the literature, with a detailed explanation of how
the outcome space of a phenomenographic study is established. Finally, the

conclusion summarises the key points from the chapter.

3.2 Ontological and epistemological assumptions

As discussed in the previous chapters, | aim to explore to explore practitioners’
perceptions and experiences of OEP in an open university, and how these
understandings of practitioners vary. My assumption of addressing OEP as a
phenomenon comes from both its presentation in the literature as a new movement in
open education and the broadness of its definitions. In the Cambridge dictionary, a
phenomenon is defined as “anything that is or can be experienced or felt, especially
something that is noticed because it is unusual or new ”(Bunting et al., 2012, p. 320).
For phenomenographers, a phenomenon means “to make manifest, or to bring to

light”(Larsson & Holmstrém, 2007, p. 55) and the suffix “graph” is the research
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approach that aims at presenting the different ways of peoples’ understanding of a
specific phenomenon. OEP is experienced by the people who try to enact it and
implement its practices. This research investigates the understandings and
experiences of some specific people from an open university, whom | refer to as OEP

practitioners, as they try to enact OEP in practice.

Across the lifecycle of this project, | have adopted some phenomenographic
ontological and epistemological core aspects. Dall'Alba (1996) concludes that “the
challenge to those engaging in phenomenographic research, then, is to clarify and
justify what their research involves ontologically, epistemologically and

methodologically.”(p. 17). Therefore, these concepts are clarified in this section.

Adopting a phenomenographic approach means accepting a set of ontological and
epistemological stances. The ontological stance adopted in this research states that
reality is seen as subjective, multiple, and determined by the internal relationship
between the word and the individual. (Marton, 1986). This internal relationship is
described by Marton and Booth (1997) as the relationship between the “experiencer
and the experienced, and it reflects the latter as much as the former” (p. 108).
Realities arise from the interactions or the experiences of practitioners and the
phenomenon, but not from the phenomenon itself. Phenomenography follows the
ontological stance of non-dualism, which avoids the separation between the subject
(people) and the object (experiences) of the study. Marton and Booth (1997)
underscore the idea that our word is not separate from our experiences by saying:
“There is only one world, but it is a world we experience, a world in which we live, a

world that is ours. ”(p. 13).

Regarding the epistemological stance of this study, phenomenography adopts a
second-order epistemological perspective. It is based on the subjective perceptions
and experiences of the people who experience the phenomenon being studied. In
phenomenography, knowledge is generated based on how people are related to the
phenomenon by focusing on the relationship between the people and the
phenomenon, not on aspects of the phenomenon itself. Therefore, the object of this
study is not the people nor the phenomenon but the relation between both, which is

represented in the understandings and experiences of those people. Cousin (2008)
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states that ‘second-order’ means “Nobody has unmediated access to the world, it is
always shaped by our experiences and our context” (p. 184). Perceptions are formed
based on practitioners’ understanding and experiences of the phenomenon in the
specific context. Each practitioner may have a distinctive understanding of a
particular aspect of the studied phenomenon, and different practitioners may
potentially experience and perceive the phenomenon in different ways. Thus,
according to Marton and Booth (1997), this “way of experiencing something” (p.
111) by practitioners is the unit of phenomenographic analysis and the “variation in
ways of experiencing the phenomenon.” (p. 111) is the object of it. Therefore, the
focus of this study is the relationship between OEP practitioners and the phenomenon
of OEP, which is represented in the holistic and various understandings and

experiences of the phenomenon of OEP.

Methodologically, a qualitative research paradigm is suitable for this research as it
attempts to “make sense of phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to
them” (Hennink et al., 2020). More specifically, this project aims to produce findings
that reflect the qualitatively different ways people describe their experiences and
understandings of the OEP phenomenon, phenomenography is selected as the

research approach.

My interest in exploring the qualitatively different ways of experiencing OEP comes
from my personal experience as an open educator and from reviewing the literature
on the OEP phenomenon. As | describe in Chapter 1, | have noticed that OEP is
perceived and practised in various ways by some practitioners, and therefore, |
believe that those different experiences are worth further investigation in terms of
meaning. In Chapter 2 of the literature review, | clarify that OEP is promoted as an
umbrella term that includes many definitions and practices, which | believe is worth
exploring in terms of what those definitions and practices actually mean to the people

who are trying to enact OEP.
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3.3 Selecting a research approach

For this project, |1 selected phenomenography as the research methodology. |
considered phenomenology, phenomenography, and grounded theory due to my
personal motivation to explore experiences and the effectiveness of these
methodologies in such explorations. Additionally, I was inspired by some studies in
the literature review that use these three methodologies to investigate experiences
and understandings. These methodologies are commonly recommended for studies
aimed at understanding individuals' lived experiences, perceptions, and conceptual
understandings within educational settings. They are particularly effective in
capturing the richness and depth of participants' experiences, making them ideal for
exploring the multifaceted nature of experiences within OEP (Creswell, 2007;
Patton, 2014).

During my PhD study and based on my interest in exploring experiences in higher
education as described in Section 1.2 on personal motivation, |1 became familiar with
these methodologies and their effectiveness in addressing individuals' experiences
and perceptions. This background influenced my consideration of phenomenography,
phenomenology, and grounded theory. Additionally, while reviewing the literature
for this project, |1 was inspired by several key studies on OER, OEP, and related
educational innovations that employed these methodologies (Bell et al., 2018;
Cutajar, 2014; Martin & Kimmons, 2020; Peng & Yang, 2022; Pulker & Kukulska-
Hulme, 2020; Sloan & Bowe, 2014). The richness and usefulness of the findings in
these studies underscored the relevance and potential efficacy of these three

methodologies.

Based on these considerations, | determined that phenomenography, phenomenology,
and grounded theory each offered distinct advantages for exploring the research
questions of this study. Phenomenology's strength lies in its deep exploration of the
essence of lived experiences. Grounded theory excels in generating theories
grounded in empirical data, and phenomenography uniquely captures the variation in
how individuals experience and conceptualise phenomena. Ultimately, | selected
phenomenography as the most suitable methodology for this project and rejected

phenomenology and grounded theory. In the following sections, | explore each
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methodology in detail, explaining why | considered phenomenology, grounded
theory, and phenomenography for this project. | will also clarify why

phenomenography was chosen over the other two.

3.3.1 Phenomenology

The literature review of this research highlights a lack of clear guidelines and
insights from open education practitioners experienced in OER and OEP,
underscoring the need for methodologies that can delve into practitioners' lived
experiences who their voices are missing from the literature. Phenomenology
emerges as a viable option for this study, as it enables the exploration of these
experiences, potentially offering deeper insights into OEP applications and
interpretations. An exploration using phenomenology might offer clearer guidelines
for implementing OEP from practitioners’ perspectives, as opposed to creating more

diverse definitions and frameworks of OEP.

However, the literature review also reveals that there is not a single or most common
way of understanding and implementing OEP, but multiple valid theoretical
perspectives as identified in the literature review. For example, there are two primary
strands in defining OEP: within content and beyond content. Both perspectives
provide valuable insights but also exhibit significant limitations. The content-based
approach is critiqued for its narrow focus, while the broader view lacks clear
perspectives from those actively engaged in implementing OEP. Therefore, |
emphasised the need for insights from practitioners, exploring interpretations
collectively, and advocating for consulting real practitioners to enrich the

understanding and debate around OEP definitions and frameworks.

Phenomenology, though valuable for exploring individual lived experiences, may not
align with the aim of this research. The absence of a single “correct” or "universal”
way of understanding OEP and the variety of practices, such as open teaching, open
learning, open pedagogies...etc., necessitates identifying patterns, similarities, and
differences in how individuals perceive the phenomenon of OEP, not investigating

the phenomenon aspects itself, as in phenomenology. Focusing on variation in OEP
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experiences provides a nuanced understanding of its dimensions, enriching
theoretical definitions and frameworks with practical insights from those who work
on it. This emphasis on variation and collective understanding is essential for

comprehensively grasping openness dynamics with OEP.

Acknowledging the diversity of approaches and perspectives toward OEP allows for
capturing a fuller spectrum of its conceptualisation and implementation. By
exploring variation, commonalities, differences, and underlying structures within
collective OEP experiences can be identified, shedding light on OEP complexities.
This exploration contributes to both theoretical and practical development, offering a
more holistic understanding of OEP dynamics than phenomenology alone can

provide.

From an ontological perspective, as outlined in Section 3.2, | view reality as
subjective and relational, emphasising the internal relationship between practitioners
and OEP. On the other hand, phenomenology typically adopts a realist ontology,
which posits that phenomena exist independently of individuals' perceptions. This
ontological stance is incompatible with my research goal of understanding the
multiple, co-constructed realities of OEP as experienced by different practitioners.
My approach necessitates a methodology that acknowledges and explores these

varied subjective realities, which is not the focus of phenomenology.

From an epistemological perspective, phenomenology involves examining
phenomena based on direct experiences or observations, often emphasising
individual actions and immediate outcomes. While this perspective provides valuable
insights, its focus may overlook the dynamic complexities inherent in OEP
experiences, as identified in the literature of this study. OEP involves diverse
stakeholders, socio-cultural contexts, and power dynamics, which shape its
implementation and outcomes in nuanced ways. Therefore, to comprehensively
understand and address these complexities of OEP dynamics, | advocate for a
second-order perspective, which involves stepping back to examine and analyse how
individuals construct their understanding of OEP holistically, considering underlying
assumptions, values, and socio-cultural influences. By prioritising a second-order

perspective, we can delve deeper into the relationship between practitioners and OEP
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rather than into the immediate individuals' experiences themselves (Richardson,
1999), which is critical for revealing the diversity of understandings and

implementations of OEP and goes beyond observing the immediate experience.

While phenomenology offers a valuable approach to exploring individual lived
experiences and potentially providing clearer guidelines for implementing OEP, it
may not fully align with the aims of this research project. The absence of a singular
and most common way of understanding the phenomenon of OEP necessitates
identifying patterns and variations in how practitioners perceive and enact OEP
comprehensively. Additionally, phenomenology's realist ontology and focus on
individual experiences may not fully capture the relational and co-constructed nature
of OEP realities as holistically experienced by diverse practitioners. Therefore, after
careful consideration, | have decided not to pursue phenomenology as the

methodology for this project.

3.3.2 Grounded theory

Given that OEP is a relatively new research area with literature focusing on
theoretical concepts and critical reflections, 1 considered grounded theory as a
potential methodology for this research. Grounded theory is well-suited for exploring
areas with limited existing research, such as OEP, where empirical studies on
practitioners' perceptions and experiences are sparse. Grounded theory aims to
generate new theories grounded in empirical data (Noble & Mitchell, 2016). By
systematically gathering and analysing data from practitioners, grounded theory can
yield pragmatic understandings and actionable guidance for implementing OEP,
potentially leading to new definitions or frameworks based on practitioners’

understandings.

However, the literature review also reveals numerous definitions and recent
frameworks of OEP based on theoretical concepts from OER, with no single aspect
or dimension of openness to focus on due to the diversity of practices. Therefore, |

emphasised the need for a methodology that explores such diversity collectively,
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providing a comprehensive overview rather than abstracting these into a generalised

theory, definition, or framework.

Ontologically, grounded theory often operates from a constructivist stance, where
reality is seen as constructed through social interactions and processes. It recognises
multiple realities shaped by different social contexts and interactions. This
ontological stance is not in line with my non-dualistic ontological stance that views
reality and the individuals experience of reality as inseparable and focuses on the
relationship between the individual and the world. This ontological stance is

necessary for understanding the varied and subjective experiences of OEP.

Epistemologically, grounded theory emphasises first-order data collection and theory
construction grounded in empirical evidence where knowledge is co-constructed
between researchers and participants. It is emergent, contextual, and influenced by
the researcher’s perspective. My research, however, follows a relational, second-
order epistemological perspective, which focuses on understanding the different

ways in which practitioners collectively make sense of and experience OEP.

Grounded theory can help address the experiences and perceptions of OEP by
allowing the development of a deep understanding of how practitioners engage with
and interpret OEP in their daily work. Grounded theory can lead to the development
of new, empirically based theories and frameworks that reflect the actual experiences
and perceptions of those working with OEP, providing more actionable guidance for
its implementation. However, my review of the literature reveals that adding more
theoretical concepts, even if based on empirical data from practitioners, is not needed
and may not be useful due to the numerous definitions and frameworks proposed by
researchers. Therefore, referring to the need in the literature to capture the diverse
perspectives and collective understanding of OEP practitioners, | rejected grounded
theory for this research and adopted phenomenography, which allows me to highlight
variation and collective understanding without the imperative to create a new

theoretical framework or definition of OEP.
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3.3.3 Phenomenography

This study addresses the inadequate understanding and practical implementation of
OEP in higher education. My view, as established in Chapter 2, is that existing
literature focuses too much on content-based definitions and theoretical frameworks,
offering limited practical guidance from OEP practitioners. There is a need to expand
OEP understanding beyond content and OER to include dimensions like open
pedagogy, collaboration, and learners' agency, and to explore their interactions.
Additionally, social aspects and the roles of individuals benefiting from and
engaging in OEP must be considered. The study highlights challenges among OEP
practitioners, especially overburdened educators and ineffective engagement
approaches for other stakeholders. By consulting experienced practitioners, the
research aims to provide practical insights for OEP implementation in diverse

educational contexts, addressing the complexities of OEP practices and dimensions.

Exploring variation and collective understanding of OEP is crucial as it reveals
diverse practitioner experiences, identifying gaps and opportunities that a singular
view might miss, thereby informing more effective, inclusive, and pragmatic ways to
enhance OEP in higher education. To capture the variety of experiences within the
dimensions of OEP and arrive at a holistic account of how research participants
perceive OEP and their roles in its implementation, | adopted phenomenography.
This approach is essential because it captures the diverse and multifaceted ways
individuals perceive and understand a phenomenon, recognising multiple valid
perspectives. Phenomenography identifies patterns and levels of understanding,
shedding light on the underlying structures of human experience. It has practical
implications for tailoring interventions, educational strategies, and policies to meet
diverse needs. Additionally, it deepens our understanding of a phenomenon's
complexity and richness and fosters empathy and respect for different perspectives

among researchers, practitioners, and policymakers.

Adopting phenomenography for this research allows us to present the different
experiences of practitioners and identify patterns of variation in how they holistically
and elaboratively perceive and experience the studied phenomenon in a given

context (Marton & Booth, 1997). This dual presentation of understandings and
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experiences, recognised in the literature as the key strength of phenomenography
(Marton, 1981), is highly effective for addressing the research problem discussed

earlier.

In terms of ontology and epistemology, my interest in exploring the practitioners’
relationship with the studied phenomenon is to find the structure of awareness or the
dimensions of variation, which represents the totality of ways in which OEP
practitioners experience the phenomenon of OEP “at each point in time. It is all that
is present on every occasion” (Marton et al., 2004, p. 19). The aim is to represent the
practitioners’ experiences against the background of previous experiences in the
structure of awareness. By focusing on the variation and relational aspects of
practitioners' experiences, phenomenography offers a more suitable framework for
capturing the diversity of perspectives essential to addressing the identified gaps in

the literature.

In summary, phenomenology and grounded theory offer valuable insights into
understanding individual experiences and generating theoretical frameworks,
respectively. Phenomenology's strength lies in its deep exploration of lived
experiences, while grounded theory excels in theory generation grounded in
empirical data. However, the absence of a comprehensive understanding of OEP and
the need to capture variation and collective understanding led me to select
phenomenography for this study. Phenomenography uniquely captures diverse
perspectives and identifies patterns of variation in how practitioners perceive and
experience OEP, offering practical implications for its implementation in higher

education.

Despite its strengths, phenomenography may present challenges in presenting
findings to non-phenomenographers and may overlook individual accounts in its
outcome space (see Section 3.8 for limitations of phenomenography). Nonetheless,
its emphasis on variation and relational aspects of OEP makes it the most suitable
methodology for this research, allowing for a comprehensive exploration of OEP

experiences and perceptions.
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3.4 The nature of phenomenography

As the object of the current study is the relation between the people and the
phenomenon, which | refer to as the experiences and understandings, it is necessary
to discuss the philosophical underpinnings for addressing this relation in a given
context using phenomenography. What distinguishes phenomenography from other
research approaches is summarized by Trigwell (2006) in five key features as shown
in Figure 3.1. In this section, | present the meanings of those features and in section

3.5 I discuss how each feature is applied to this thesis.

Philosophy
dualist

non-dualist

| e.g. cognitivism |

quantitative

e.g. relational
guestionnaire

research 1% order
Method
e.g. case studies; | . . focus on
grounded theory variation variation
e.g. phenomenology; | no Ii“:_ema' internally
Outcome case studies relations related

e.g. content
analysis

‘ Phenomenography ‘

Figure 3.1 Phenomenography compared to other qualitative research approaches

(Trigwell, 2006, p. 369)

3.4.1 Non-dualist or Relational

As shown in Figure 3.2, adapted from Bowden (2005), this research takes the non-
dualist ontological phenomenographic stance where the relationship between the
OEP practitioners and their experiences and understandings of the OEP phenomenon
in an open university is understood as inseparable, and the aim is to explore this

relationship which represents the object of this study.
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Reseanchen

Population of - v p | Phenomenon
the study Relation between the

population of the study and
the phenomenan

Figure 3.2 Phenomenographic relationality

(Bowden, 2005, p. 13)

3.4.2 Qualitative

Qualitative approaches aim at addressing multiple perspectives among a group of
people, in addition to developing an understanding of concepts such as
intersubjectivity, relational meaning, lived worlds, intentionality, and defensible
knowledge claims (Akerlind, 2005a). Seeking for variation in perspectives is mostly
embedded in the philosophical underpinning of these qualitative approaches.
Phenomenography is one of the research approaches within the qualitative research
paradigm. It aims at addressing the different ways of experiencing and understanding
a phenomenon by a group of people in a given, most often by using qualitative data

collection methods such as interviews (Creswell, 1998).

3.4.3 Second-Order

In the second-order epistemological perspective, the researcher addresses how people
experience and understand a phenomenon, as opposed to the first-order perspective
where the researcher focuses on the phenomenon itself. Marton (1981) stresses that
“from the first-order perspective we aim at describing various aspects of the world
and from the second-order perspective we aim at describing people's experience of

various aspects of the world” (p. 177). Moreover, Cousin (2008) states that a second
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order means that “Nobody has unmediated access to the world, it is always shaped by
our experiences and our context” (p. 184). Figure 3.3 illustrates this difference

between first and second-order perspectives according to their usage in this research.

Researcher

Second-order perspective:
addressing peoples’
experiences of a
phenomenon.

First-order perspective:
addressing the phenomenon.
Not used in this study.

Phenomenon:
OEP in this study

Participants

Figure 3.3 First-order and second-order epistemological perspectives

3.4.4 Focus on Variation

Phenomenographers do not only look for richness in differences in experiencing and
understanding a phenomenon by the people. The term variation is central to
phenomenography and has a specific meaning within it “searching for structure and
distinguishing aspects of variation that appear critical to distinguishing qualitatively
different ways of experiencing the same phenomenon from aspects that do not”
(Akerlind, 2005a, p. 72). This term is seen as important because it makes the
different experiences useful and meaningful by providing insight to individuals about
the powerful ways of understanding a phenomenon.

The outcome of a phenomenographic study needs to represent how those differences
vary in meaning. In other terms, the findings should present the dimensions of
variation across the collective ways of perceiving the aspects of a given phenomenon
by a group of people (Marton & Booth, 1997). Therefore, this project explores the
variation in experiencing and understanding the OEP phenomenon by some selected

practitioners from an open university.
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3.4.5 Internally related

The first output from the phenomenographic analysis should yield a finite number of
categories that are internally related to each other. Each category describes one
collective way of experiencing the phenomenon as interpreted by the researcher (s)
(see examples in Table 3.1). Marton and Booth (1997) conclude that for any
phenomenon being investigated, we can identify a limited number of qualitatively
different and logically interrelated ways in which a phenomenon is experienced and
understood by a group of people, which is generally called categories of description.

In order to find the relation between categories of description, Marton and Booth
(1997) develop an analytical framework called the anatomy of experience presented
in Figure 3.4. with an example of students’ experience and understanding of science
learning phenomenon. The anatomy of experience describes two aspects of conscious
awareness of an experience, namely the referential aspect (or meaning of an
experience) and the structural aspect. A researcher needs to simultaneously analyse
the categories of description (experiences) in terms of both structural and referential
aspects in order to present useful and meaningful outcome space of the studied
phenomenon. The referential aspect is formed by distinguishing what is the obtained
meaning of each category of description. On the other hand, the structural aspect
represents how this category of description varies in terms of internal and external
horizons. The external horizon allows the experience to be distinguished from its
background and context, whereas the internal horizon indicates the internal
relationship of multiple elements of an experience and how they differ from one

another.

The analytical principles of the anatomy of experience framework are applied to the
example adapted from Tsai (2004) in Figure 3.4. The example shows how this
framework is applied to one of the categories of description that emerged from
learners’ conceptions of science learning. This category concludes that learners
perceive learning science as the memorization of definitions, formulae, laws, and
special terms (Tsai, 2004, p. 1739). One of the learners says, “When learning
science, | need to memorize many concepts, facts, symbols, and equations.
Sometimes, | feel that | am learning social studies, such as history and language

while learning science. There is often a lot to be remembered. | often need to
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rehearse these concepts and equations again and again to keep them strictly in my
mind.” (p. 1739). The researcher concludes that learning science for learners means
memorizing, which is the referential aspect of the experience. The learners’ feeling of
learning social studies while learning science is a distinction of the learning science
experience from the background of learning other sciences, which is considered as an
external horizon of the structural aspect. On the other hand, the learners’ descriptions
of some combined elements within memorization, such as formulas, facts, symbols,
and concepts, are considered multiple elements within the internal horizon of the

structural aspect.

experience
(science learning)

structural aspect

\

referential aspect
(science learning 1s memorizing many things)

external horizon internal horizon
(science learning is similar to leaming (science is learnt through memorizing
subjects in social sciences) concepts, facts, symbols, and equations)

Figure 3.4: The anatomy of experience.

Adapted from Marton and Booth (1997, p. 88). The example is adapted from Tsai
(2004, p. 1739)

3.5 Example of phenomenographic studies

This section presents a set of ten phenomenographic studies listed in Table 3.1,
which 1 believe is a good example of how the main components of
phenomenography are related to each other. First, | selected these studies for detailed
review because they address various phenomena in Higher Education from the
conceptions of learners or educators, which are relatively close to the research area
and community of my study. While reviewing the literature on phenomenographic

studies, I noticed that learners’ and students’ conceptions are addressed
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interchangeably for some phenomena in HE. As a result, | include five studies
concerned with learners’ conceptions (Cutajar, 2014; Dearbhla, 2016; Khosronejad
et al., 2022; Mimirinis, 2022; Nguyen, 2017) and five studies concerned with
educators’ conceptions (Ashwin, 2006; Daniel, 2022; Khan et al., 2016; Moffitt,
2020; Zou et al., 2022).

Every time | revisited the literature of phenomenography in higher education, I came
upon some recent studies that not only contribute to many research areas in HE but
also develop the phenomenographic approach in a way that influenced my choice to
adopt phenomenography. My intention in conducting this review is to form a
position on the common principles or features that are shared among all
phenomenographic studies and how they are related to each other. This is useful for
me to understand the best possible ways of achieving the research aims of my study,
as well as to present a clear example of a phenomenographic approach in this thesis.
There are several characteristics shared by all the examined studies that allow them
to generate helpful knowledge which I believe is insightful. First, all these studies are
concerned with humans’ experience of some phenomena which researchers believe
are vital to address. The second feature is the focus on variation in humans’ holistic
experiences in a way that is useful to understand the phenomenon as experienced by
humans. Third, after the thematic analysis, all studies resulted in some categories of
description that had clear answers to the RQs of their studies. This point where
categories of description emerge represents the first finding of every
phenomenography. Therefore, Table 3.1 focuses on those three common

characteristics across all phenomenography in the literature:

- Phenomenon: represents human experiences, such as that of educators and
learners.

- Research Question(s): focusing on variation and different ways of experiencing
and understanding a given phenomenon.

- Categories of Description: The first finding that emerges from the analysis and

presents clear answers to the RQs.
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Study Phenomenon Research Question(s) Categories of Description
1. (Ashwin | Academics’ accounts of 1. What are the variations in tutors’ accounts | 1. Tutors help students to develop an understanding of concepts.
, 2006) tutorials. of tutorials? 2. Students see how to approach their disciplines.
2. What factors appeared to be related to | 3. Evidence is critically discussed.
variation in these accounts? 4. New positions on the topic are developed and refined.
2. (Khan et | Teachers’ Experience of What are the different ways in which TVE | 1. Upgrading teacher knowledge.
al., Technology Integration in teachers conceptualize the role of technology | 2. Ease of communication.
2016) Teaching. integration in their teaching? 3. Effective teaching.
4. Flexible teaching
3. (Moffitt, | Lecturers’ conceptions of What is the nature of variance in lecturers’ | 1. Understand their own competence in TEL.
2020) their scholarly interactions conceptions of their scholarly interactions with | 2.  Exhibit their competence in TEL.
with theory in TEL. theory in TEL? 3. Critique the TEL change endeavours of others.
4. Undertake their TEL change endeavours.
4. (Cutajar, | Post-compulsory pre- 1. What are the qualitative differences in | 1. Experiencing NL as the online accessibility of learning
2014) university computing Maltese  post-compulsory  pre-university resources when required.
students' accounts of their students’ accounts of their Networked | 2. Experiencing NL as using the Internet to follow through
networked learning (NL) Learning experiences? individual self-managed learning.
experiences. 2. What are the qualitative differences in these | 3. Experiencing NL as using the Internet for learning in
students’ accounts of teachers and other connectivity with others.
students as contributors to their experiences | 4. Experiencing NL as using the Internet for learning in a
of Networked Learning? community with others.
5. (Dearbh | Transnational students’ 1. In what different ways do these students | 1.1 Master’s level learning is a broad set of academic skills, a
la, accounts of processes of describe their understandings of master’s critical, investigative mindset, and innovative thinking.
2016) networked learning. level learning? 2.1 Processes of learning with peers as insignificant, unproductive,
2. In what different ways do they describe supportive, conforming, independent, and teaching and learning
their processes of networked learning interactions.
through their interactions and connections | 2.2 Processes of learning with resources as unproductive,
with peers, lecturers, and resources? consciously minimal, paradigm shifting, and critical
interactions.
2.3 Processes of learning with lecturers as insignificant,
unproductive, instructing, and developmental interactions.
6. (Nguyen | Students’ Conceptions of What is the extent of variation in how | a.1 Resource access.
, 2017) Networked Learning in a undergraduate students collectively experience | a.2 Knowledge transmission.

Developing Country Setting.

networked learning phenomena when they are

a.3 Knowledge construction.
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Four phenomena related to
NL:

a) learning about others and
resources.

b) the roles of technology in
mediating learning through
connections.

C) cooperation with others in
learning.

d) working together towards
a common goal.

introduced to a higher education institution in a
developing country?

b.1 Flexibility.
b.2 Tool.
b.3 Medium.

c.1 Group work.
c.2 Exploratory learning.
¢.3 Directing learning.

d.1 Benefits: diversity awareness, increased understanding, and
increased performance.

d.2 Challenges: technological availability, interpersonal differences,
and unproductive learning.

7. (Zou et | Understandings of 1. What are the qualitatively different ways | 1. Teachers teach confidently and effectively.
al., academics’ conceptions of winners of awards for teaching excellence | 2. Teachers guide students to achieve the intended learning
2022) excellent teaching. conceive of excellent teaching? outcomes in their courses and programmes.
2. What critical aspects of excellent teaching | 3. Teachers empower students to develop knowledge, skills,
need to be discerned in order to experience attitudes, and values in their discipline holistically.
them in those different ways? 4. Teachers work with students to enable them to own their
learning, make an impact on the community, and become
lifelong learners.
8. (Mimiri Undergraduate students’ What are the different ways in which | 1. Excellent teaching is about the optimal presentation of the
nis, conceptions of what undergraduate students understand teaching subject matter.
2022) constitutes excellent excellence? 2. Excellent teaching is about being taught by an excellent teacher.
teaching. 3. Excellent teaching is about enabling and achieving an
understanding of the principles of the subject matter.
4. Excellent teaching is about questioning knowledge.
5. Excellent teaching is about bringing about change in the
discipline.
9. (Khosro | Students’ conceptions of 1. What are students’ conceptions of | 1. Engineering as a practice for designing solutions.
nejad et | engineering (implied engineering in a course about sustainability? | 2. Engineering as a pragmatic practice for the welfare of people.
al., identities). 2. How do students’ conceptions differ across | 3. Engineering as a knowledge-based practice.
2022) different contexts of the university, | 4. Engineering asacommunicative practice.
workplace, and society (implied identities)? 5. Engineering as a technology-mediated practice.
6. Engineering as thinking.
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Engineering as an independent practice.
Engineering as learning.

10. (Daniel,
2022)

Academics’ conceptions
of lecturing.

What are the different ways of experiencing
lecturing by academics?

grwhRE| 0N

Lecturing as soliloquy.
Lecturing as connecting meaning.
Lecturing as cultivating individuals.

Lecturing as transformatively cocreating.

Lecturing as enacting research.

Table 3.1: Examples of phenomenographic studies from the literature
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The studies in Table 3.1 cover a sample from an era in which the phenomenographic
approach has been successfully used to contribute to exploring and understanding
phenomena in HE. By reading some earlier phenomenographies and by snowballing
from their references, | was able to identify some primary authors who established
the theoretical principles of doing phenomenography in their articles which I refer to
in framing my study. The diversity of the reviewed studies influences my way of
framing the current project, especially the PhD theses of Nguyen (2017), Cutajar
(2014), and Dearbhla (2016). For example, the three theses address a phenomenon in
HE by asking about the different ways of experiencing and understanding this
phenomenon by learners. My study follows the same approach in defining the
phenomenon of OEP in HE but for different research communities namely, educators
and academic administrators. The RQ of this project is also framed in a way that is
consistent with the objectives of phenomenography in exploring the variation in the
OEP phenomenon experienced by some practitioners. For example, all RQs of the
studies in Table 3.1 ask about ‘different ways or variationS’ of experiencing a
phenomenon in HE by a group of people. The categories of description that emerge
after the analysis represent the answers to those RQ(s). For this study, | also expect
to present four to six categories of description, which is an approximate number of

categories per study, as shown in Table 3.1.

The only part in which this literature presents little consensus is the presentation of
the outcome space. Despite the coherency among all phenomenographies until the
emergence of the categories of description, there is no one way of presenting the
outcome space which represents the relationship between those categories. In my
review, | have seen many ways of presenting the outcome space. Some studies
present more than one outcome space, while others present only one. Within the
outcome space, some studies focus only on finding referential and structural aspects
among categories of description, whereas other studies go beyond that to present a
structure of awareness (dimension of variation). Therefore, | avoid adopting one
form of outcome space in the early stages of framing my study because | conclude
that the characteristics of an outcome space depend on the emerging knowledge
(data) from participants and how deep a researcher can delve into the analysis. This

issue of presenting the outcome space is discussed in detail in section 3.6.
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3.6 Applying phenomenography to my project

In section 3.2, | discussed my ontological and epistemological assumptions which 1
agree with after adopting phenomenography as a qualitative research approach for
my study. This means that | need also to apply the philosophical underpinnings of
phenomenography, which | present in section 3.3 to the current study. Figure 3.5
revisits the RQ of this project and presents an overview of how phenomenography
frames the current study. The main RQ asks about the practitioners’ collective ways
of perceiving and understanding OEP in an open university and about the different
ways these understandings vary. In this section, I revisit also the five philosophical
principles of phenomenography from section 3.3 and discuss the application of each

principle in this project.

3.6.1 Non-dualist or Relational

This ontological stance is applied to the current study by avoiding dualism between
the OEP phenomenon and OEP practitioners. There is only one world of reality in
which both exist. This world is explored through one internal relationship between
the OEP phenomenon, including its aspects, and its practitioners who are educators
and academic administrators in a given context (QOU). Figure 3.5 illustrates this

relationship.
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RQ: How do educators and academic administrators perceive and experience
Open Educational Practices in an open university, and how do these vary?

Open University Collective:

Perceptions @
Experiences ;&% Phenomenon:

Practitioners: Open Educational Practices
Educators Aspects:
Academic administrators OER, Open pedagogy, Open
m teaching and learning, Open
assessment TR\
W/

Variations:
Ways of perceiving

Ways of experiencing
- Meanings of OEP

- Implementation of OEP A
- Roles of OEP practitioners

Figure 3.5 The structure of phenomenography in the current study

3.6.2 Qualitative

An interpretive research paradigm is applied to explore OEP practitioners’ collective
experiences and understandings of this phenomenon. This means that | will focus on
collecting multiple perspectives among practitioners to put forward a set of
categories in which each category describes a holistic way of perceiving and
understanding OEP. From the collected qualitative data, 1 will produce holistic
variations rather than different individual experiences. The qualitative analysis
process will aim at developing an understanding of how OEP and its aspects are
perceived and experienced by some practitioners and how those meanings and
experiences vary in terms of the role of practitioners who are trying to enact it.

More details about the qualitative methods of data collection and analysis are

discussed in Chapter 4 of the research design.

3.6.3 Second-Order

Phenomenography situated my intent of investigating the collective practitioners’

experiences of OEP from their standpoint. Within this research, | have used

67



interchangeably the terms perceive, understand, and experience when referring to the
knowledge interests or the object of the study. This second-order epistemological
stance of describing the experiences avoids biased judgments such as positive,
negative, right, wrong, good, or bad experiences. It implies a non-judgmental attitude
and impartial way of describing the perceptions or the experiences, which represent
the relationship between OEP practitioners and the phenomenon (Marton & Booth,
1997)

3.6.4 Focus on Variation

The knowledge generated from this study seeks to present the different ways of
perceiving, understanding, and experiencing the phenomenon of OEP by the
participants who enact it. My assumption that there would be variations in
practitioners' experience and perception of OEP comes from the existing broad range
of OEP aspects proposed in the literature, as well as my individual experiences as an
institutional practitioner. This diversity of practices may result in different
understandings and experiences of open educators in approaching the same thing,
such as the “aspects” shown in Figure 3.4 namely, OER, open teaching and learning,
open collaboration, and open assessment (Huang, Liu, et al., 2020; Huang, Tlili, et
al., 2020). My choice of using phenomenography for this study proceeds from the
existence of this new phenomenon in open education, with a range of aspects,
focusing on the phenomenographic aim of identifying a finite number “of
qualitatively different and logically interrelated ways” (Cousin, 2008, p. 183) of how

people understand and experience this phenomenon in all its aspects.

Across all participants, similarities and differences are identified to form a range of
meanings in the ways they perceive OEP, the implementation of its aspects, and their
roles as open educators in its implementation. As shown in the examples in Table
3.1, the aim is that categories of description emerge from this process, and each
category represents or describes one way of experiencing OEP by a group of

practitioners.
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3.6.5 Internally related

Yet phenomenography aims at more than simply uncovering variation. In order to
understand what those categories mean, | need to put forward dimensions of
variation, in which categories are logically related to each other in terms of
structural and referential aspects (meaning), because the aim is not to show the
different descriptions for the sake of diversity itself. We need to find out the
meanings of the descriptions (referential aspect) and how they perceive the
phenomenon (structural aspect). The achieved outcome — comprising categories of
description and dimensions of variation — is represented in an outcome space which

is discussed more with examples in the following section.

3.7 Reporting phenomenographic outcomes

Phenomenographic findings are provided in an outcome space, which consists of two
components: categories of description and dimensions of variation. In the literature
on phenomenography, the purpose of an outcome space is seen as a ‘hierarchy of
understandings’ or a “way of looking at the collective human experience of
phenomenon holistically” (Akerlind, 2012, p. 116) The categories of description
represent the hierarchical grouping of the holistic and different ways of experiencing
the studied phenomenon by a group of practitioners. On the other hand, the
dimensions of variation present the relationship in which those categories of

description vary.

Figure 3.6 shows an example of phenomenographic outcome space taken from
Ashwin (2006). In this example, the analysis reveals four categories of descriptions that
show tutors’ perceptions of tutorials as a teaching method. The outcome space consists

of two tables that show two different findings from the categories.
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Phenomenon: Academics’ accounts of tutorials Four Categories of Description:
Tutorials are perceived as a place where:

Research Questions: 1. Tutors hellp students to develop an
understanding of concepis.

1. What are the variation in tutors’ accounts of 2. Students see how fo approach their

tutorials? .
discipline.
2 i at fac.m:]i appeared 20 be related to 3 piidenceis critically discussed.
variation in these accounts: 4. New positions on the topic are

developed and refined.
Outcome Space:

. Broad Discipline Area
Heferenital Aspocts Category of | Humanities & | Sciences
(what of the conceptions) v N "

Structural | Engagement Critical Development Description | Social Sciences

Aspects Engagement of New Cat-1 0 4

fhocg;e:f: g;es | Positions Cat-2 1 3

Concepts Cat-1 - - Cat-3 Z 3

Discipline Cat-2 Cat-3 Cat-4 Cat4 5 0
Table-Al: The referential and structural aspects of the T_'able—AZ: 20 Tutors from two dis_-:ip]jnc areas by the
categories of ways of describing tutorials lughest category of ways of describing tutorials

(Ashwin, 2009) (Ashwin, 2009)

Figure 3.6: Example of phenomenographic outcome space by (Ashwin, 2006)

The first finding (Table Al in Figure 3.6) presents the relations between the categories
in terms of the structural and referential (meaning) aspects. The structural aspects are
formed by presenting how the categories of description vary in terms of perception of the
phenomenon so that those which have a common dimension are grouped. As listed in
Table A1, the structural aspect consists of two prominent dimensions of what is in the
foreground of each category, whether the perception is about concepts or discipline. This
structural classification of the categories of description characterises Category 1 as the
only one related to concepts, whereas the other three categories are characterised as
related to discipline. The referential aspects are formed by differentiating the categories
of description in terms of what they mean so that descriptions with a common meaning
are grouped together. In Table Al, the referential aspects are characterised based on
whether tutors’ perceptions of tutorials refer to engagement, critical engagement, or the
development of new positions. The author concludes that there is an inclusive and
expanding hierarchy with each new category, in which category four includes the other
three categories. For example, tutors’ accounts of tutorials shift from tutors helping
students to develop an understanding of the concept, as in Category 1, to tutors helping
students to develop new positions on the topic, as in Category 4. This shift in the
hierarchy of categories from category one to category four, which is the higher level, is

explained by Tight (2016, p. 320) that “each higher level encompassing those below it,
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and the highest level representing the most advanced or developed way of experiencing

the phenomenon”.

In the same outcome space, Ashwin (2006) finds other qualitative different ways of
perceiving tutorials as shown in Table A2 in Figure 3.6. This adds another dimension
of variation between the categories of description and the discipline of the tutors.
This table shows that only tutors from scientific-based disciplines perceive tutorials
as a place where tutors help students develop an understanding of concepts (Cat-1).
On the other hand, there was also variation in which only tutors from humanities and
social sciences perceive tutorials as a place where new positions on the topic are
developed and refined (Cat-4). Moreover, there is another variation in the same table
within the same discipline that says most of the tutors from sciences disciplines
perceive tutorials as a place where evidence is critically discussed (Cat-3), whereas
most of the tutors from humanities and social sciences perceive tutorials as a place

where new positions on the topic are developed and refined (Cat-4).

For my analysis, | might hypothetically come up with five categories of descriptions,
each of which presents a holistic understanding of one aspect of OEP from both groups
of practitioners. For example, the first category could be “OEP is perceived as a place
where students can contribute to course content through co-create, modify, and do
renewable or non-disposable assignments”. The second category could be “OEP is
perceived as a way of promoting connections between students, between students and
teachers, and between class and the broader community”. This example shows how
practitioners could perceive OEP, which is students’ contribution to knowledge and

connectedness.

In order to understand what my categories actually mean and the ways they are related, |
need to form dimensions of variation where the categories are logically related to each
other in terms of structural and referential aspects (meaning), because the aim is not to
show the different descriptions for the sake of diversity itself. We need to find out the
meanings of the descriptions (referential aspect) and how they perceive the phenomenon
(structural). To continue my hypothetical example, the structural aspects could be, in this
case, students’ contribution to knowledge and connectedness for categories one and two,

respectively. The referential aspects could be student contribution, which means student-
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centred learning, whereas connectedness means application, access, or agency. Another
variation could emerge among the participants, where educators perceive some aspects
of OEP in a different way than administrators, as shown in Table A2 in the example

above.

In summary, this project aims at constructing one outcome space that represents what
the OEP phenomenon means in practice for practitioners, how they perceive its
implementation within and beyond specific dimensions of open education, and how
those practitioners understand their roles, as well as the ways those develop within
institutions in order to accomplish OEP. In my work, | expect to describe different
experiences and understandings of OEP among participants, who are educators and
academic administrators. The outcome space of this study is expected to have rich
descriptions and useful understandings of the different ways this group of people
describes their roles and the relevant open practices in an open university context.
Producing an outcome space that presents the variations of practitioners’ perceptions
of OEP means, implementation, and roles will allow me to contribute to the literature

| reviewed earlier.

3.8 Limitations of phenomenography

Phenomenography is significant in higher education because it is the only
methodology that has been developed specifically within the context of higher
education rather than being borrowed from another field and then applied to higher
education (Tight, 2016). However, as with any other research methodology,
phenomenography has some limitations, and it has been critiqued mostly by
phenomenographers themselves (Moffitt, 2020). In this section, | discuss four
commonly perceived limitations of phenomenography, before reflecting back in

Section 7.6 on the overall limitation of the study.

The four common limitations of phenomenography that | have identified from

reading phenomenographic studies and articles about the methodology are:
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1. Variability in presenting the findings and in using terminologies: Although
phenomenography’s findings are presented in a specific way using the outcome
space, there is a significant variation in how phenomenographic outcome spaces
are presented, including differences in the use of terminology and the structure of
outcome spaces. This lack of standardisation can make phenomenography seem
opaque and confusing, especially for new researchers, and makes it difficult for
non-phenomenographers to easily understand its findings compared to findings

presented from qualitative thematic analysis (Dearbhla, 2016; Nguyen, 2017)

For example, some phenomenographers present their outcome space using only
the anatomy of experience framework that consists of referential and structural
aspects of the phenomenon. Others use the term “structure of awareness” to
describe how people focus on certain aspects of a phenomenon while
backgrounding others. This approach emphasises the internal relationship
between the people and the phenomenon, highlighting the dynamic nature of
awareness. Another common terminology is “dimensions of variation”, which
refers to the different aspects or features of a phenomenon that people discern
and experience differently. This perspective focuses on identifying the critical

aspects that vary across different experiences of the phenomenon.

2. Focus on collective, not individual perspectives: This limitation arises from the
methodological choice of emphasising collective experiences over individual
ones, which may restrict the depth of understanding of unique or unexpected
findings. While phenomenography offers a broad view of the phenomenon by
focusing on collective experiences, some authors suggest that it tends to diminish
individual voices (Dearbhla, 2016; Nguyen, 2017)

For instance, a research participant may bring up an aspect of experiencing the
phenomenon that others haven't mentioned. Consequently, this experience cannot
be categorised within any of the categories of descriptions because it lacks

consensus and is thus excluded from the data analysis process.

3. Context dependence: The findings in phenomenographic research are often

highly context-dependent, which can limit the generalisability of the results.
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What is true for one group in a particular context might not hold for another
group in a different context. This means that the categories of description and the
outcome space are deeply influenced by the particular context in which the study
is conducted. This specificity of results means that while the findings are deeply
insightful for that group, they do not automatically extend to others without
careful consideration of contextual differences (Daniel, 2022; Dearbhla, 2016;
Khan et al., 2016; Nguyen, 2017)

For example, a study investigating how university learners in a European country
understand “effective learning” may yield different categories of description than
a similar study conducted among university learners in Japan due to cultural,
educational, and social differences. Moreover, in his PhD thesis on learners'
perceptions of specific phenomena using phenomenography, Nguyen (2017)
explicitly confirmed that the perception of a specific phenomenon in Vietnam

was different to previous research in European and North American settings.

Research quality concerns:

As with any other qualitative research methodology, there are some quality
criteria to be addressed for the research. In phenomenography, there are some
concerns that need to be addressed throughout a phenomenographic project to
ensure the trustworthiness, rigour, validity, and reliability of research (Cutajar,
2014; Dearbhla, 2016; Moffitt, 2020; Nguyen, 2017). Implementing these
measures in phenomenographic research ensures that its outcomes are taken
seriously. The research quality can be enhanced by applying the credibility

recommendations discussed in Section 4.7.

There are also some limitations associated with using phenomenography, primarily

due to misunderstandings of the methodology itself by some researchers. These

misunderstandings have occasionally led to incorrect applications of the approach.

As one of the main contributors to phenomenography, Akerlind emphasises in her

recent article that interest in phenomenography in higher education is “growing

faster than the number of experienced researchers, some misunderstandings of the

approach have arisen and been circulating in discussions and publications, becoming
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self-reinforcing” (Akerlind, 2023, p. 1). In her article, Akerlind outlines eight
misunderstandings that are important for researchers to consider if they are planning
to adopt phenomenography or are interested in understanding it more
comprehensively. These insights are valuable for ensuring that the methodology is

applied correctly and effectively.

3.9 Conclusion

This chapter presented the theoretical basis adopted in this study and the
philosophical principles of phenomenography as an interpretive qualitative research
approach. It argued that phenomenography is a well-suited research approach for the
present work because it can achieve the research aim of exploring the patterns of
variation in how some practitioners, holistically and elaboratively, perceive and
experience the studied phenomenon in a given context. Accordingly, the
characteristics of phenomenography were presented, and how those principles are
applied to this project was discussed, including non-dualism as an ontology and a
second-order epistemology. In addition, some useful examples of phenomenographic
studies from the literature were listed to show how the authors addressed the
qualitatively different perceptions of people for a specific phenomenon in a given
context. Finally, the final findings of this project will be presented and considered by
showing some examples of how an outcome space is established to show the
dimensions of variation among all categories of description in terms of the emerged
structural and referential aspects. The next chapter discusses the research design
process, which involves selecting the research site, recruiting participants, collecting

data, analysing data, and determining research quality and its implications.
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Chapter 4: Research Design

4.1 Introduction

Research design serves as a logical process for guiding the various stages of the
study, encompassing data collection, analysis, and interpretation. In aligning with the
phenomenographic approach adopted for this project, a qualitative research design
was selected to shape the interview questions, the research questions, the data
collection method employed, and the strategies for analysing and interpreting the
gathered data. According to Cope (2004), phenomenography represents a specific
qualitative research approach characterised by its meticulous attention to both data
collection and analysis methods. This approach prioritises the exploration of
meaning and necessitates the use of precise data collection methods to delve into the
underlying meanings inherent in the collected data. Phenomenography, therefore, is
regarded as a coherent and distinct qualitative research paradigm, offering a unique
way of investigating the varied and collective human experiences and perceptions

that will be discussed in this chapter.

This chapter is structured into eight main sections, each addressing distinct aspects of
the research methodology and process. In Section 4.2, the focus is on elucidating the
nature of the research site, AL Quds Open University (QOU), and delineating the
rationale behind its selection as the focal point for this study. Section 4.3 delves into
the issues of being an insider researcher within the chosen research site, emphasising
the need to navigate this position conscientiously to mitigate potential biases. Section
4.4 discusses the recruitment method employed to select the research participants,
offering insights into their demographics, qualifications, and pertinent experiences
relevant to the research objectives. The interview process itself is explored in Section
4.5, aligning with the phenomenographic research approach and elucidating the
strategies employed to gather qualitative data from the participants. Section 4.6
delves into the data analysis process, detailing the methods utilised to interpret the
qualitative data collected and elucidating the establishment of a digital analysis

environment to facilitate this process. Addressing concerns related to research
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quality, Section 4.7 outlines the measures taken to ensure the credibility of the
research findings. Ethical considerations are discussed in Section 4.8, where the
standard ethical procedures mandated by Lancaster University are outlined. Finally,

Section 4.9 summarises the salient points elucidated throughout the chapter.

4.2 Research Site

This section describes the research site of AL Quds Open University (QOU), where
this research took place. It sets out the background of QOU, presenting its history and
mission as an open university. For phenomenographers, a suitable research site is one
that can provide access to a diverse group of participants in terms of experiences. This
diversity increases the change of variation in experiencing the phenomenon by
different people (Akerlind, 2005b), which is the OEP phenomenon in this study.
QOU has been pursuing openness since its establishment by being closer to the
learners in establishing their regional branches and, recently, through developing open
content and practices. This long history of pursuing openness in HE at QOU heavily
influences how the OEP phenomenon will be viewed on this site. OEP is an emerging
but increasingly important consideration at QOU, which influenced its selection as a

research site (as elaborated in Section 1.5.1)

Next, this section closely examines the establishment of OER projects in the last
decade by its practitioners, which is an important backdrop for the experiences
because local practitioners have long been committed to OER principles, and that
may influence their more specific experiences of OEP that this project aims to explore
(as elaborated in Section 1.5.2). Finally, it focuses on the recent movement of QOU
from OER to OEP, which is in line with the context of this project's investigation of

the phenomenon of OEP.

QOU is an ideal choice for my project due to its history of open education and OER
initiatives aimed at underserved learners. The university practices a content-centred
approach, providing open access to digital learning content through platforms like
Open edX.
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QOU was established in 1991 in Palestine as a public university. The importance of
QOU emerges from its establishment as the first open university in the Arab states
and the 39th worldwide (Peters, 2008). The idea of establishing an open university in
Palestine came from the urgent need of the Palestinian local community, which has
been living in distracted geographical areas and a difficult economic situation since
the 1948 Arab-Israeli war (Falah, 1996). The war’s persecution of the Palestinian
community resulted in the deprivation of generations from HE due to the
imprisonment of people and the diminished economic situation. Therefore, QOU has
been exclusively offering flexibility for adult learners through open education which
widens access to HE for the underserved Palestinian people living in Palestine and the

diaspora.

QOU had great success in widening access to HE for the Palestinian people, and it has
become the largest university in Palestine. It established 20 distributed educational
branches in order to maximise openness by being physically closer to learners. It has
about 1600 employees, including educators and academic administrators, and 50,000
learners that constitute more than one-third of the HE learners in Palestine (Matheos
etal., 2007).

In order to achieve its mission of learning flexibility and accessibility as an open
university, QOU has specialised in promoting openness through educational practices,
including the implementation of OER and MOQOCs. Therefore, QOU seeks to equip
its learners from the beginning of their studies with the skills and resources they need
to manage their learning and become independent learners. This open and individual
learning environment stimulates QOU practitioners to adopt contemporary practices
for teaching and learning which makes them suitable for addressing issues related to
OEP.

As discussed earlier in the introduction chapter, OEP is an emerging term that refers
to the practices of openness through online learning, including the content-centred
approach of openness, such as OER, as well as the approach of openness beyond
content, such as OEP. Open universities have adopted the shift in focus from OER to
OEP, which employs not only resources but associated practices which are based on
widening access to HE and serving disadvantaged learners through OEP (Lee,
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2020b). In her article, Lee argues that open universities are classified as one of the
main and only experienced actors of OEP. However, she concludes that few studies

(N=7) addressed OEP in an open university context.

At QOU, OEP has been discussed to be enacted on top of the available OER and
MOOC platforms in order to put into practice the resources that have been created for
widening access to HE, as well as to utilize the unique experiences of its open
educators who have been practising such approaches of openness. This initiative has
been led by practitioners of educators and academic administrators who have been
involved in such projects in the last decade. Those practitioners demonstrated their
interest in OEP in the recent establishment of an international programme that aims to
widen access to HE not only for Palestinian people but also for other learners from all
over the world, including adult ones. In the international programme webpage, OEP is
clearly mentioned in the vision section, where the emphasis is placed on “designing a
student-centred teaching and learning process in accordance with the open education
practices based on the most recent quality, excellence, and creativity standards, in

terms of preparing qualified cadre in a variety of fields.” (QOU, n.d-c).

The aim of using OEP at QOU is to widen access to higher education, as well as
broaden the scope of the university’s educational services and programs through

diverse, integrated, and distinguished academic and educational programs.

Those properties of QOU are broadly reflective of what open university is supposed
to do elsewhere in serving disadvantaged learners. Moreover, using
phenomenography in this study, the various experiences of the people being involved
in open education may contribute to the literature on OEP by presenting some unique

practices within and beyond the content-centred approach of OER.

4.3 Insider Research

The issue of insider research needs to be carefully considered in this project because |

work at the research site of QOU, where the research participants of this project exist.
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My professional role at QOU was discussed early in Chapter 1, but in this section, |

will discuss the issue of doing research within my working environment.

Insiderness has been raised in the literature of qualitative research in terms of the
advantages and disadvantages of being an insider researcher. The advantages include
familiarity with the site and participants, whereas the disadvantages concern
researcher bias and the potential to overlook previously known issues because of
familiarity. Thus, the main idea of this argument in the literature is to warn the
researchers against possible biases and dilemmas that arise while conducting their
research in a familiar research environment and population. In this context, most
scholars argue that there are no clear boundaries between insider and outsider
researchers; “the boundaries of such positions are always permeable.” (Taylor, 2011,
p. 6), and both insiderness and outsiderness are “better understood as a continuum

rather than dichotomy.” (Mercer, 2007, p. 3).

My position as a researcher at QOU can be discussed in terms of a spectrum of issues
raised in the literature, namely, access, intrusiveness, familiarity, rapport,
positionality, power, and representation (Mercer, 2007; Merriam et al., 2001; Taylor,
2011). The main reason | am considered an insider researcher is that | am an
employee at the research site of QOU. Being an insider researcher at the research site
creates some positive opportunities for this project. First, my familiarity with the
context and culture of QOU allows me to identify particularly relevant potential
research participants, grant permissions for conducting interviews, and talk broadly
about my research with participants whom | know. Second, my relationship with the
participants, because of our prior shared experiences, allows an authentic
understanding of the culture being studied, and therefore, asking more meaningful

questions about the studied phenomenon.

There are also some disadvantages for insider-researchers. First, familiarity could lead
to a researcher bias because of the prior knowledge of the studied phenomenon
(Merriam et al., 2001). Second, familiarity could also result in taking things for
granted during my interview because of the prior shared experiences with the
research participants (Mercer, 2007). Third, a power imbalance may exist between the
researcher and the participants (Merriam et al., 2001).
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The first two disadvantages are related to each other because being familiar with
participants and the studied phenomenon could lead to superficial discussions in the
interviews. The preconceptions of the research participants about the researcher could
affect the depth of the discussion because both the participant and the researcher may
have discussed the phenomenon on previous occasions. When interviewing
participants, | was concerned about this issue of familiarity and aware that | needed to
consider the possibility that participants may talk only about the technical aspects of
OEP because of their preconceptions about my technological background when we

worked together.

In order to address those disadvantages, |, therefore, sought to talk broadly about my
research aims before the interview, which concerns both their technological and
educational experiences of OEP by mentioning some of the OEP aspects presented in
Figure 3.5. | kept reminding the participants from the beginning of each interview that
| am concerned about their experiences and understandings, whether they are
technological, managerial, educational, or anything else related to the phenomenon of
OEP. Moreover, | sought to clarify that I’'m not discussing any technical or
technological issues related to my background as an ICT engineer (as discussed in

chapter one).

This issue of familiarity occurred in the first couple of interviews when participants
started to talk about the internet speed and the performance of the servers where the
online tools and platforms are hosted and how it helped in implementing OER and
OEP. Although the technological aspects could be an important part of the research
outcome, | made sure that the participants elaborated on their educational experiences
of OEP as well. As | adopted the phenomenographic interview protocol, which
recommends minimal interruption of the participants, | worked towards setting their
focus on exploring their experiences and understandings, regardless of what they have
in their background about my technical and technological experiences. This issue was
managed through some follow-up questions, which will be discussed in Section 4.5 of

the interviews.
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The issue of power imbalance takes a different form in the current project than is
usually discussed in the literature because all participants from academic
administrators are in a higher managerial line than mine. On the other hand, all
participants from the academic staff are more experienced as open educators than |
am as a novice educator. Therefore, the fear of not sharing “certain information with
an insider for fear of being judged” (Merriam et al., 2001, p. 7) did not concern me
greatly because | didn’t have the power to affect any of the participants either
positively, such as by giving incentives, or negatively, such as asking for obligations.
On the contrary, all participants were highly interested once | became concerned
about the educational aspects of the projects we worked on together as well as the
technical aspects, and they showed their willingness to contribute and share their

understandings and experiences.

Since | was aware of the issues of access, intrusiveness, familiarity, rapport,
positionality, power, and representation (Mercer, 2007; Merriam et al., 2001; Taylor,
2011) from the beginning of this research, | sought to investigate their existence and
minimise their possible drawbacks by being committed to the phenomenographic

research design that I will present in the following sections.

This issue of insiderness/outsiderness has been raised in three phenomenographic
PhD theses similar to my current one at Lancaster University (Barker, 2021; David,
2020; Varma, 2019). The authors of those PhD theses were conscious of familiarity
and power issues specifically because of their close relationship with the research
participants. However, the authors showed their awareness of these ethical and quality
issues as potential sources of bias and data distortion. Furthermore, they tried to be
objective in both the interviews and data analysis by disengaging from the data to
avoid biases, have a fresh perspective of the transcripts and avoid complacency. More
details of how those concerns of insiderness were addressed in practice will be

discussed in Section 4.5 of the interviews.
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4.4 Participants

Selecting the participants for this project is profoundly significant. I recruited thirteen
participants from AL Quds open university. The selection process was deliberate and
critical, ensuring their experiences would vividly illustrate the essence of OEP within
their institution. These dedicated practitioners, including educators and academic
administrators, were chosen for their embodiment of openness and collaboration.
Their extensive involvement in planning, designing, and implementing OEP projects
highlights their deep commitment to democratising education and expanding access to
higher education. Their diverse perspectives, developed through years of working
with OER and innovative educational technologies, can provide invaluable insights
into the practical realities and transformative potential of OEP. These collective
experiences not only illuminate the challenges and successes of integrating open
practices but also underscore the vital role that committed individuals play in driving
educational innovation and accessibility. Through their narratives, this research
captures the rich, multifaceted dimensions of OEP, offering a deeper understanding of

its impact on the broader educational landscape.

The literature on phenomenography suggests the following issues for recruitment,
including the number of participants to recruit. First, a research sample of thirteen to
twenty participants is a recommended (Cousin, 2008; Trigwell et al., 2000) size for
addressing people’s experiences of a phenomenon. Second, it is recommended that
the purposeful sampling procedure be used to “understand the central phenomenon”
(Creswell, 2013, p. 10) from experienced practitioners. Third, the research sample
needs to cover a range of experiences to achieve potential variation (Ashwin, 2006;

Cousin, 2008) in how the phenomenon is holistically experienced by practitioners.

Regarding participants from open universities such as the sample of this project, the
literature says that practitioners in open universities are more integrated than in many
other kinds of universities because they usually work in teams with members from
different expertise and backgrounds (Lee, 2020b). For example, instructional
designers in open universities show empathy and cohesion while working together,

3

which is “very similar to the interaction setting of an established Community of
Practice” (Rapanta & Cantoni, 2014, p. 775). Moreover, they work collaboratively
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with other team members, which makes them “an important group in open

universities because they are positioned between instructors and students in online
HE” (Lee, 20204, p. 5).

The thirteen participants recruited for this study, categorised into four distinct groups,

as shown in Table 4.1, collectively play pivotal roles in promoting openness,

particularly OER and OEP, within their institution.

Gender

Pseudonym

Group

Roles

Experiences

3 Males

A2, A4, A7

One

Decision  makers  are
involved in planning and
need assessment of projects
like OEP.

All participants hold PhD
degrees in education with
more than fifteen years of
teaching and research in open
education. All of them
participated in both national
and international projects in
E-learning, OER, and
MOOC.

3 Males

A8, A9, Al10

Two

Decision-makers from the
admission, registration, and
examination departments.

One participant holds a PhD
degree in education and two
practitioners hold a master’s
degree in curricula design
and development. All
participants are involved in
implementing openness in
admission and registration as
well as open assessment
practices of OEP in specific.

1 Female
2 Males

El, E2, E10

Three

Educators are involved in
designing and developing
educational programs.

All of them hold PhD in
different disciplines. They
have experience in recently
building the international
learning program, which is
based on OEP in its vision,
mission, and practices.

1 Female
3 Males

E5, E6, E7, E8

Four

Educators who practice
open pedagogy and open
teaching and learning.

All participants are also
involved in creating and
publishing  online  OER
platforms and collecting and
addressing feedback from
learners and researchers. All
of them hold master’s
degrees in different
disciplines related to their
work in educational
pedagogies and technologies.

Table 4.1 Participant's profiles

One group of participants are decision-makers involved in planning and need

assessment of projects like OEP. Those practitioners are aware of the broad aims of
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implementing OEP projects and the importance of moving beyond the content
approach of OER. They are members of the academic council of QOU, which
includes all deans from different faculties and the vice president of academic affairs.
These kinds of participants are from different educational backgrounds and are
working together to achieve OEP aspects through implementing aspects that include

access, pedagogy, leadership, and technology to open HE for everyone.

A second group are decision-makers from the admission, registration, and
examination departments operationalise openness by integrating it into administrative
processes. They facilitate the adoption of open assessment practices, ensure equitable

access to educational opportunities, and support evidence-based decision-making.

A third group are educators involved in designing and developing educational
programs such as the international learning program, driving curriculum integration
and pedagogical innovation. This international programme is exclusively accredited
for QOU by the Palestinian Ministry of HE because it is built based on open
education in its mission, resources, and practices. Therefore, the roles and experiences
of those practitioners are worth deep exploration because they are aware of the

phenomenon of OEP and have worked hard to enact a recent project on OEP.

A fourth group are educators who practice open pedagogy and open teaching and
learning. Those participants have experience undertaking work with OER and will
likely have some emerging interest and engagement with OEP to move forward
toward creating collaborative and innovative practices and activities using the open

online content of QOU that they have already worked in.

| recruited 13 participants: six participants from academic administrators and seven
participants from educators. This could explore the participants’ experiences of the
different stages of the studied phenomenon as their efforts are focused on achieving
the same goal of implementing OEP. Therefore, | believe that the recruitment of both
groups is fairly representative because implementing OEP in a university requires
those people to work on it. Table 4.1 contains the participants’ profiles according to

their gender and profession as educators or academic administrators. All participants’
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identities are protected using pseudonyms (“E#” for educators and “A#” for academic

administrators).

Participants were recruited after | contacted them by invitation email, which includes
an attachment of a one-page summary of my research in both Arabic and English.
Most participants replied with positive feedback, showing their willingness to
participate. Appointments were made for each participant, and they all preferred to

have a face-to-face interview at their offices in QOU.

4.5 Interviews

In this project, | undertook interviews. The reason is that interviews are the most
commonly used method of data collection in phenomenographic studies (Akerlind,
2012).

Phenomenographic interviews have these types of characteristics. First, they are
designed with minimum, pre-defined questions and details and not well-defined
questions as in other qualitative research approaches. This design allows the
researcher to explore the participant’s experiences of the studied phenomenon and its
aspects as perceived by participants (Bowden, 2005). Second, the phenomenographic
interview is supposed to be unstructured and starts with general questions to “tease
out how the interviewee conceptualises and experiences” (Cousin, 2008, p. 192) the
phenomenon. Third, phenomenographic interviews involve follow-up questions that
“encourage further elaboration of the topic or to check the meaning that interviewees
associated with keywords that they used” (Akerlind, 1999, p. 3).

I, therefore, sought to design interviews that would accomplish the exploration of
participants’ experiences and understandings of the studied phenomenon by
designing and enacting interviews in ways that fit with the phenomenographic

research approach. These are described in the subsections below.
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4.5.1 Creating an Interview Guide

In order to remember the important topics to cover in exploring the aspects of the
OEP phenomenon during the interview, | created the interview guide shown in Table
4.2. The reason for that is that phenomenographic interviews are unstructured, and
therefore, there is a need for a strategy to follow up with the discussion during the
interview based on the focus of each participant. This idea of an interview guide was
proposed by Cope (2004), who states that “In phenomenographic studies, interview
guide questions need to be designed to provide data which will help establish critical
variation in a group of participants’ ways of experiencing a phenomenon” (p. 12).
Moreover, this interview guide was used by three phenomenographic PhD theses,
which | refer to when designing the interviews for my current project (Baughan,
2019; Nguyen, 2017; Varma, 2019).

The interview guide was created based on the research aims of this project to explore

practitioners’ experiences of OEP aspects during the interview as the following:

1- The aspects of the OEP phenomenon (which are presented in Section 3.5 of

applying phenomenography to my project).

2- The practices or activities that participants tend to focus on for every aspect.

3- The research aims relevant to each aspect. Those aims are mainly the three

parts of the RQ of this study, namely:

o Practitioners’ perceptions of OEP (definitions of OEP area in the literature)
e Practitioners’ experiences (relationship between OER and OEP, and the
practitioners’ roles in doing OEP)

e Variation in practitioners’ perceptions and experiences

4- Follow-up questions that could be used based on the flow of the discussion

during the interview.
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The majority of aspects in the interview guide of this project were adapted from
Huang, TIili, et al. (2020), which is a recent study about OEP aspects. The authors
promoted an OEP framework that uses both OEP and OER together as an effective
educational solution to overcome challenges revealed by disrupted classes, such as
the ones that emerged from the outbreak of the pandemic. This OEP framework was
designed mainly to understand and support educators’ role in implementing OEP;
therefore, some optimisation was made while creating the interview guide in order to
suit both educators and academic administrators of the current project. Moreover,
some of the OEP aspects of this framework were considered in the interview guide,
as well as other aspects from the literature, in order to see if they were raised or not
by OEP practitioners and to explore the different ways practitioners perceive and
experience each raised aspect.
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OEP aspect

Practices

Relevant research aim

Possible Follow-up Questions

Meaning of OEP

- List of possible participants focuses of meaning:

Content-Centred
Practice-Centred
Co-create knowledge
Learners-focused
Educators-focused
Admins-focused
Community-focused

Perception and understanding of
educators and academic administrators.

- Based on the participants’ focus on meaning, a
follow-up question could be asked about the
meaning as follows:

Do you mean that OEP is more (focused)?
What other meaning do you encounter?
Do you always think this way?

What might make you think differently?

OER

- Content-Centred practices:
Creating, re-using, re-mixing,
redistributing.

revising, and

Educators and academic administrators
have experience in content-centered
approaches.

- Based on the participant focus on practices, a
follow-up question could be asked about
practices of OER, Open Teaching, Open

Open Teaching

- Educator allows learners to make connections
that can last after the course such as updating a web
blog, writing reports as OER on a given topic, or
creating new exercises for a specific chapter in an
open textbook using references and resources.

- Educators ask learners to contribute to
developing the OER content by searching for new
ideas or problems and presenting them during the
course.

- The educator encourages learners to use search
engines, such as Google Scholar and Scopus, or

interactive social platforms, such as Telegram and

Educators and academic administrators
have experience in the practice-centered
approach of OEP, such as the educator’s
role in applying open teaching.

Learning, Open Assessment, Open
Collaboration, and others, as follows:

I want to make sure | understand this. Can you
explain it further?

Can you give me an example?

You mentioned (practice). Is there anything else
you do when you apply this?

What other practices do you encounter?

When you say (practice), what are you actually
doing?
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Instagram.

The educator acts as a facilitator, suggesting
some references and guiding learners on how to use
the search engines.

Open Learning

Educator builds open learning communities
where the learners can openly exchange ideas,
create discussions, and collaborate on different
tasks.

Learners interact actively through using social
networks during the learning process, such as -
WeChat, and Facebook.

Educator can share questions related to specific
course materials, and learners can discuss them to
determine specific answers.

Learners learn by exchanging ideas and
opinions. Jigsaw classroom pedagogy may be used
online by breaking the assignment into numerous
parts and assigning each team to a specific task,
allowing them to engage with one another via social
media and delivering their assignments.

Educators and academic administrators
experience the practice-centered
approach of OEP in applying open
learning.

Open Assessment

Educator allows learners to evaluate one another
(peer assessment).

The educator proposes a problem and uses
formative assessment and timely feedback by
creating an online public learning community in
which learners can answer one another freely.

Educators and academic administrators
have experience in the practice-centred
approach of OEP, such as open
assessment.

How do you do that?

What was significant about this to you?

What motivates you to do this?
What influences your thinking about this?

Are there any other people involved in this
process?

How did (learners/educators/admins) respond to
that?

Do you always do this?

What challenges do you encounter?
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The educator encourages learners to exchange
opinions in order to have a trustful and open
learning environment where learners can answer
questions and comment to each other freely and
safely.

Learners create non-disposable assignments
from the collected materials of learners and present
them as supplementary material to the course with
open access. Others will profit from this, and
educators and learners will be more likely to reuse
or enhance similar assignments in the future.

Learners work in teams, and each team can
present an open presentation on Zoom where
educators, learners and other community members
can attend and participate. Record sessions and
share them under open license.

Open
Collaboration

Learners work in groups, summarise what they
learn from the course, create material, and present
their opinions as a team.

Learners use online collaborative platforms such
as Google Docs and Zoom.

Educator builds open communities using social
media platforms and blogs.

The educator helps learners work in teams to
carry out a particular task and exchange ideas and
discussions related to this task.

Educator motivates learners to share their ideas

Educators and academic administrators
have experience in the practice-centred
approach of OEP, such as creating an
open, collaborative environment.
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so that all team members may reach a common
conclusion.

The educator invites other educators and
stakeholders to participate in these discussions as
well to further assist learners.

Table 4.2: Interview guide for this project
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The interview guide aims to apply the strategy of unstructured interviews using
follow-up questions. The strategy of follow-up questions was adapted from Akerlind
(1999) who conducted a phenomenographic unstructured interview and stated that
“In many cases, the unstructured follow-up questions were more important in
eliciting underlying meaning than the pre-determined questions” (p. 3). Therefore,
the interview guide was designed not to be used to interrupt participants during the
interview but for intervention that aims to focus on experiences mentioned by the

participant during the interview.

Referring to Table 4.2 of the interview guide, the follow-up questions were designed
to ask for several aspects when they are mentioned during the interview. For
example, some of the questions ask for more elaboration and clarification, such as
“Can you tell me more about that?” or “When you say (something), what are you
actually doing?”. Other follow-up questions ask for thoughts and emotions such as
“What motivated you to do this?” and external factors like “How did other people
respond to that?”. Variation is also included in the follow-up questions such as “Do
you always think this way? ”, “What might make you think differently? . These types
of follow-up questions could reveal data that help answer the main RQ of this thesis

about participants’ perceptions, understandings, and variation.

Therefore, while creating the interview guide, | tried to include follow-up questions
that focus on the important experiences related to aspects of OEP and its practices
when they are raised by the participants themselves. | do not expect an individual
participant to have experiences with all the OEP aspects and their practices. |
expected that a participant would discuss one or two aspects with one or two
practices from each aspect. Hence, | listed those aspects and practices in order to
interfere with a relevant follow-up question once those are mentioned by the
participant. This strategy is more of an engaging strategy than an interrupting one
because the elaboration is based on the experiences that were raised by the
interviewees themselves, and at the same time, they are relevant to the studied

phenomenon of OEP.
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In the next section, | will discuss how this interview guide was used to manage the
unstructured interview by recognising the key statements during the interview and

focusing on them in the follow-up question.

4.5.2 Managing the Interview

The interviews of this project seek to explore the variety of perceptions within two
groups of participants about the OEP phenomenon, namely educators and academic
administrators. My strategy was to make sure that, from the beginning of the
interview, the participants understood that the interview was aimed at exploring their
experiences of the OEP phenomenon as well as OER and MOOC. This strategy was
applied by mentioning some OEP aspects at the beginning of the interview which
could be relevant to the participants’ experiences. Using this strategy at the beginning
of each interview allowed the participants to elaborate, talking about their
experiences, which they believe are highly relevant to the studied phenomenon of
OEP.

At the beginning of each interview, | started by asking one initial question, which
was, “Could you please tell me what OEP means to you?”. The answer to this
question explored the focus of meaning each participant has for OEP. It allows
exploring whether this participant focuses on describing the OEP meaning of content,
practices co-creation of knowledge, learners, educators, administrators, community,
or something else not mentioned in the interview guide. Based on the participant’s
focus, which is mentioned in answering the first question. In the second half of the
interview, if | found that there were some aspects of OER, open teaching and
learning, open assessment, and open collaboration, not mentioned by a participant, |
asked another relevant main question to make sure that we explored as many aspects

as possible in the interview.

An example of this strategy is the interview with participant A1, who is the dean of
admission and examination. At the beginning of the interview, I tried to present some
aspects of OEP, such as open pedagogy, open teaching and learning, and open
assessment. He immediately started to talk about the examination procedures at QOU
in general as an open university. He elaborated by talking about his past experiences
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in establishing the examination procedures in the last decade and his current
experiences in moving toward more open and flexible assessment practices within

open education.

An additional strategy used for managing interviews is to interrupt the participant
only when | see that there is a need for more clarification. Otherwise, | kept listening
to the participant as recommended for the unstructured format of the
phenomenographic interview. This strategy was adapted from Cope (2004), which
states that “the aim at all times was to provide opportunities for the interviewees to
reveal their experience of the phenomenon as fully as possible without the interviewer
introducing any new aspects not previously mentioned by the interviewee.” (Cope,
2004, p. 3). Therefore, my interruption took place by picking a specific point
mentioned by the participant, which is usually an aspect of the phenomenon, and
asking about one or more follow-up questions from the listed ones in the interview
guide in Table 4.2.

An example of this strategy is when educator E3 said that she allowed learners to
contribute to the OER of an English language course. I tried to understand more about
her experience in terms of both meaning and practice. Therefore, | asked her, “When
you say you allow learners to contribute to the OER, what are you actually doing?”. 1
tried to understand the details of the experience and the meanings of this practice for
her by continue asking her, “What was significant about this to you?” At the end of
this part of the interview, | asked her, “Do you always think this way?” Also, |
focused on her role if this practice of modifying OER by learners is based on clear
instructions from her, or she acted as a facilitator, which is one practice of open
teaching, listed in the interview guide in Table 4.3. Without this interview guide, |
would not be able to identify if the mentioned experience is categorised within OEP

and to which aspect this experience is related.

In managing the interviews, | tried to remain focused on the goals of the project and
not discuss any ideas from previous interviews. This way, | realised that there are
some common perceptions among participants, such as that most participants agreed
that a shift in focus is needed for open assessment, but the challenges raised by
educators are different from those of academic administrators. Perceptions do not
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contradict each other but complement each other. Educators are concerned about
learners’ culture in opening assessments, and more efforts are needed to prepare our
learners for such open assessment practices. On the other hand, academic
administrators are concerned about the quality of the learning outcomes from this
shift to secure the accreditation of the programme regionally and internationally.
Therefore, both experiences complement each other but vary in their dimension of

understanding the aspect of open assessment within the studied phenomenon of OEP.

These are some examples of how | managed the interviews as events using the
interview guide and some management strategies. In addition, before the beginning
of each interview, | did my best to make sure that participants understood and
accepted the consent form and the ethical issues. This includes their right to withdraw
from the interview at any time during the discussion or at any time later without any
reason. Also, | was trying to keep reminding the participants that the discussion was

recorded, and | made sure that they were comfortable with that.

All participants accepted the protocol written in the participant information sheet
before the interview started. The average time for interviews in this study is between
30-40 minutes totalling 11 hours and 36 minutes. All interviews were conducted in
Arabic language which is the mother language of the interviewees where they can
elaborate comfortably in describing their perceptions and experiences of the studied

phenomenon.

| was also trying to address the insiderness issue from the beginning of the warm-up
discussion of each interview. Therefore, | decided to start talking about my shift in
focus from technical to education and about the PhD programme in general and my
thesis in specific. | tried also to address insiderness during the whole process of data

collection.

4.6 Data Analysis

This section presents the iterative stages of analysing the transcripts and the process

of constructing the phenomenographic findings. Data analysis for my
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phenomenographic project started by setting up a digital analysis environment to
manage the research data, the analysis process, and the supporting documents. The
process of analysis started by iteratively reading through the transcripts and
interrogating the data by annotating, coding, sorting, grouping, articulating, and
contrasting until the categories of description are stabilised in terms of presenting the

different ways of perceiving and experiencing OEP by the research participants.

There is no one official way of doing data analysis in phenomenography. By
exploring a range of literature sources, including Marton (1986); Prosser et al. (1994),
Bowden and Walsh (2000); and Akerlind (2012), it can be seen that the
phenomenographic analysis aims to explore collective experiences and
understandings. However, studies and authors differ in their approaches to data
interpretation. Looking at these examples, | made my own assessment of the potential
for using each approach in my own project. For example, Marton's strategy of
constructing pools of meaning from interview transcripts is initially beneficial but
poses challenges in shifting focus towards holistic understandings later in the process.
Conversely, Bowden's method suggests analysing entire transcripts from the start,
which proves difficult when returning to specific quotes as evidence, especially with
diverse participant groups. | found Akerlind's recommendation to explore the
collective range of meanings within sample groups rather than individually a more
suitable approach to my study. Additionally, Akerlind emphasises establishing a
structural relationship between categories post-analysis, which | found suitable after |
became familiar with the data. In addition, I employed her recommendation of
creating mind maps for each transcript, noting structural and referential aspects,
which aids in uncovering shared meanings across transcripts and facilitates

comprehensive analysis.

The application of principles from the literature and practical insights from Cutajar
(2014) and Nguyen (2017) PhD thesis also guided my data analysis and inspired me
to try to ensure a comprehensive exploration of collective understandings of OEP.
Specifically, Cutajar's detailed exploration and focus on structural relationships
informed my decisions regarding the progression and organisation of data analysis.
Furthermore, Nguyen's systematic approach offered a structured way for data
organisation and analysis, demonstrating the examination of variations in participants’
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experiences. Throughout the process, | attempted to maintain an open-minded
perspective, prioritise collective experiences over individual perspectives, and
iteratively refine the analysis to achieve a holistic understanding of OEP. Despite my
awareness of variations in approach, the ultimate objective remained consistent: to
elucidate the diverse ways in which participants perceive and experience OEP,

contributing to the phenomenographic findings of the study.

In summary, my process of analysis started by iteratively reading through the
transcripts and interrogating the data by annotating, coding, sorting, grouping,
articulating, and contrasting until the categories of description were stabilised in terms
of presenting the different ways of perceiving and experiencing OEP by the research
participants. The final stage of analysis was to construct the outcome space, which
included the categories of description and the dimensions of variation that emerged
from the participants’ focus on OEP. The process of creating the data analysis
environment, interrogating data, exploring the collective perceptions, and

constructing the outcome space is discussed further in the following sub-sections.

4.6.1 Creating the data analysis environment

4.6.1.1 Organizing transcripts

My goal in organising the transcripts was twofold: first, to ensure accessibility,
making it easy to locate and reference them during each iteration of analysis, and
second, to facilitate clear differentiation between transcripts across different phases
of analysis. | recognised the need to revisit these transcripts multiple times
throughout various stages of analysis, and thus, | prioritised a way that would allow

for efficient retrieval and comparison.

After each interview and when the audio file was checked for clarity, I carefully
translated each audio file of every interview by transcribing what | listened to from
Arabic voice to English text in a Microsoft Word file. As | still remember the
conversation, I made sure to carefully translate and transcribe the files myself within
24 hours of each interview. When all the interviews were transcribed into 15 text

files in English, I used a naming convention for the text files in a way that indicates
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each participant’s type, number, and group based on participants’ profiles in Table
4.1. For example, the file name A2-G1 refers to the data of the second interviewee
from the first group of academic administrators, and the file name E5-G4 refers to

the data of the fifth interviewee from the fourth group of educators, and so on.

While phenomenography does not track individual participants or analyse data based
on individual responses (Akerlind, 2012), it is crucial to recognise that initially, the
data is organised per participant. Since interviews were conducted individually, the
analysis began by examining each transcript individually. As the analysis progressed
through subsequent iterations, the focus shifted towards synthesising collective
perspectives and identifying broader patterns across all participants. This iterative
process allowed for a gradual evolution of the analysis, moving from individual
experiences towards a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon as a

whole.

There is another reason for tracking individual transcripts is to find a manageable
way to refer easily to an individual transcript for adding quotes that support the
explanation of the categories of description so that the quotes represent evidence in
the transcripts that at least some of the interviewees perceive the studied
phenomenon in that way. On the other hand, descriptions or focuses with minimum
supporting excerpts from the text could be removed during the refinement process.
Adding to this, staying connected as a researcher with the individual transcript from
the beginning of the analysis process to the end is important as a protective measure

against abstraction in the final analysis stages.

4.6.1.2 Incorporating essential resources for analysis

Consolidating useful resources in a centralised location during the analysis can be
instrumental in maintaining a structured approach and keeping track of essential
steps. By having access to relevant materials in one place, | can easily reference
theoretical aspects, which aids in contextualising emerging findings within the
broader theoretical basis of OEP. This practice enables me to promptly identify

connections between empirical data and established theoretical perspectives,
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facilitating a deeper understanding of the phenomenon under investigation.
Additionally, having resources readily available streamlines the analysis process and
ensures consistency in considering various theoretical perspectives throughout the
analysis journey. The process of phenomenographic analysis is non-linear and often
involves iterative cycles, with occasional time gaps between iterations. To effectively
manage and explore the data in my study, | have incorporated several important
resources into NVivo, which serves as a Qualitative Data Analysis Software
(QDAS). These resources include the components that were previously established in
the previous sections, such as the RQ, the conceptual framework, the interview
guide, and the aspects related to the OEP phenomenon. Additionally, | have
integrated relevant literature from previous phenomenographic PhD theses (Cutajar,
2014; Nguyen, 2017; Rotar, 2021) and reference articles on data analysis by early
adopters of the phenomenographic approach, such as Marton, Akerlind, Trigwell,

Salo, and Bowden.

Once | imported all the transcripts and relevant resources into NVivo, | created
memos and descriptions for each resource. Notably, I maintained a project diary
memo where | record timely project notes, including reflections on my progress and
thoughts on future steps. This helped maintain a systematic line of thought
throughout the analysis cycles. | also established links between each memo and its
corresponding resource. For example, the memo containing key statements from the
transcript of participant A7-G1 is linked to the original transcript file, which helped

group and differentiate participants according to their perceptions.

In managing the participants’ transcripts, | attributed everyone based on the criteria
outlined in section 4.4. This ensures that different groups, such as administrators and
educators, are recognised for their distinct perceptions of the studied phenomenon. It
is important for the analysis environment to support such variation in perceiving the
phenomenon, as it is a key aspect of the analysis process given the diversity of
perceptions and their theoretical grounding to different aspects of the phenomenon.
As discussed earlier, while the ultimate goal of the analysis is to derive collective
perspectives, it's essential to begin with individual data sets. These individual
transcripts serve as the foundation for the analysis, allowing for a thorough

examination of each participant's perspectives and experiences. Careful organisation
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of this initial data ensures that as the analysis progresses, holistic viewpoints can be
synthesised from individual contributions. This systematic arrangement is crucial for
verifying that the emerging collective perspectives are not merely aggregations of
individual viewpoints but genuine representations of the broader phenomenon of
interest. Additionally, maintaining easy access to individual transcripts facilitates the
retrieval of specific evidence or quotations during later stages of analysis, ensuring

the integrity and accuracy of the findings.

4.6.2 Interrogating data

4.6.2.1 Annotating and coding

After setting the data analysis environment and ensuring the availability of the
essential resources, the analysis process started with a careful reading of the
transcripts. The objective was to develop familiarity with the participants’
experiences and understandings of the OEP phenomenon. During the initial cycle of
transcript reading, | employed a systematic annotation approach. | carefully
examined each transcript and recorded the meaningful expressions from the
participants alongside the corresponding aspects of OEP being experienced. This
process resulted in the creation of 15 annotation files, including my interpretations of

individual understandings of OEP and the diverse ways in which it manifests.

These interpretations initially focused on new aspects of OEP that emerged through
the participant’s accounts, such as open scholarship, open data, open science, open-
source software, open Atrtificial Intelligence (Al), and open platforms that support
sharing of quantifiable user experiences. | highlighted the important parts of the
transcripts, including the new expressions surpassing the existing literature, as
significant statements. Moreover, the first iteration of the analysis shed light on
participants' varying levels of awareness and understanding of OEP. Some
participants demonstrated familiarity with advanced modes of experiencing OEP,
such as interconnected open platforms and sharing AR/VR learning environments,
while others confined their understanding solely to content-related aspects, such as

OER and MOOC creation. Consequently, the annotation cycle facilitated the
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mapping of participants’ unique understandings and experiences about the
predetermined OEP aspects. This mapping process also laid the groundwork for
subsequent stages of analysis, allowing for the grouping of participants who share
similar perceptions or levels of experience with the phenomenon because
phenomenography focuses on “ the range of meanings within a sample group, as a
group, not the range of meanings for each individual within the group” (Akerlind,
2012, p. 117).

The second iteration of the analysis consists of reading and examining both the
transcripts and the previously written annotations, with the aim of identifying and
aggregating statements about the participants' understandings and experiences of
OEP. This process entailed coding, which differs from annotation as it involves
grouping segments with similar meanings across the transcripts under one code.
Each code was carefully defined and accompanied by a collection of relevant
quotations, which were selected based on recognisable patterns and recurring
meanings across all transcripts. The codes represented a diverse range of meanings in
the participants' perceptions of their understandings and experiences of OEP within
specific groups. For example, course delivery is one of the common aspects of OEP
addressed by most participants, and therefore, a code is created for this aspect. All
significant statements from participants related to course delivery are included under

this code.

Various types of codes were created to capture different aspects of the data. Some
codes were descriptive, capturing participants' perceptions of specific aspects of
OEP. For example, when participants describe learners’ agency, there are no
hierarchal-related aspects to it. Other codes were structural, providing a hierarchy of
conceptual structure to understand the various ways in which OEP is experienced
and understood. For example, when the participants talk about OER, it includes inner
aspects such as course design, course delivery, and technology used. These aspects
are also collected under the code OER because they all contribute to the overall
experience of OER. Additionally, interpretive codes were used to uncover underlying
meanings and messages within participants' experiences. An example of such codes
includes those where participants talk about their roles and the roles of others in

engaging practitioners. The coding process was iterative in nature, involving periodic
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reorganisation and restructuring of the codes to enhance clarity and coherence. For
example, statements that described content were included under OER, but those that
described the process of creating such content were included under the roles of
practitioners. Furthermore, "new codes” or "reflexive codes” were created to
accommodate quotations that emerged as new themes during the analysis, such as
when the participants talked about the challenges they faced within OEP. All coding
procedures were conducted within the NVivo software, which served as the

designated data analysis environment.

4.6.2.2 Uncovering meanings and relationships

During the second iteration of analysis, a comprehensive collection of 43 codes was
developed, each representing a distinct set of statements sharing a common
understanding or similar experience of OEP among specific groups of participants.
This open coding process was subsequently followed by a detailed revision and
refinement phase, aligning each code with the research objectives aimed at exploring
the relationship between the OEP phenomenon and its practitioners. An example of

the initial coding structure is presented in Figure 4.1.
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The third iteration of analysis involved an in-depth examination of the transcripts
alongside the relevant codes, with a particular focus on uncovering the underlying
meanings within each code and exploring the connections between codes. Some
codes demonstrated practitioners’ conceptualisations of OEP, while others provided
detailed descriptions of their experiences in implementing OEP. Notably, a
relationship emerged between practitioners' awareness of OEP and the broadness of
their experiences across different aspects. For example, those who perceived OEP
simply within content-related dimensions, such as creating and modifying OER,
tended to practice OEP accordingly and within learners of a classroom. In contrast,
practitioners who adopted a broader understanding of OEP as including open
practices beyond content, such as sharing experiences and developing open
pedagogies, demonstrated a more advanced level of engagement reflective of their

comprehensive understanding.

Guided by these observations, the third iteration of the analysis required a detailed
process of revision and refinement, leading to a reduction in the number of codes to
17. These codes condensed the diverse understandings of OEP and the varied

experiences of its aspects, as described by the participating practitioners of OEP.

4.6.2.3 Grouping, structuring, and querying

At the beginning of the fourth iteration of data interrogation, attention was directed
toward grouping similar perceptions and structuring them based on the explored
aspects of OEP. Shifting the focus from individual transcripts to a more holistic
approach presented challenges during this stage of analysis. Each stage required
careful consideration to ensure that every code contained a sufficient number of
statements from a diverse range of participants while avoiding an over-reliance on a
small subset of individuals. Examples of codes that did not meet this criterion and
are mentioned by individuals only are cheating in open assessment implementation
and financial resources for implementing OEP. Each of these codes was mentioned
only by one participant, and therefore, they are discarded from the holistic
experience. Navigating through the interconnectedness of codes and transcripts
became increasingly complex as codes expanded across multiple transcripts and vice

versa. Despite encountering difficulties along the iterative process, most of the
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necessary components to construct descriptive categories gradually became

available.

During the fourth iteration of data interrogation, NVivo’s mapping and querying
tools proved valuable in visualising the relationships between codes and exploring
commonalities and differences in participants' perceptions. Utilising the mind map
tool facilitated the visualisation of code structuring ideas, while the project map tool
facilitated the exploration of the connections between various components within the
data analysis environment, such as linked memos and documents associated with
each code. Consequently, the analytical focus shifted from individual transcripts to
groups of participants. Establishing a cohesive code structure was prioritised,
wherein each code consisted of statements from a group of participants describing a
particular aspect of the OEP phenomenon in a similar manner. Below are some
examples of visualisation. Figure 4.2 presents the shared codes among 7 participants,
and in Figure 4.3, a mind map is presented for codes related to an individual

participant A10.
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In the fifth iteration of data interrogating, a well-defined set of 17 codes, representing
their relationships to the OEP phenomenon, was organised within the framework
matrix in NVivo. This matrix encompassed all codes and participant statements,
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enabling the examination of relevant statements under each code to initiate the
categorisation of similar codes based on their perceptions of the OEP phenomenon.
Through this process, several categories emerged as distinct ways of perceiving OEP
among different participant groups. Figure 4.4 represents the matrix framework
where all participants are listed across all codes, to be filled with relevant statements

from each participant and then looking for holistic accounts per code.

To facilitate further categorisation and comparison of codes and statements in
constructing descriptive categories, the framework matrix was exported to Microsoft
Excel, as shown in Figure 4.4. Early categories of description related to perceiving
and experiencing OEP were temporarily labelled as “Meaning of OEP”,
“Implementation of OEP”, and “Roles of OEP Practitioners”. However, during this
stage, | was conscious of premature judgment, and | was aware to consider collective

structural awareness across common codes.
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4.6.3 Exploring the collective perceptions

The risk at this stage was the potential to lose sight of the specific objectives of the
phenomenographic data analysis process due to an excessive focus on details. As
cautioned by Akerlind et al. (2005), an overly strong emphasis on complex details
can lead to a deviation from the main path of analysis. Phenomenography, in its
methodology, does not involve coding in the traditional sense of content analysis as
described by Marton (1986). However, it incorporates the practice of annotating the
generated data, as highlighted by Akerlind (2005b). Therefore, in the sixth iteration, |
realigned my focus by revisiting the RQ, the conceptual framework, and the
interview guide, which includes relevant aspects of the OEP phenomenon. The
current focus is to diligently understand the collective participants’ meanings and
intentional attitudes towards OEP, looking beyond their specific words with an open-
minded approach. This effort aims to uncover deeper perspectives and beliefs
expressed by the participants, leading to a collective and nuanced analysis of their

OEP experiences.

During the construction of categories of description, several key considerations were
taken into account. Firstly, it was recognised that an emerging category may not
apply to all transcripts, and conversely, a specific transcript may not align with all
categories (Akerlind et al., 2005). Each category represents a holistic perspective of
how a particular group of participants perceives the OEP phenomenon at a given

time, supported by relevant quotations as evidence.

Secondly, it was crucial to establish structural relationships among the emerging
categories to form an inclusive set. This ensured that the final category of description

encompassed and built upon the preceding categories in terms of perceiving OEP.

Thirdly, the stabilisation of categories resulted in a concise and logically structured
set, drawing from both the data itself and the researcher's interpretation. This
process, as highlighted by Akerlind (2005c), contributed to the establishment of a

coherent set of categories of description.
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Fourthly, as a researcher, it is important to acknowledge that access for the
researcher is limited to participants' accounts rather than the actual person-
phenomenon relationship (Ashwin, 2006; Cutajar, 2014; Saljo, 1997). This
perspective aligns with the bracketing of pre-suppositions and focuses on mapping a
comprehensive description of the relationship between participants' accounts and the

OEP phenomenon, as discussed further in Section 4.7 of the research quality.

The stabilised categories of descriptions embody structural and referential
relationships and form a theme of expanding awareness. The structural relationship
directly addresses the first part of the RQ, which explores how practitioners perceive
the OEP phenomenon. The second part of the RQ delves into what practitioners
perceive within each category and across all categories, reflecting the referential
relationship. Articulating how the phenomenon is perceived, what practitioners
perceive, and the dimensions in which those perceptions vary, both structurally and

referentially, are captured within the outcome space.

4.6.4 Constructing the outcome space

In the literature of phenomenography and previous phenomenographic PhD theses, it
became clear to me that there is no single prescribed way to present an outcome
space. However, the majority of outcome spaces typically consist of two main
components: categories of description and dimensions of variation. In this research,
the final version of the categories of description captures the distinct understandings
and perceptions that emerged from the data analysis process. The categories of
description which emerged from the data analysis process described above are
presented in an outcome space in Chapter 5, Figure 5.1. This outcome space consists
of four categories that describe OEP holistically, as it is perceived by the research
participants, and in which categories are organised based on their inclusiveness in

perceiving the phenomenon of OEP.

Throughout the data interrogation and articulation of collective perceptions, | aimed
to thoroughly understand the meanings of each category, the relationships between

categories, and the aspects that emerged across all categories, along with the
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dimensions in which they varied. Thirteen aspects were identified across the
categories of description, and their presence and changes were observed as the focus
shifted from one category to another. These aspects, along with their variations
across the categories, form the dimensions of variation. They illustrate the
relationships and variations among the categories, providing insights into the
differences between categories and the varying perceptions of practitioners across

these dimensions.

It is important to note that the categories of description in this research form an
inclusive and hierarchical outcome space, where “more sophisticated conceptions
will logically include the lower ones” (Laurillard, 2002, p. 30). They do not represent
a developmental progression where one perception is considered better or worse than
another (Nguyen, 2017). The categories of description, along with the list of aspects

and their changes across categories, form the initial version of the outcome space.

The iterative process of reviewing and refining the components of the outcome space
is similar to constructing a two-dimensional matrix of perceptions. Each element
within the matrix is interconnected and varies in its level of awareness horizontally
from lower to higher categories. Vertically, the matrix demonstrates the referential
aspects and how their level of awareness varies within each category and across all
aspects. This iterative refinement process allows for a comprehensive and nuanced

representation of the relationships and variations within the outcome space.

4.7 Research quality

In a phenomenographic study such as mine, the criteria for evaluating the research
quality are mainly concerned with trustworthiness, which includes three types of
credibility related to content, research method, and communication (Lincoln & Guba,
1985). Trustworthiness is important for phenomenographic research because it
supports the research outcome and “makes the research have an impact in terms of
being able to effect change in the original research setting, the transformation of those
participating in the research, as well as having the potential to contribute to a broader

knowledge base” (Collier-Reed et al., 2009, p. 13). Trustworthiness adds rigour to
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research when applied to the entire research process, which involves research design
and context (Collier-Reed et al., 2009). This section discusses the meaning of each
criterion, and the subsequent sub-sections then discuss how those criteria were

considered throughout this project.

Credibility is described in the literature in terms of content-related credibility,
research method credibility, and communicative credibility. Applying those measures
to phenomenographic study ensures “that the outcome of phenomenographic research
can be taken seriously” (Collier-Reed et al., 2009, p. 7). The three credibility criteria

will be discussed in the following sub-sections.

Therefore, this project sought to achieve trustworthiness by considering the criterion
of credibility, which is recommended by Collier-Reed et al. (2009). How those

criteria were considered and applied will be presented in the sub-sections below.

4.7.1 Content-related credibility

Content-related credibility is a quality measure that concerns the negative effect of a
researcher’s familiarity and understanding of the phenomenon under investigation.
This issue is important to consider in both interviews and data analysis because
phenomenography seeks to explore “other’s way of experiencing a phenomenon,
which may turn out not to be related at all to the scientific (or other) ways of
understanding it.” (Collier-Reed et al., 2009, p. 8).

Therefore, Collier-Reed et al. (2009) stress that this issue of content-related
credibility can be addressed in two ways. First, during interviews, phenomenographic
researchers should allow for an open understanding of different ways of experiencing
the phenomenon rather than being leading experts on the phenomenon under
investigation. Second, in data analysis, researchers should bracket their
presuppositions to avoid biases that could arise from the researcher’s familiarity with
the studied phenomenon (Ashwin, 2009; Collier-Reed et al., 2009).

In this project, | tried to meet the two criteria of content-related credibility in two
ways:
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First, for interviews, open understanding is considered through talking broadly with
participants about the project at the start of the interview. During the interview, I tried
to minimise interrupting participants to freely express their perceptions and
experiences without being constrained. Moreover, | used follow-up questions in a
way that prompted the participants to provide more information when they talked
about issues they raised during the interview that seemed pertinent to the research

topic.

Second, for data analysis, | tried to disengage from the data to avoid complacency and
data distortion, as well as to have a fresh perspective of the transcripts. Therefore, |
bracketed my preconceived ideas and perceptions of the studied phenomenon, which
came from my own experiences or the literature on OEP, in order to avoid bias in

forming the categories of descriptions

In addressing content-related credibility throughout the project, I sought to be open in
looking for different ways of experiencing the phenomenon in order to reveal the
variations in what is already known about the phenomenon or if there are new

different ways of perceiving it by the research participants.

4.7.2 Research method credibility

The credibility of the research method looks at how the research aims match its
design and conduct. This criterion concerns the research sample composition, the
interview context, structure, and content, as well as the researcher’s attitude towards
data analysis (Collier-Reed et al., 2009). Research method credibility is important to
consider in order to ensure that the full extent of variation in ways of perceiving and

experiencing the studied phenomenon is considered.

Collier-Reed et al. (2009) describe how to accomplish the criterion of research
method credibility. The authors recommend that the researcher needs to ensure that
the participants’ sample is pertinent to inform the research question of the studied
phenomenon. The authors also stress that the interviews need to be unstructured in

order to ensure that the “content of the interviews is richly reported” (p. 8). Moreover,
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the existence of a shared experience of the studied phenomenon most likely
establishes “a joint definition of what is being talked about” (p. 8). This ensures the
credibility of the results of the analysis. Finally, the authors state that research method
credibility requires researchers to have an open and comprehensive attitude towards
analysis in order to reveal meanings from the collected data by keeping a sense of the

whole while focusing on the particular.

In my project, the credibility of the research method is applied to sample composition,

interviews, and data analysis in the following ways:

First, recruiting participants from different disciplines within educators and academic
administrators as shown in Table 4.1 of the participants’ profile. This diversity of the
research sample aims at addressing the full extent of the variations in experiencing
the phenomenon, as well as to quote some of the significant statements revealed by

participants.

Second, regarding the unstructured interviews, I managed the interviews in three
ways. First, | mentioned some broad aspects of the phenomenon and allowed the
participants to elaborate in describing their experiences, which they believe are highly
relevant to the studied phenomenon. Second, minimal interruption of participants
with a follow-up question for more clarification. Third, be objective and avoid
discussing any aspect from previous interviews or the literature rather than the ones

raised by the participant during the interview.

Third, in data analysis, | aimed to form the categories of description in open-minded
by looking at commonalities and differences in the range of meanings revealed from
participants’ perceptions. This might result in obtaining “rich, meaningful data from
which credible categories of description can be constituted during analysis.” (Collier-
Reed et al., 2009, p. 8).

4.7.3 Communicative credibility

This criterion means that the outcome space of a phenomenography needs to be
discussed with a wider community of interest and not through member-checking of
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individuals. Collier-Reed et al. (2009) recommend that this criterion can be met in

two ways.

First, through internal communicative credibility, the findings of the study are
represented and discussed with some of the research participants. This is important
because it “allows the research community to recognise and judge for themselves the

credibility and legitimacy of the researcher’s interpretation of the results” (p. 9).

Second, through external communicative credibility, the findings of the study are
represented and discussed with other researchers of interest in the studied
phenomenon, either by approaching them directly or through a conference or
workshop. External communicative credibility is important because it ensures that the
researchers can argue their interpretations with the actors from the outside world and
allows for auditing the study as a whole in an open way (Akerlind, 2005c; Collier-
Reed et al., 2009).

The approach of individual validates the outcome space, such as member-checking is
“inherently problematic in a phenomenographic study and runs counter to its
methodological underpinning” (Collier-Reed et al., 2009, p. 9; Nguyen, 2017).
Therefore, both communicative credibility approaches are suitable for
phenomenographic studies because the categories of description represent the
experiences of all participants and not the individual experiences that could not be

recognised by them.

In this study, both approaches will be applied by presenting the outcome space to a
representative sample of educators and academic administrators, as well as two
researchers with similar interests who are “able to recognise the legitimacy of the

interpretation made of the data” (Collier-Reed et al., 2009, p. 9).

In summary, one implication for my study is to ensure the trustworthiness of the
research by applying the mentioned quality criteria throughout the study, which is
more difficult in phenomenography than other approaches, but “this will inevitably
take the results further than the formal endpoint of phenomenography” (Collier-Reed
et al., 2009, p. 12) if addressed deeply by the researcher. In this chapter, I discuss how
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| have worked on strengthening the trustworthiness of my project by addressing
insiderness and quality concerns. | will return to consider research quality again in the
conclusion chapter of this thesis to summarise quality concerns and implications
throughout the project.

4.8 Ethics

To conduct an ethical study, | followed an institutional procedure of research ethics
from Lancaster University, the research site, and the participants which will be
discussed in this section. Before discussing the formal institutional procedures ethics,
it is crucial to shed light on my principles of ethical conduct related to insiderness

and quality concerns.

4.8.1 Ethical principles

Being an insider researcher facilitated the process of acquiring permission at the
research site to conduct my research and recruit participants as well. However, the
most challenging issue for me was to set a formal relationship with participants, at
least during the research interval, and to shift their minds from focusing only on
technology, as they knew my technological background, to focusing on all aspects,
including educational ones. Technology aspects do need to be discussed, but they
cannot be the only aspects considered important in the discussion. This was a

difficult issue to balance, and therefore, it was carefully conducted.

This issue of insiderness became even harder with the unstructured interview which
is adopted in the current phenomenographic study. The process of the interview
could be easier if the phenomenon under investigation is addressed by an educator
without a technological background. However, from an ethical perspective, | keep
focusing on the recommendations that the findings of my research must be
transparent and accurately presented, and | must avoid misrepresentation of
experiences. Therefore, as | discussed in Section 4.3 of the insider researcher, there
are no ethical constraints relating to power imbalances with participants, but there is

a relationship between me and the participants while working together on some OEP
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and OER projects. | therefore sought to talk broadly about my research aims before
the interview, which concern both their technological and educational experiences of
OEP through mentioning some of the OEP aspects, and | kept reminding the
participants that | am concerned about all their experiences of OEP whether they are
educational, managerial, technological, or any other related experiences to the OEP

phenomenon.

| made sure to be aware of some ethical constraints from the beginning of my

project, through the interview process, and in data analysis as the following:

First, as this project is guided by a phenomenographic approach, | decided not to
embed myself in the researched practitioners’ culture in order to avoid biases that
could arise from taking things for granted because of familiarity, rapport, and

intrusiveness.

Second, while recruiting participants and during the interview, | engaged with the
research participants by presenting my position as an educational researcher who
aims to explore their different experiences of the studied phenomenon. This was
important to minimize the negative effect of the prior shared experiences between us

while I was working as an IT engineer.

Third, during the analysis, | tried to disengage from the data and ensure
trustworthiness as | discussed in the previous section of the research quality, to avoid
complacency and data distortion, as well as to have a fresh perspective of the
transcripts. As with any other qualitative research, | followed some procedural

ethical guidelines which are presented at the end of this section.

4.8.2 Formal ethical approval

As the type of this qualitative research includes direct involvement by human
subjects through interviewing people, ethical issues arise and need consideration.
Before conducting interviews, | follow the ethical approval procedures and

guidelines declared by Lancaster University, which include the following:
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First, submitting the ethics application form to the Educational Research Department
at Lancaster University through my PhD supervisor. In this form, | identified all
ethical concerns and provided all supporting documents, such as participant

information sheets and consent forms.

Second, the ethics committee of the Educational Research Department at Lancaster
University approved my ethical application form, based on the identified risk of the

study.

Third, before each interview, every participant was informed about any potential
ethical or discomfort issues, such as audio recording of the interview, frustration or
upset feelings. Participants were reminded that they don’t have to divulge anything
they do not wish to, that they can take a break from the interview, or that they can

withdraw without any repercussions.

Finally, all participants were informed that their identity be protected by using
pseudonyms to address anonymity. At this stage, | discussed with each participant
the aims of this project and the reason for approaching the participant. All
participants showed interest in participating in this project and they were comfortable
to participate. Moreover, a form was signed by every participant which represents an
agreement called the consent form. In this form, the participant is informed that all

responses will be recorded and will be kept confidential and anonymous.

4.9 Conclusion

In conclusion, this chapter has provided a comprehensive overview of the research
design, including the methodological approach, data analysis process, quality
criteria, and ethical considerations employed by participants from QOU in the
investigation of the OEP phenomenon. The chapter began by contextualising the
study within the research site of QOU and its commitment to openness in education,
emphasising the institution's history, mission, and emphasis on OEP and OER. The
subsequent discussion on insider research illuminated the advantages and challenges
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associated with conducting the research as an insider at QOU, addressing concerns of

bias and power dynamics while leveraging insider status for access and rapport.

The recruitment process targeted a diverse group of participants involved in various
OEP projects, ensuring a rich pool of insights and perspectives. Phenomenographic
interviews conducted in Arabic facilitated in-depth exploration of participants'
experiences with OEP, while the iterative data analysis process ensured a systematic
and nuanced understanding of the data. | focused on quality criteria, including
content-related credibility, research method credibility, and communicative
credibility, underscoring the commitment to rigour and trustworthiness in the
research outcomes. Finally, | discuss the ethical principles that guided every stage of
the research process, from obtaining institutional approval to ensuring participant
consent and protection. By adhering to these principles and methodological
considerations, this study seeks to contribute valuable insights to the field of open
education in general and OEP in specific while upholding the highest standards of

research integrity and ethical conduct.
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Chapter 5: Findings

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the outcome of the project designed in Chapter 4, as well as the
results of the data analysis process presented within the same chapter. It is divided
into six main sections, alongside an introduction and a conclusion. In section 5.2, the
four categories of description will be presented. This will be followed by the

presentation of the outcome space in subsection 5.2.1.

The subsequent four sections, from 5.3 to 5.6, will discuss the individual categories
of description. Each of these sections will comprehensively cover the category’s
meaning, structure of awareness, dimensions of variation, and a summary table.
These categories of description are presented systematically in alignment with a
particular order of the analysis, allowing for the identification of commonalities and
variations in the perception of OEP. It is worth noting that each category serves as a
potential building block within the overarching structure of the outcome space.
Section 5.7 will present a summary of the findings in a comprehensive table. The
conclusion will review the main ideas presented in this chapter. The relationships
between the categories of description will not be discussed within this chapter but
instead in Chapter 6 because these relationships represent a core contribution of this

project to the literature.

5.2 Research findings

This project asks the following research question:

What are the qualitative variations in the perceptions of educators and academic

administrators of Open Educational Practices in an open university?

The analysis process in this research unveiled four categories of description, which

represent the qualitatively different ways in which the phenomenon of OEP is
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perceived by the research participants. The four categories of description show that

educators and academic administrators perceive the OEP phenomenon as follows:

1. Recontextualizing open resources and methods.

2. Collaborating and engaging learners through pragmatic activities.

3. Empowering OEP practitioners through enhancing their understanding of
openness.

4. Engaging communities through creating knowledge and exchanging experiences

5.2.1 Outcome space

The outcome space of this project is presented in Figure 5.1. It encompasses four
inclusive categories of description; each represents a categorisation of perception that
Is more complex and comprehensive than the preceding categories. This progression
in complexity and comprehensiveness occurs because each category captures a
deeper and more nuanced way of experiencing or understanding the phenomenon
being studied. As we move from each category to the next in the outcome space,
increasingly sophisticated aspects of how participants perceive and make sense of the
phenomenon are identified. In this context, the higher categories, culminating in
Category 4, not only encompass the aspects covered in the earlier categories but also
incorporate additional layers of meaning, detail, and complexity. Each category
builds upon the previous ones, refining and expanding the understanding of the
phenomenon. The categories of description represent a hierarchy of qualitative
variations, with each higher category offering a richer and more comprehensive
perspective on the phenomenon, making the study more nuanced and complete. This
progression allows for capturing the full spectrum of ways in which people perceive

and experience the phenomenon in question.

When reading Figure 5.1, readers should bear in mind that the outcome space
consists of the structure of awareness within each category and across all categories.
This structure of awareness encompasses three main parts representing different

levels of awareness within the structure. The three parts are defined as the following:
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e The theme represents the main focus of the awareness and captures a
common understanding shared by participants of the OEP phenomenon

within a category.

e The thematic field comprises aspects from the surrounding context of the

theme and highlights broader ways of understanding.

e The margin represents fewer common ways of understanding, and therefore,

it exists at the edges of the structure of awareness.

These three parts together offer a comprehensive view of the relationship between

participants’ perceptions within a category of description.

Additionally, the outcome space incorporates two overarching dimensions passing
across all categories, and they form the dimensions of variation, which are key
aspects or features of a phenomenon that exhibit different qualitative variations
among participants’ experiences or understandings. These dimensions are used to
categorise and analyse the various ways people perceive or make sense of the

phenomenon under study. that pass across all categories.

Referring to Figure 5.1, the dimensions of variation are OEP Implementation and
OEP Beneficiaries. Within each category, these dimensions show varying aspects,
contributing to the nuanced interpretation of participants' perceptions of the OEP
phenomenon. These dimensions are illustrative of the variation present in how
participants perceive OEP across the diverse categories; they are called the
dimensions of variation. Referring to the outcome space in Figure 5.1, exploring
OEP implementation captures the different ways in which participants perceive and
interpret their work in implementing OEP. In other words, it shows what open
practices or resources participants conceive when asked to implement OEP. Second,
exploring the dimension of the OEP beneficiaries uncovers the different ways
participants perceive and interpret the recipients of their OEP implementation. These

two dimensions will be discussed within the section of each category.
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Category-4

Engaging communities
through creating knowledge
and exchanging
experiences

Theme: Engagement through
creation of knowledge and sharing
experiences

Thematic field: Role of
community, Inclusivity in HE

Margin: Exposure to public

Open platforms

Open community

Category-3
Empowering OEP
practitioners through
enhancing their
understanding of openness

Structur

Theme: Empowerment through
enhanced understanding
Thematic field: Role of OEP
practitioners, Open education

Margin: HE policies

OEP im

Meta-practices of openness

Learners, educators,
administrators, and

researchers as OEP

practitioners

OEP beneficiaries

Category-2
Collaborating and engaging
learners through pragmatic
activities

e of awareness

learners through open pedagogies

Thematic field: Role of educators
and learners, pedagogies diversity

Margin: Professional development
and change resistance

plementation

Open pedagogies

Learners and educators as
university-wide participants

Theme: Collaborating and engaging

Category-1
Recontextualizing open resources
and methods

Theme: Localizing and delivering open
content by educators

Thematic field: Role of educators and
content diversity

Margin: Professional development,
content quality, and workload

Open content (OER, MOOC, Videos)

Learners as course participants

=\

Figure 5.1: The outcome space of this study
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5.3 Category 1: Recontextualizing open resources and methods

In this category, educators and academic administrators perceive OEP as
recontextualising open resources and methods. Their perceptions underscore the
inherent flexibility and adaptability that OEP affords educators in utilising or
creating course materials, aligning more coherently with the course objectives, and

ensuring accessibility to learners, often through open resources like OER.

In this section, the results from data analysis of Category 1 will be presented,
namely, meaning structure, structure of awareness, dimensions of variation, and a

summary of the section.

5.3.1 Meaning structure

The meaning structure section concerns unpacking the meanings of the description of
this category, which consists of three parts, "recontextualising”, "open resources”,
and “methods" that define this category. Supported by relevant quotations from the
transcripts, the emphasis on recontextualising involves localising practices made by
educators, specifically to match course objectives, fit learners’ needs, and cater to
various educational contexts. For instance, recontextualising serves as a means to
promote a learner-centred approach. These practices of localisation are applied to
open resources such as the open content of OER, MOOC, and videos, as well as to

methods of teaching, learning, and content creation and delivery.

Table 5.1 illustrates the meaning of the category of description, including the
meanings of the three parts of the description itself. This includes some key quotes
about localising practices, as well as the involved open content and methods that

contributed to the overall practices of recontextualising open resources and methods.

Educators and academic administrators elaborate on the diverse practices of
recontextualising open resources and methods. Among transcripts, these practices
appeared to be the most used ones, being coded in 13 transcripts. This makes

Category 1 the most frequently encountered category in the data.
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Category 1: OEP is perceived as recontextualising open resources and methods

Meaning of the category

The practices of localising and delivering open content to match course objectives, fit learners’ needs,
and suit diverse educational contexts, particularly within an open university setting.

Recontextualising meaning

Practices quoted from transcripts

Localising

CLINNT3

“customising”, “reusing”, “integrating”, accommodating”, “remixing”,

CLINNT3

“adapting”, “modifying”, and “creating”.

Open resources meaning

Resources involved

Open content

OER, MOOC, and Videos

Methods meaning

Methods involved

Teaching methods

- Incorporating open content into teaching
- Matching course objectives

Learning methods

- shift from a teacher-centred to a learner-centred approach

Content creation methods

- Multimedia-enhanced
- Professional production

Course delivery methods

- Digital and open

Table 5.1: Meaning structure of Category 1

Descriptions of OEP in this category emphasise recontextualising teaching methods

by incorporating open content into teaching, such as:

“OEP means that learning is supported with high quality open educational

resources, open courseware, learning modules, open textbooks and content,

recorded lectures, and digital learning objects and educational videos...this

will help me record an explanation of some specific points...zhe explanation

is supported by images and drawings to simplify concepts.” E6

With regard to recontextualising teaching methods matching course objectives, one

participant framed the issue in the following way:

“Rooted in my course objectives and open to change. To me, OER is

effectively integrated into my classroom by implementing all or some of these

steps...try to edit my resources and teaching methods to accommodate the use

of OER to my course objectives ” E1
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Some examples from the descriptions highlight the recontextualising of learning
methods, signifying a shift from a teacher-centred to a learner-centred learning
approach.

“This will shift learning to be more student-centred than teacher-centred

learning and students be integrated and more active.” E6

“OER should be dynamic, learner-oriented based ” E1

Proceeding with the methods meaning and methods involved in Table 5.1, other
examples show advancement in content creation methods by utilising multimedia-
enhanced resources and professional production. This shows forward-thinking

approaches to OEP beyond a rigid reliance on pre-existing OER.

“These practices [OEP] can take on multiple forms simultaneously, involving
self-generated educational resources and immediate practices performed by
teachers in the digital space or through live streaming. When | engaged in
open-home education during the COVID-19 pandemic, | did not solely rely
on OER. | established a comprehensive home studio and incorporated the
curriculum according to the requirements of the open educational
environment in the digital space during the pandemic. | feel that I cannot
confine myself within a specific framework when practising open digital

education.” E2

Involving professional development in content creation methods, participants’
objective is not merely about the tools used, but about leveraging those tools

effectively through producing content that is open and appealing to digital natives.

“We built dedicated studios for OER with professional production settings
for cameras, editing software, and recording to be in line with the digital and
visualised media content. The main goal in our work is not the tools, but
using this tool, we succeeded in competing with the most modern videos on
social media because we use high standards in production and because this is

the type of content that the digital natives usually watch on social media.
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Learners and educators used to propose supporting materials related to the
OER such as audio, video, text, article, game, compiler for

programming...etc.” A10

With regard to recontextualising course delivery methods to be digital and open to
course participants in terms of accessibility and modifications, participants describe

the issue in the following ways:

“The recordings can be sent to students to comment on before lectures, so
students come to class having an idea about the topic and what it means
(blended learning).” E6

“Using OER means that much of our course material will be available online,

allowing it to be developed and updated. ” E1

In summary, the meaning structure discussed in this section, including the excerpts
from transcripts, collectively serves as a means for educators and academic
administrators to recontextualise open resources and methods to be more open and
localised to match course objectives, fit learners’ needs, and suit diverse educational
contexts within an open university setting. This meaning structure represents the
referential aspects of Category 1. In the next section, the structural aspects of this

category will be discussed.

5.3.2 Structure of awareness

The structure of awareness within the category concerns the relationship between
emerging aspects that show how participants perceive the phenomenon of OEP. In
the previous section, the discussion concludes that the obtained meanings of this
category of description focus on the practices of creation and dissemination of open
content to learners, utilising a range of open resources and methods across diverse
educational contexts. In this section, we will see how those meanings are related to
each other and to the context of this category in a structural form called the structure

of awareness.
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Figure 5.2 presents the structure of awareness with its three main parts, namely,

theme, thematic field, and margin, which are defined before in Section 5.2.1.

rgin: field:Thematic :
workload educators and content IEHES
e understandingLocalizing and
diversity

delivering open content by

Figure 5.2: Structure of awareness for Category 1

The theme of this category is localising and delivering open content by educators
using open resources and methods. This focus was discussed in detail in the previous

section supported by some quotations from the transcripts.

The thematic field of awareness within this category is an emerging part and was not
discussed before because it is not part of the meaning structure. The thematic field of
this category encompasses two distinct aspects: a) Role of Educators and b) Content

Diversity.

The margin of awareness in this category encompassed three key aspects: a)
Professional Development, b) Content Quality, and ¢) Workload. While these aspects
are tangentially related to the theme and the thematic field, they are not considered
essential components of them. As such, they occupy the margin of awareness, co-
existing alongside the theme and the thematic field but not constituting their integral

part.

Below are some excerpts where participants focus on the aspects of the thematic field

and the margin in turn.
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Referring to Figure 5.2, the aspect role of educators was thematised from the
surrounding context of the participants’ description of the theme of localising and
delivering open content by educators. Two participants highlighted this issue in the

following ways:

“The teacher should be allowed the freedom to choose and develop the
course material he/she presents in their class... be able to customise
materials and add my own reflection or remix several sources and create
OER tailored modules.” E1

“I have learnt recently how to produce video-recorded digital materials. This
will help me record an explanation of some specific points... The explanation

is supported by images and drawings to simplify concepts” E6

The other aspect of the thematic field concerns content diversity, where educators
engage in diversifying open content and administrators embrace the appealing

content to learners as digital natives:

“l feel that | cannot confine myself within a specific framework when
practising open digital education... I did not solely rely on OER. | established
a comprehensive home studio...These practices [OEP] can take on multiple

forms simultaneously ” E2

“...because this is the type of content that the digital natives usually watch on

social media.” 410

Moving now to consider the margin, an important aspect is professional
development. Descriptions show that educators and academic administrators
encounter some challenges in embracing OEP due to their unfamiliarity with the

tools and platforms required.

“We need to keep developing the educators and administrators using training

and workshops to create qualified digital content.” A2

130



“We need qualified administrators to lead the development and change in

open practices... Many of our teachers need development.” A8

Regarding content quality, descriptions of OEP highlight some issues related to
content copyright and violation, as well as curriculum updates and enhancements to

ensure the provision of high-quality digital and open content.

“They need to be aware of the copyright and not to include any music or
information from others because this is a violation and will result in blocking
the whole video course. The main issue is to keep an eye on the content in
terms of violating rules such as biasing either national or international

because it is available for everyone.” A10

“Occasional inadequacy of the curriculum and the need for updates, and the

need for continuous monitoring ” E2

“The open learning centre at our university created the content, and | see this
as a double-edged sword; technically, the content is great, but scientifically,
it needs some enhancement from subject-matter experts more than focusing

on design and technicalities.” A9

Finally, regarding the workload aspect of the margin, descriptions highlight that the
adoption of OEP in teaching and learning could demand more time and effort from

educators than traditional teaching methods.
“l work on this project, and | know that the effort | put in while working in
OEP is twice the amount | put into teaching the same course in the traditional

way.” E7

“The teacher load should be considered when planning for such practices.”
E6
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In summary, the structure of awareness consists of three main parts, each featuring
its relevant structural aspects and excerpts from transcripts. Collectively, these parts
and aspects form a hierarchy that helps in understanding the varying levels of
perceptions among educators and academic administrators in recontextualising open
resources and methods. These structural aspects revolve around the theme of
localising and delivering open content by educators, with the role of educators and
content diversity aspects forming the thematic field in the background of these
perceptions. Additionally, certain relevant aspects related to professional
development, content quality, and workload form the margin of the structure of
awareness, representing peripheral perceptions. In the next section, the two
dimensions of variation, namely, OEP implementation and OEP beneficiaries within

this category, will be discussed in the sub-sections 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.3.2.

5.3.3 Dimensions of Variation

Uncovering the dimensions of variation for this category results in a range of
possible variations within each dimension, revealing a breadth of understandings
among participants and presenting the structural relationship between these
dimensions within the outcome space. This section explains the distinct aspects of
both dimensions within this category, as shown in Table 5.2. In the context of
Category 1, where OEP is perceived as recontextualising open resources and
methods, the dimension of OEP implementation focuses on open content, whereas

the dimension of OEP beneficiaries focuses on learners as course participants.

Category 1: OEP is perceived as recontextualising open resources and methods

Dimensions of variation Aspects of Category 1
OEP implementation: Open content (OER, MOOC, Videos)
OEP beneficiaries: Learners as course participants

Table 5.2: Dimensions of variation of Category 1
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5.3.3.1 OEP Implementation

One dimension of variation inherent in the OEP implementation conception of
Category 1 is open content such as OER, MOOQOC, and videos. In the context of
recontextualising open resources and methods, this dimension underscores the
integration of educators' open-content practices, which are characterised by
accessibility and adaptability. One participant highlighted the aspect of open content

in the following way:
“...using high quality open educational resources, open courseware, learning
modules, open textbooks and content, recorded lectures, and digital learning

objects and educational videos ” E6.

Within this dimension of OEP implementation, the concept of openness in the aspect

of open content embodies unrestricted access to content such as:

“...educational practices through including freely available online content,
and services” E6

Also, open in terms of flexibility to tailor content in alignment with the course

objectives such as:

“...create OER tailored modules” E1

“I gave learners the material and the resources, they went and studied and

came back for assessment.” E8

Moreover, descriptions underscore implementing open content that extends beyond

traditional course materials:

“...to customise materials and add my reflection or remix several sources and

...where learning materials goes beyond traditional textbooks.” E1
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They embrace the implementation of OER, demonstrating a commitment to

implementing professionally localised content suited for digital native learners.

“...to propose supporting materials related to the OER such as audio, video,
text, article, game, compiler for programming...this is the type of content that

the digital natives usually watch on social media.” A10

This embracement manifests forward-looking approaches to OEP that go beyond a

rigid reliance on OER:

“I1 did not solely rely on OER.” E2

5.3.3.2 OEP Beneficiaries

One dimension of variation inherent in the OEP beneficiaries’ conception of
Category 1 is learners as course participants, which means the beneficiaries are
learners who enrolled in a university course and thus are direct recipients of the
practices involving the recontextualising open resources and methods. The
significance of this aspect is exemplified through some excerpts presented in this

section.

Descriptions within this dimension of OEP beneficiaries emphasise openness in
engaging with learners throughout their entire educational journey through virtual

curriculum delivery:

“You can also deliver the curriculum in a violin completely virtual way. So,
this means that when we are talking about the open approach, we are talking
about openness in dealing with students from the beginning of their

acceptance until the moment of graduation” E8

Also, descriptions highlight that OEP provides an opportunity for diverse and
engaging ways of presenting topics to learners as course participants, encouraging

them to engage critically with open content provided by educators:
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“...also, the diversity of presenting the topic to students, OEP offers such
opportunity to motivate and engage students to present the same content in

different ways.” E7

“Teaching my students not just to absorb the OER material that they read

and listen to. But to think critically and evaluate, and if possible, update ” E1

In summary, the section on the dimensions of variation is derived from two main
sources. Firstly, it draws upon the obtained meanings in the meaning structure
section. Secondly, it incorporates the structural relationships between these meanings
that are outlined in the structure of awareness section. The analysis reveals that both
dimensions of variation capture two ways of participants’ perception of
recontextualising open resources and methods. Both dimensions emphasise the use
of open content as a means of OEP implementation for learners as course

participants and OEP beneficiaries.

5.3.4 Summary

Table 5.3 summarises the findings of Category 1, where OEP is perceived as
recontextualising open resources and methods implemented by educators using open
content for learners as course participants. This involves localising and delivering
open content to match course objectives, fit learners' needs, and suit diverse
educational contexts. The focus is on the flexible use of open resources like OER and
innovative teaching methods to promote learner-centred approaches. In this category,
participants emphasise the importance of customising, reusing, integrating,
accommodating, remixing, adapting, modifying, creating, and delivering open
content. They aim to make educational materials more accessible and aligned with
course objectives. Educators also highlight the need for professional development to
effectively implement these practices and ensure content quality. However, they
acknowledge that this may increase their workload. The structural aspects include a
central theme of localising and delivering open content by educators, with a thematic

field encompassing the role of educators and content diversity. The margin addresses
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issues like professional development, content quality, and workload, which are

peripheral but relevant to the theme.

Category 1: OEP is perceived as recontextualising open resources and methods

Meaning structure

Key Quotes

The practices of localising and delivering open content to

match course objectives, fit learners’ needs, and suit

diverse educational contexts, particularly within an open

university setting.

“customising”, “reusing”, “integrating”,

CLINNT3

accommodating”,

CEINT3

remixing”, “adapting”,

CLINNT3

“modifying”, “creating”, and “delivering”.

Structure of awareness

Theme: Localisation and delivering open content by educators

Thematic field: Role of educators and content diversity

Margin: Professional development, content quality, and workload

Dimensions of variation

OEP implementation: Open content

OEP beneficiaries: Learners as course participants

Table 5.3: Summary for Category 1 of Recontextualizing open resources and

methods

The two dimensions of variation within Category 1 are OEP implementation

(focused on open content) and OEP beneficiaries (centred on learners as course

participants). Educators implement OEP by utilising open content like OER, aiming

to engage learners throughout their educational journey and encouraging critical

thinking and engagement with open materials.

In the next section, the second category of description will be discussed using the

same format deployed in this section.

5.4 Category 2: Collaborating and engaging learners through pragmatic

activities

In this category, educators and academic administrators perceive OEP as

collaborating and engaging learners through pragmatic activities. Their perceptions
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underscore the inherent activities that OEP affords educators to engage learners and
increase their contribution to the teaching and learning process using open
pedagogies. These pedagogies include learners’ co-creation of OER, learners’
contribution to course creation, open teaching and learning, open assessment, and

open collaboration.

5.4.1 Meaning structure

The meaning structure section concerns unpacking the meanings of the description of
Category 2, which consists of two parts, “Collaborating and engaging learners” and
“pragmatic activities” that define this category. Supported by relevant excerpts from
the transcripts, the emphasis on collaborating and engaging learners involves
practices where educators and learners work together and contribute to the teaching
and learning process collectively. For instance, collaborating and engaging learners
as a means to co-create OER, which refers to Open Educational Resources designed
to promote open and accessible education, such as educational materials, textbooks,
videos, or software that are released to the public under licenses that allow anyone to
use, modify, and share without cost. These practices of collaborating and engaging
learners are implemented using pragmatic activities such as open pedagogies of open

teaching and learning, open assessment, and open collaboration.

Table 5.4 illustrates the meaning of the category of description, including the
meanings of the two parts of the description itself. This includes some key quotes
about collaborating and engaging practices, as well as the involved open pedagogies
that contributed to the overall practices of collaborating and engaging learners

through pragmatic activities.

137



Category 2: OEP is perceived as collaborating and engaging learners through
pragmatic activities

Meaning of the category

The practices of collaborating and engaging learners through open pedagogies for university-wide
participants.

Collaborating and engaging learners, Practices quoted from transcripts
meaning
Educators and learners work together and | “communicating”, “interacting”, “supporting”, “training”
contribute to the teaching and learning “connecting”, “sharing”, “participating”, “contributing”,
process collectively. “cooperating”, and “following-up”.
pragmatic activities meaning practices involved
Open pedagogies - OER co-creation
- Learners’ contribution
- Open teaching and learning
- Open assessment
- Open collaboration

Table 5.4: Meaning structure of Category 2

Educators and academic administrators provide detailed insights into diverse
practices involving collaboration and engagement with learners through pragmatic
activities. Among transcripts, these practices were the second most used ones after
Category 1, being coded in 10 transcripts. This makes Category 2 the second most
frequently encountered category in the data, but (as previously explained in Section

5.4.1) this is different from the reason for it being the second category presented.

Descriptions of OEP in this category emphasise collaborating and engaging learners

through open pedagogies such as OER co-creation:

“Allow my students to collaborate to create their own content and (re)using
OER in innovative ways, such as via social networks. Develop activities for

students to evaluate or revise OER in the subject area.” E1

“A student can create or participate in creating OER, for example, and as an
educator, you can see the progress of every student and evaluate accordingly
and send feedback, which is very important and much easier in its digital
form.” A2
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With regard to employing pragmatic activities of open pedagogies to increase

learners’ involvement, one participant framed the issue in the following way:

“...we also train some learners from the media college to present the
lectures. This idea motivates learners to participate because it is a required

skill for their professional work in the future.” A10

“...students need to contribute to the shape of the product (course or

assignment).” E8

“...students should be involved in creating resources that can be used in

classes. This can help students to see the impact of their work” E1

Some examples from the descriptions highlight open teaching and learning as open

pedagogies within the involved pragmatic activities:

“I have engaged in open-access publishing by creating a YouTube channel
and sharing educational lessons through it, reaching students worldwide in
certain courses such as Production and Operations Management, Principles
of Management, and other university courses. The responses were received
either through social media, email, or phone calls, and most of them were
positive. There were requests for recording and producing more episodes for

academic and scientific enrichment. ” E2

“From my practical experience, I saw some supporting material for the OER
from other educators who were not involved in the production of OER,
discussing issues about the content and the ideas and designing activities and
assignments related to the OER. They also summarise some ideas that

complement the ideas that were briefly discussed in the OER.” A10

Proceeding with open pedagogies as a means for implying pragmatic activities. Table

5.4 also includes open assessment for collaborating and engaging learners. This open
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practice is described by some participants using non-disposable assignments as

follows:

“...means that open assessment should be non-disposable assignments that
can benefit others and attract teachers and learners to further reuse or

improve these assignments in the future.” E1

“I tried to practice some practices of OEP such as creating non-disposable
assignments... | started to make groups of students and assigned the students
to prepare specific sections in each lecture so that each group discuss the
assignment and present it in the lecture. For me, | plan to collect these
assignments, review them, and publish them as OER, and | returned the
whole assignments as a package for the students to learn from this collective

and cumulative experience.” E8

Finally, open collaboration was described as one of the pragmatic activities for
collaborating and engaging learners within open pedagogies. Participants highlighted

the use of social media platforms to collaborate with learners.

“..we use the modern interactive platforms to deliver the content and
collaborate with them on Facebook, YouTube...etc. because they are already
there... On our OER platform of e-courses, we add collaboration about the

course topics among learners” A10

“I started designing a course that allows faculty participation members as
well as students, a range of collaborative pedagogical practices that include
the use, reuse, and creation of materials with the ability to modify, adopt or

approve any previous experience.” E1

One participant underscored the use of project-based learning and mobile learning as

a means of open collaboration:
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“I was in the process of using YouTube to find out supplementary materials
to help the learners. | also employed project-based learning and mobile
learning where students were allowed to use their smartphones to send me

their products.” E5

In summary, the practices discussed in the section, including the excerpts from
transcripts, collectively serve as a means for educators and academic administrators
to collaborate and engage learners through pragmatic activities of open pedagogies
such as OER co-creation, learners’ contribution, open teaching and learning, open
assessment, and open collaboration. This represents the referential aspects of
Category 2. In the next section, the structural aspects of this category will be

discussed.

5.4.2 Structure of awareness

The structure of awareness within this category delves into the relationship between
emerging aspects that describe participants' perceptions of the OEP phenomenon. As
discussed in the previous section, the findings indicate that the meanings obtained
from this category revolve around the practices of collaborating and engaging
learners through open pedagogies, extending beyond open content. In this section,
we will explore how these meanings are interrelated within this category and in the
broader context, presenting them in a structural framework referred to as the
structure of awareness. Referring to Figure 5.3, the theme of Category 2 is
collaborating and engaging learners through open pedagogies. This focus was
discussed in detail in the previous section, supported by some quotations from the

transcripts
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Margin: Thematic field:

. Theme:
Przfe;smnal dey::lopment Il?ole of ec(ijgcato.rs anfd Collaborating and engaging
and change resistance earners,. iversity o learners through apen pedagogies
pedagogies

Figure 5.3: Structure of awareness of Category 2

The thematic field of this category encompasses two distinct aspects: a) Role of

Educators and learners and b) the Diversity of pedagogies.

The margin of awareness within Category 2 encompassed two key aspects: a)

Professional Development and b) Change Resistance.

Below are some excerpts where participants focus on the aspects of the thematic field

and the margin of Category 2 in turn.

Referring to Figure 5.3, the aspect role of educators and learners was thematised
from the surrounding context of the participants’ description of the theme of
collaborating and engaging learners through open pedagogies. Two participants

highlighted this issue in the following ways:

“For OEP, I use so many practices with my students, especially during
COVID-19. The happiest moment for me was when | received an email from
the university saying that we can reach and collaborate with our students

freely upon your choice using the available resources.” E7

“I use available tools to communicate with students and allow them to share
monitored knowledge and help each other complete tasks and provide
immediate feedback... Recently, 1 have been integrating my students in

groups in online activities to develop the quality of education” E6
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The second aspect of the thematic field concerns the diversity of pedagogies, where
educators and learners engage in practising OEP through open pedagogies. One

participant elaborated in describing the diversity of pedagogies such as:

“Open teaching implies that teachers should implement teaching
methodologies that can allow learners to actively contribute to the co-
creation of knowledge and be self-regulated...Open collaboration implies
that teachers should build open communities to foster teamwork and social
interaction...Open collaboration empowers teachers and students to
transform their ideas and interests into powerful learning experiences that
are shared with everyone...Open assessment implies that teachers design
learning tasks where students can participate and contribute. This can
emphasise reflective practices and improve learning outcomes...Open
assessment, such as blogs, enables students to demonstrate the relevance of
their field of study and share their scholarship in real-world contexts while at

the same time contributing to the global open knowledge. ” E1

Moving now to consider the margin of the structure of awareness of Category 2, an
important aspect is professional development. Descriptions show that educators and
academic administrators encounter some challenges in adopting and practising open
pedagogies due to the high skills needed in designing and practising such

pedagogies. Two participants highlighted this issue in the following way:

“But other teachers, I noticed, have a problem engaging with such practices
because of some difficulties in dealing with the platforms and applying the
pedagogy they want when using the platform. They refer to me sometimes. If
the institution stops supporting those teachers and says that we gave them
training, this will not lead to a development in their skills. The educator
needs to have the skills to motivate and engage students to enter and work.
This has special pedagogies that teachers need to be aware of...Practising
this is not easy; it needs high commitment from the teacher in practising

his/her values and beliefs in teaching and learning” E7
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“The main challenge for us is to develop educators and to keep focus on how
learners will engage with our practices. Some educators need little guidance,
but others face some problems such as language and religious
courses...Some educators used to stand and keep talking in one way, teaching
without using any tools to support the idea they are teaching, although the

technology is available for them to use. ” A10

Continuing with the margin aspects in Figure 5.3, the change resistance is
thematised as the final aspect in the structure of awareness of Category 2. This aspect
concerns a lack of engagement and commitment from learners in practising open
pedagogies. Two participants framed this issue by practising open assessment and

open collaboration as follows:

“I tried to practice some practices of OEP such as creating non-disposable
assignments, but the main problem I face is the learners’ commitments... the
problem here is with the commitment of the students, some of them do not
attend either online or in class, or neither listen to the recordings, so this is

the main problem | face, the collaborative learning part is missing.” E8

“In my opinion, the biggest challenge that faces an educator in implementing
OEP is the student engagement and motivation...you need to add this
collaboration to the final grade as incentives for students. This exists in the
mentality of the students asking themselves about what benefit they will get

from this engagement.” E7

In summary, the structure of awareness of Category 2 consists of three main parts,
each featuring its relevant structural aspects and excerpts from transcripts.
Collectively, these parts and aspects form a hierarchy that helps in understanding the
varying levels of perceptions among educators and academic administrators in
collaborating and engaging learners through pragmatic activities. These structural
aspects revolve around the theme of collaborating and engaging learners through
open pedagogies, with the role of educators and learners and the diversity of

pedagogies aspects forming the thematic field in the background of these
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perceptions. Additionally, certain relevant aspects related to professional
development and change resistance form the margin of the structure of awareness,

representing peripheral perceptions.

5.4.3 Dimensions of Variation

This section explains the distinct aspects of both dimensions within this category, as
shown in Table 5.5. In the context of Category 2, where OEP is perceived as
collaborating and engaging learners through pragmatic activities, the dimension of
OEP implementation focuses on open pedagogies, whereas the dimension of OEP

beneficiaries focuses on learners and educators as university-wide participants.

Category 2: Collaborating and engaging learners through pragmatic activities

Dimensions of variation Aspects of Category 2

OEP implementation: Open pedagogies

OEP beneficiaries: Learners and educators as university-wide
participants

Table 5.5: Dimensions of variation of Category 2

5.4.3.1 OEP Implementation

One dimension of variation inherent in the OEP implementation conception of
Category 2 is open pedagogies, where educators and administrators implement OEP
for collaborating and engaging learners through some pragmatic activities such as
OER co-creation, learners’ contribution, open teaching and learning, open
assessment, and open collaboration. Descriptions within this dimension concern
implementing OEP beyond open content to practising open pedagogies in the design
of teaching and learning approaches. These descriptions emphasise the use of
technology to enhance pedagogy through open practices online, such as
communication, collaboration, and assignments, in implementing OEP. One

participant highlights this issue as the following:
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“Using educational technologies, we need to focus on developing our
pedagogy to include open practices online because we have the resources,
experiences, and knowledge to do that...rhe practice of OER and online
classroom, in general, is course delivery at the end. What is more important
are the practices that follow this classroom or content creation. Sending
notifications, collaborating with students, sending assignments, all these tools

are important in implementing OEP.” A2

Furthermore, descriptions underscore that the motivation for OEP implementation
lies in engaging digital-native learners through interactions and assignments. It also
notes that the availability of resources and technology from the administration is a
key driver for implementing open pedagogies, shifting the focus away from
traditional one-way teaching reliant on textbooks. One participant framed this issue

in the following way:

“Our learners are digital natives now and this is a motivating factor in terms
of implementing OEP. Our focus is not only on delivering content but also on
engaging learners with content and the educational environment by adding
some interactions and assignments to the OER. The most motivating factor to
implement OEP is the availability of resources and technology from the
administration. Content is important, but it is not as dominant as it was
before the traditional learning, which is one-way teaching and limited to the

textbook for information.” A10

5.4.3.2 OEP Beneficiaries

One dimension of variation inherent in the OEP beneficiaries’ conception of
Category 2 is learners and educators as university-wide participants, which means
the beneficiaries are learners beyond the enrolled ones in a university course. Within
the context of this category of collaborating and engaging learners through pragmatic
activities, learners are considered practitioners of OEP when they actively engage
and contribute to open knowledge instead of being only recipients of what is

implemented. One participant perceives this issue as follows:
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“Learners themselves can also be considered practitioners of OEPs if they
actively engage in open educational resources, contribute to open knowledge,

and openly share their knowledge with others.” E2

Moreover, OEP, including open assessments, enable learners to demonstrate the
significance of their studies, benefiting mainly their peers, learners and educators as

university-wide participants:

“Open assessment, such as blogs, enables students to demonstrate the
relevance of their field of study and share their scholarship in real-world
contexts while at the same time contributing to the global open knowledge.
That means that open assessment should be non-disposable assignments that
can benefit others and attract teachers and learners to further reuse or

improve these assignments in the future.” E1

In summary, the analysis reveals that both dimensions of variation within Category 2
capture two ways of participants’ perception of collaborating and engaging learners
through pragmatic activities. Both dimensions emphasise the use of open pedagogies
as a means of OEP implementation for learners and educators as university-wide

participants.

5.4.4 Summary

Table 5.6 summarises the findings of Category 2, where OEP is perceived as
collaborating and engaging learners through pragmatic activities, implemented by
educators with the involvement of learners, using open pedagogies for learners and
educators as university-wide participants. This involves how educators and academic
administrators view OEP as a way to engage learners through pragmatic activities
using open pedagogies like co-creating OER, open teaching and learning, open

assessment, and open collaboration.
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In the structure of awareness, the central theme is “Collaborating and engaging
learners through open pedagogies.” The thematic field emphasises the importance of
educators and learners collaborating effectively and employing diverse pedagogical
approaches to enhance learning. There are aspects at the margin of awareness,
including professional development and resistance to change, which can influence
the adoption of OEP.

Category 2: OEP is perceived as collaborating and engaging learners through
pragmatic activities

Meaning structure Key Quotes
The practices of collaborating and engaging learners “communicating”, “interacting”,
through open pedagogies for university-wide participants. | “supporting”, “training” “connecting”,

CLINT3 CEINT3

“sharing”, “participating”, “contributing”,

CLINT3

“cooperating”, “following-up”.

Structure of awareness

Theme: Collaborating and engaging learners through open pedagogies
Thematic field: Role of educators and learners, diversity of pedagogies
Margin: Professional development and change resistance

Dimensions of variation

OEP implementation: Open pedagogies

OEP beneficiaries: Learners and educators as university-wide participants

Table 5.6: Summary for Category 2 of collaborating and engaging learners through
pragmatic activities

Within Category 2, two dimensions of variation are identified. The first, OEP
implementation, emphasises the use of open pedagogies in teaching and learning to
engage digital-native learners. The second OEP beneficiaries recognise learners and

educators as university-wide participants.

5.5 Category 3: Empowering OEP practitioners through enhancing their

understanding of openness

5.5.1 Meaning structure
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The meaning structure section concerns unpacking the meanings of the description of
Category 3, which consists of two parts, “empowering OEP practitioners” and
“enhancing their understanding of openness”. These parts define this category and
are supported by pertinent quotations from the transcripts. The emphasis on
empowering OEP practitioners suggests that participants perceive that active
engagement in OEP has a positive impact on those who practice it, enhancing their
participation and effectiveness. Descriptions within this category encompass a
diverse range of OEP practitioners, including learners, educators, academic
administrators, and researchers. Moreover, the perceived empowerment stems from
an improved understanding of the principles and practices associated with openness
in education. For instance, practitioners may attain a deeper understanding of OEP
by engaging in meta-practices that involve discussions about open content and open
pedagogies. This engagement in meta-practices constitutes the obtained meaning of

“enhancing their understanding of openness.”

Table 5.7 illustrates the meaning of the category of description, including the
meanings of the two parts of the description itself. This includes some key quotes
about empowering OEP practitioners, as well as the involved Meta-practices of
openness contributed to the overall practices of empowering OEP practitioners
through enhancing their understanding of openness. The term Meta-practices will be

defined below in section 5.5.3.1 of the OEP implementation within Category 3.

Category 3: OEP is perceived as empowering OEP practitioners through
enhancing their understanding of openness

Meaning of the category

The practices of empowering practitioners who engage in OEP by enhancing their understanding of the
concept of openness in education

Empowering OEP practitioners, meaning Practices quoted from transcripts
Empowering learners, educators, “Enabling”, “Enhancing”, “Encouraging”,
administrators, and researchers as OEP “Motivating”, “Fostering”, “Promoting”,
practitioners. “Strengthening”

Enhancing their understanding of Practices involved

openness, meaning

Enhancing awareness of OEP practitioners - Open scholarship

through Meta-practices of openness - Discussing openness-related topics

Table 5.7: Meaning structure of Category 3
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The research participants elaborate on the diverse practices employed to empower
OEP practitioners by enhancing their understanding of openness. First, they
acknowledge that researchers are themselves OEP practitioners. This idea

underscores that a wider community within HE can benefit from engaging with OEP.

Second, the importance of researchers is highlighted in conducting research on OEP
and engaging in OEP themselves through open scholarship. This entails the practice
of conducting and sharing scholarly research and knowledge openly and
transparently, thereby making it freely accessible to the global academic community.
It embodies principles of openness, collaboration, and inclusivity within the
academic and research realms. One example from the transcripts describes this idea

in the following way:

“Researchers in the field of open education play a significant role in
developing and promoting OEPs...Researchers in the field of open education
can also contribute by studying the effectiveness of OEPs and working on the
development of standards and indicators to assess the success of these

practices.” E2

Moreover, the descriptions emphasise the value of practitioners Discussing
openness-related topics, which we refer to as meta-practices, both in general and
with a specific focus on OEP. Collaborative efforts help raise awareness about these
practices and their practical applications. Two participants framed this issue as the

following:

“1 also like to think of open practices as those related to the discussion about
education, whether it is what education should be for, how we should teach
and research, manage, and so on. So, my take is very broad. | do not limit my

thinking on open practices to just content or just teaching and learning.” E10

“We also produce content to increase their awareness of using these
practices and of other things related to the philosophy of open education.”
Al10
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In summary, the meaning of Category 3 underscores the practices of enhanced
understanding of openness in empowering various OEP practitioners and illustrates
the diverse ways in which this empowerment can be achieved. This represents the

referential aspects of Category 3.

5.5.2 Structure of awareness

As discussed in the previous section, the findings indicate that the meanings obtained
from this category revolve around the practices of empowering OEP practitioners
through enhancing their understanding of openness, extending beyond practices of
open content and open pedagogies to meta-practices of openness. In this section, we
will explore how these meanings are interrelated within this category and in the
broader context, presenting them in a structural framework referred to as the

structure of awareness.

Referring to Figure 5.4, the theme of Category 3 is empowerment through enhanced
understanding or meta-practices of openness. This focus was discussed in detail in

the previous section supported by some quotations from the transcripts.

The thematic field of this category encompasses two distinct aspects: a) Role of OEP

practitioners and b) Open Education.

Margin:Ma Thematic Theme:T
HE policies Role of OEP practitioners, Empowermeﬁtnt}rsr-ough
Professional development, Open educationRole of enhanced

content quality, and

Figure 5.4: Structure of awareness of Category 3

The margin of awareness within Category 3 encompassed one aspect, which is HE

policies.

151



Below are some clarifications supported by excerpts where participants focus on the

aspects of the thematic field and the margin of Category 3 in turn.

Referring to Figure 5.4, the aspect role of OEP practitioners was thematised from the
surrounding context of the participants’ description of the theme of empowerment
through enhanced understanding. In this context, participants perceive their own
roles as multi-faceted. They see themselves as role models, actively practising OEP
to set an example. Furthermore, participants emphasise their strong commitment to
promoting OEP not only among university staff but also within the broader higher
education community. Their eagerness to dedicate significant efforts to OEP
establishment reflects their profound belief in the importance of fostering such open
practices. These perspectives are underscored by the following statements from three

participants:

“l also facilitated a workshop for university staff, funded by UNESCO, on

open educational resources some years ago. ” E10

“We also targeted the local and the regional community to promote openness
including OEP...most of the participants put huge effort without looking for
incentives, at least in this stage of implementation, because they believe that
this environment is much better than the traditional environment of teaching

and learning.” A10

“l also believe that self, as persons, can be an OER and thus those who see
themselves as an OER inherently demonstrates OEP...I do not put much
effort into persuading the university or educators around me. Instead, | am

trying to be a role model by showing my open educational practices.” A7

The second aspect of the thematic field concerns open education. Descriptions
highlight that OEP practitioners consider open education as a fundamental
philosophy that underpins their beliefs and efforts to foster and promote OEP. This

philosophical foundation is particularly significant when practitioners engage in
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meta-practices that involve examining and advancing openness in education. Given
that the participants of this research are from an open university, they framed this

issue in the following ways:

“Advocates of open education can assist in launching open educational
projects and provide resources, financial support, and technical assistance to

develop OEPs in educational institutions.” E2

“I don’t have a problem using all the available practices nowadays because

open education by definition and practices may change soon” A8

Moving now to consider the margin of the structure of awareness of Category 3, an
important aspect is HE policies. Descriptions highlight that universities sometimes
face some challenges in the accreditation of their certificates from the Ministry of
HE because of the “increased” flexibility in teaching, learning, and assessment using
OEP, implying the need to increase awareness of OEP among HE policymakers.

Two participants highlighted this issue of accreditation in the following way:

“Honestly, in this experience, we faced many challenges, such as the
immaturity of the national standards of E-learning and the unrecognition of
this high flexibility of learning from the Ministry of HE, until COVID-19

came, which turned this refusal into a requirement.” A8

“Open education took different aspects and non-suitable explanations such as
distance learning or E-learning. This causes some implications with the

accreditation of our degree.” A2

In summary, the structure of awareness of Category 3 consists of three main parts:
the theme of empowerment through enhanced understanding, the role of OEP
practitioners, and the open education aspects that form the thematic field in the
background of these perceptions. Additionally, one relevant aspect related to HE
policies forms the margin of the structure of awareness, representing peripheral

perceptions.
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5.5.3 Dimensions of Variation

This section explains the distinct aspects of both dimensions within this category as
shown in Table 5.8. In the context of Category 3 where OEP is perceived as
empowering OEP practitioners through enhancing their understanding of openness,
the dimension of OEP implementation focuses on meta-practices of openness,
whereas the dimension of OEP beneficiaries includes learners, educators,

administrators, and researchers.

Category 3: Empowering OEP practitioners through enhancing their
understanding of openness

Dimensions of variation Aspects of Category 3
OEP implementation: Meta-practices of openness
OEP beneficiaries: Learners, educators, administrators, and researchers

Table 5.8: Dimensions of variation of Category 3

5.5.3.1 OEP Implementation

One dimension of variation inherent in the OEP implementation conception of
Category 3 pertains to Meta-practices of openness. In this dimension, OEP
practitioners are empowered through the implementation of OEP practices that
emphasise the promotion of open education philosophy through discussions about its
approaches to content and practices. This involves not only implementing open
content and open pedagogies to benefit learners but also engaging in practices that
discuss the benefits and efficiency of OEP. This issue is highlighted in some
statements from the transcripts mentioned previously within the explanation of this

category, such as:

“We also produce content t0 increase their awareness of using these
practices and of other things related to the philosophy of open education. We
also targeted the local and the regional community to promote openness
including OEP, and they used to interact to discuss the content on those

platforms using comments and chats. ” A10

154




5.5.3.2 OEP Beneficiaries

One dimension of variation inherent in the OEP beneficiaries’ conception of
Category 3 is Learners, educators, administrators, and researchers, which means
OEP beneficiaries are not bound within a university community but go further to
include researchers as OEP practitioners. Within the context of this category of
empowering OEP practitioners through enhancing their understanding of openness,
researchers are considered practitioners of OEP when they engage in conducting
studies about OEP and publishing them using open scholarship. This statement is an

example from the transcripts about the researchers’ role:

“Researchers in the field of open education play a significant role in

developing and promoting OEPs. ” E2

It is worth noting that within this category, the implementation of OEP goes beyond
teaching and learning; it also extends to raising awareness of OEP among the
university and higher education community. Additionally, the beneficiaries of OEP
have expanded to include researchers. Their research work is viewed as a significant
avenue for empowering OEP practitioners through increasing awareness of open

education in general and OEP in particular.

The analysis reveals that both dimensions of variation capture two ways of
participants’ perception of empowering OEP practitioners through enhancing their
understanding of openness. Both dimensions emphasise the use of meta-practices of
openness as a means of OEP implementation to empower learners, educators,

administrators, and researchers as OEP beneficiaries.

5.5.4 Summary

Table 5.9 summarises the findings of Category 3, where OEP is perceived as
empowering OEP practitioners through enhancing their understanding of openness,
which is implemented by OEP practitioners from learners, educators, administrators,

and researchers. This category centres on the positive impact of OEP on

155



practitioners, encompassing learners, educators, administrators, and researchers. This
empowerment stems from a deepened understanding of openness in education,

fostered through discussions and engagement with open content and pedagogies.

Within this category, the structure of awareness comprises a thematic field and a
margin of awareness. The thematic field revolves around the role of OEP
practitioners and the foundational philosophy of open education. Practitioners,
whether learners, educators, or administrators, actively contribute to open education
projects, fostering their growth. The margin, on the other hand, touches upon higher
education policies and inclusivity in the higher education landscape, factors that can

influence the practice of OEP.

Category 3: OEP is perceived as empowering OEP practitioners through
enhancing their understanding of openness

Meaning structure Key Quotes

The practices of empowering practitioners who engage in | “Enabling”, “Enhancing”, “Encouraging”,
OEP by enhancing their understanding of the concept of “Motivating”, “Fostering”, “Promoting”,
openness in education “Strengthening”

Structure of awareness

Theme: Empowerment through enhanced understanding
Thematic field: Role of OEP practitioners, Open Education
Margin: HE policies

Dimensions of variation

OEP implementation: Meta-practices of openness

OEP beneficiaries: Learners, educators, administrators, and researchers

Table 5.9: Summary of Category 3 of empowering OEP practitioners through
enhancing their understanding of openness

Furthermore, the dimensions of variation within Category 3 highlight two significant
aspects. First, OEP Implementation emphasises meta-practices of openness that
extend beyond the mere utilisation of open content and pedagogies. Practitioners
engage in discussions and initiatives that promote the understanding and
dissemination of OEP. Second, OEP Beneficiaries expand the circle of those who

benefit from OEP to encompass learners, educators, administrators, and researchers.
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Researchers, in particular, contribute to OEP by engaging in open scholarship, thus

furthering the reach and impact of OEP.

In the next section, the fourth category of description will be discussed in the same

structure as Category 3.

5.6 Category 4: Engaging communities through creating knowledge and

exchanging experiences

5.6.1 Meaning structure

The meaning structure section aims to delve into the meanings within Category 4.
This section consists of two key components: “Engaging communities” and
“Creating knowledge and exchanging experiences”, which collectively define the
essence of this category.

Supported by relevant excerpts from the transcripts, the emphasis on OEP as
engaging communities involves practices that actively engage broader educational
communities beyond traditional classrooms or universities by fostering knowledge
creation, encouraging collaboration and promoting the sharing of experiences within
open and inclusive educational platforms. For example, knowledge creation implies
practices of building open communities of practice beyond the classroom and
learning management systems. Additionally, an example of exchanging experiences
is sharing digital credentials and badges earned by OEP practitioners or inviting
domain experts from the open community to a discussion with learners in an open

platform.

Table 5.10 illustrates the meaning of the category of description, including the
meanings of the two parts of the description itself. This includes some key quotes
about engaging communities, as well as the practices on open platforms involved in

creating knowledge and exchanging experiences.
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Category 4: OEP is perceived as engaging communities through creating
knowledge and exchanging experiences

Meaning of the category

Practices of openly involving community engagement through the creation of knowledge and the

exchange of experiences

Engaging communities meaning

Practices quoted from transcripts

Collaboration in an open community
beyond classroom and university

LR TS

“Building”, “Communicating”, “Personalizing”,

CLINT3 CEINNY3

“Inviting”, “Practicing”,
“Immersing”, “Adopting”

CLINT3

99 ¢

Sharing”, “Opening”,

Creating knowledge and exchanging
experiences, meaning

Practices involved

The practices of generation and sharing
of new knowledge collaboratively
involving multiple stakeholders and
sharing experiences among individuals or

Building open communities of practice
Building open platforms

Adopting personalised learning

Sharing immersive learning experiences

communities involved using open
platforms

Table 5.10: Meaning structure of Category 4

Educators and academic administrators elaborate on the diverse practices of
engaging communities through creating knowledge and exchanging experiences.
Among the transcripts, these practices of Category 4 appeared to be the least
mentioned ones but the most sophisticated in terms of OEP vision and
implementation, implying a high level of awareness in perceiving OEP by

participants.

Descriptions of OEP in this category emphasise building open communities of
practice to maximise openness for the benefit of learners. One participant framed

this issue in the following way:

“For example, in the risks management course, we invite insurance experts to
collaborate with students in class; this can be applied online, which is
supposed to be much easier than in class. We are working on a project to
develop the idea of online visits or to build a community of practice online for
some important fields such as marketing and finance in order to exchange

expertise between students, teachers, and the market. ” A2
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Moreover, descriptions also foster the importance of building open platforms for
engaging communities and sharing knowledge beyond the LMS. This implies the
effectiveness of such platforms in openly sharing and exchanging knowledge to
engage communities and highlights the limitations of LMS in this regard. Two

participants framed this issue in the following way:

“Inside LMS, an educator cannot share knowledge freely and easily with
others unless they are part of the community or a colleague. However, if we
think of OEP, we need to find a way to share content and activities using
open platforms without limitations, such as creating a blog or a personal
website or whatever people can access freely and easily. This idea by itself
changes the participants’ perceptions of how OEP practices can open

opportunities for them to share and generate knowledge. ” A9

“So, we are not now talking about blackboard or LMS because it’s a closed
learning environment and black boxes, we are talking about platforms that

we can create and share knowledge and user experiences.” A4

Descriptions highlight the practices of adopting personalised learning as one way to
engage communities in OEP beyond communicating on open platforms. This can be
achieved through building professional profiles and sharing stories of educators and
learners on open platforms. One participant highlights this issue in the following

way:

“A modern OEP which enables students to build their professional profile by
starting with micro-credentials and digital badges and to tell their stories.
This can unlock careers for learners, promote HE institutions, and boost
learners’ engagement through sharing. The main goal now is to reach
personalised learning in which not only many platforms are open for learners
and educators, but also personalised to their specific needs based on the data

they share about themselves.” A4
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Furthermore, descriptions underscore the practice of sharing immersive learning
experiences as a means of engaging communities within OEP. For example, a
community of practice is communicating and learning in an augmented or virtual
reality environment. Also, another example of a community of practice working
openly in a virtual laboratory. Two participants highlighted this issue in the

following way:

“Today, my colleague and | are using the virtual labs to teach some
programming courses. We are working on a virtual lab for statistics course.”
E7

“We also have some OEP with AR/VR where sets can collaborate and share

data based on specific course design rather than using these sets for fun.” A4

The practices mentioned in the perceptions above are considered immersive learning
experiences because they involve the use of virtual labs, Virtual Reality (VR), and
Augmented Reality (AR) technologies to create highly engaging and interactive
educational environments. The mention of these technologies indicates the use of
technology to provide learners with immersive, hands-on experiences for learning
some courses. This aligns with the notion of immersive experiences as it involves
using virtual environments to facilitate learning. For example, when learners
collaborate and share data in augmented or virtual reality settings, they are doing so
within a digitally created environment. In these environments, learners often use
digital representations of themselves, interact with 3D objects and environments, and
engage in real-time interactions with peers. This sense of presence and interaction

within a digitally constructed world creates an immersive learning experience.

In summary, the practices discussed in this section, including the excerpts from
transcripts, collectively serve as a means for educators and academic administrators
to engage communities through creating knowledge and exchanging experiences
using some practices, such as building open communities of practice, building open

platforms, adopting personalised learning, and sharing immersive learning
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experiences. All these practices can better be achieved using open platforms. This

discussion represents the referential aspects of Category 4.

5.6.2 Structure of awareness

As discussed in the previous section, the findings indicate that the meanings obtained
from this category revolve around the practices of engagement through the creation
of knowledge and sharing experiences. In this section, we will explore how these
meanings are interrelated within this category and in the broader context, presenting

them in a structural framework referred to as the structure of awareness.

Referring to Figure 5.5, the theme of Category 4 is engagement through the creation
of knowledge and sharing experiences. This focus was discussed in detail in the

previous section supported by some quotations from the transcripts.

The thematic field of this category encompasses two distinct aspects: a) Role of

Community and b) Inclusivity in HE.

The margin of awareness within Category 4 encompassed one key aspect which is
exposure to the public. This aspect concerns distractions in social media

collaboration and anxiety from exposure to a wider audience.

Margin: Thematic field: Theme:
Exposure to the public Role of community, Engagement through
Inclusivity in HE creation of knowledge and

sharing experiences

Figure 5.5: Structure of awareness of Category 4

Below are some clarifications supported by excerpts where participants focus on the

aspects of the thematic field and the margin of Category 4 in turn.
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Referring to Figure 5.4, the aspect role of community was thematised from the
surrounding context of the participants’ description of the theme of engagement
through the creation of knowledge and sharing experiences. In this context,
participants describe the role of community within OEP mainly in fostering the
culture of openness in general and the OEP opportunities in specific, indicating that
more collective efforts are needed in this direction, which has been led by open

universities. Two participants highlighted this issue in the following ways:

“This vision of OEP needs to proceed in terms of culture because people need
to be convinced by the idea to put more effort into learning the needed skills
to participate in developing OER. Therefore, OEP is an evolving culture.”
Al10

“OEP means any practices motivated by the idea of openness in Education.
more efforts are needed to move beyond content. OEP is a term beyond OER
and encompasses other openness-related initiatives such as open scholarship,
open science, open data, and, most importantly, open universities. Indeed,
many of the open universities are the pioneers that applied OEP much before

the term has become popular.” A7

The second aspect of the thematic field concerns inclusivity in HE. Descriptions
within this category underscore that engaging communities within OEP ensures
inclusivity in HE where all individuals, regardless of their background, identity, or
abilities, have equal access to educational opportunities and feel a sense of belonging
within the academic community. Inclusivity in HE goes beyond access to content; it
focuses on fostering practices where everyone, or every organisation, can thrive,
contribute, and participate fully in all aspects of academic life. In this context,
participants elaborated in describing the relevant practices of inclusivity in HE

within OEP in the following ways:

“What encourages me the most is having a clear vision of providing
education to everyone for free and believing that everyone has the right to

equal educational opportunities. With the involvement of more stakeholders
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in open education, such as administrators, governments, and the public,
understanding open educational practices can facilitate collaboration and
communication among these diverse groups. In fact, a conceptual design that
considers open educational practices from multiple and unified dimensions
can help ensure the availability of open, equitable, and effective education for

all learners.” E2

“Open education is capable of reaching all students everywhere and
delivering learning to everywhere for everybody in the easiest ways and many

available ways.” A8

Inclusivity in HE also implies that open education has the potential to be a future
global system that replaces traditional education, emphasising openness and
accessibility in all aspects of learning. This aligns with the goal of inclusiveness in
higher education, where educational opportunities are extended to a broader and

more diverse population. One participant highlighted this issue in the following way:

“So, we are talking about openness in all the details of learning. Open
education is a future global system. In fact, this is my view of open education
from the day I started working at this university that one day, there will be
such a thing as we have launched that will replace the traditional education

system as if everything is open,” E8

Moving now to consider the margin of the structure of awareness of Category 4, an
important aspect is exposure to the public. In this category, where OEP is seen as
having the potential to involve participants from the broader open community, the
descriptions bring attention to certain concerns. These concerns revolve around the
potential for distractions during collaboration on social media platforms, given the
vast and diverse audience and various interests. One participant framed this issue in

the following ways:

“On social media, there are also many distractions that are not educational,

so we need to implement our platform, which is open but dedicated to
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education, to reduce restrictions within the educational environment.
Distraction comes from Ads, irrelevant comments from non-learners,

discussing issues not related to the course...etc. ” A10

Furthermore, descriptions expressed anxiety about potential criticism when engaging
with the public community and a lack of interest in being exposed to a wider

audience. One participant described this issue in the following way:

“The most significant thing remains the fact that most people, students, and
educators resist most things open...there is a resistance to being open, [
suppose because one is putting oneself out in public, which could open up
yourself to criticisms etc. Lack of interest and understanding would be the
main challenge. | think people are too accustomed to being closed, private,

and not working openly.” E10

In summary, as presented in Figure 5.5, the structure of awareness of Category 4
consists of three main parts, each featuring its relevant structural aspects and
supported by some excerpts from transcripts. Collectively, these parts and aspects
construct a hierarchy that helps in understanding the varying levels of perceptions
that revolve around the central theme of engagement through the creation of
knowledge and sharing experiences. Role of community and Inclusivity in HE, are
aspects forming the thematic field and collectively underpin the contextual
background of these perceptions. Additionally, the margin of the structure of
awareness encompasses the aspect of Exposure to the Public, representing peripheral

perceptions.

5.6.3 Dimensions of variation

This section explains the distinct aspects of both dimensions within this category as
shown in Table 5.11. In the context of Category 4 where OEP is perceived as
engaging communities through creating knowledge and exchanging experiences, the
dimension of OEP implementation focuses on open platforms, whereas the

dimension of OEP beneficiaries focuses on open community.
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Category 4: Engaging communities through creating knowledge and exchanging

experiences

Dimensions of variation

Aspects of Category 4

OEP implementation:

Open platforms

OEP beneficiaries:

Open community

Table 5.11: Dimensions of variation of Category 4

5.6.3.1 OEP Implementation

One dimension of variation inherent in the OEP implementation conception of

Category 4 is open platforms, where OEP practitioners engage in practices such as

building open communities of practice, adopting personalised learning, and sharing

immersive learning experiences. Descriptions within this dimension concern

implementing OEP using open standards, which provide the technical foundation for

creating open and interoperable educational platforms and systems. By adhering to

these standards using some guidelines, OEP implementation can ensure that

educational content, pedagogy, and technology are accessible, shareable, traceable,

and adaptable, ultimately promoting open and inclusive learning practices. One

participant elaborated in describing this issue as the following:

“Open in terms of anybody can connect to services, can take it and contribute
on it, not only to content but to platforms...so you can relate to standards,
build your own kind of solution, and then you can even build it further or
connect other services or other people to it...practitioners need to follow
international standards for sharing user experiences within those online
activities such as XAPI which enables you to capture and track user
experiences in multiple online environments and platforms...content is not
limited to course material but includes collected data from dashboards about
experiences that matter, recording activities and delivering data that is
quantifiable, sharable, and trackable and measuring KPIs using Individual

Competency Index (ICI) a more organised way of sharing experiences where
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competencies are classified based on basic, intermediate, advanced and

expert.” Ad

This example from the transcripts implies the participants’ advanced understanding
of the OEP implementation practices within the context of engaging communities
through creating knowledge and exchanging experiences. The subsequent section

delves into the discussion about the beneficiaries of those practices.

5.6.3.2 OEP Beneficiaries

One dimension of variation inherent in the OEP beneficiaries’ conception of
Category 4 is an open community, which means the beneficiaries are the community
of HE in general and not limited to specific practitioners within a university. The
significance of this aspect is exemplified through some excerpts presented in this

section.

Descriptions within this dimension of OEP beneficiaries emphasise openness in
engaging with the community, which encompasses learners, administrators, HE
stakeholders, designers, researchers, private and public sectors, and government
entities. Participants’ perceptions highlighted that several benefits emerge from
creating knowledge and sharing experiences among these beneficiaries. They
emphasise the promotion of lifelong and personalised learning. Additionally,
perceptions show that these practices of knowledge creation and experience sharing
serve as an incentive for others, such as researchers and lifelong learners, to become
involved in OEP. Furthermore, perceptions underscore that these practices can
potentially create job opportunities for individuals who actively engage in these open

practices. Participants described these issues as follows:
“The practices we adopted from day 1 that are based on urging the students

to be independent learners, starting from our rhetoric to them in our home-

made curricula, and ending with our graduate positions in the market.” A2
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“Many communities exist for OEP. Such as Open EdTech, the community
aims at implementing open educational technology so that learners,
educators, and organisations can share and contribute to knowledge on an
open infrastructure...zhis can engage learners and motivate them to learn

and to get better job opportunities or incentives.” A4

“We need them to think about OEP as a way of thinking, a way of working, a
way of trying, regardless of the used technology. This idea by itself changes
the perceptions of how OEP practices can open opportunities for them to

share and generate knowledge. ” A9

“Therefore, if OEP succeeds, the returns from those practices will be
incredible.” E7

The analysis reveals that both dimensions of variation capture two ways of
participants’ perception of engaging communities through creating knowledge and
exchanging experiences. Both dimensions emphasise the use of open platforms as a
means of OEP implementation and for engaging the open community within HE as
the OEP beneficiaries.

5.6.4 Summary

Table 5.12 summarises the findings of Category 4, where OEP is perceived as
engaging communities through creating knowledge and exchanging experiences,
using open platforms for open community. Participants’ perceptions emphasised that
engaging communities in OEP involves practices that extend beyond traditional
education settings, fostering collaboration, knowledge creation, and experience
sharing within open and inclusive educational platforms. Moreover, perceptions
highlighted that creating knowledge and exchanging experiences within this category
encompasses practices like building open communities of practice, creating open
platforms, adopting personalised learning, and sharing immersive learning
experiences. These practices are perceived as sophisticated and aligned with a

forward-looking vision of OEP.
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The structural aspects of Category 4 include two main aspects within the thematic
field: Role of Community and Inclusivity in HE. The role of the community is
perceived as pivotal in fostering openness and expanding OEP opportunities.
Inclusivity in higher education is also highlighted in the perceptions, ensuring equal

access to educational opportunities regardless of background or identity.

Within Category 4, participants expressed concerns about Exposure to the public,
particularly related to distractions in social media collaboration and anxiety about

potential criticism when engaging with the broader public community.

Category 4: OEP is perceived as engaging communities through creating
knowledge and exchanging experiences

Meaning structure Key Quotes

Practices of openly involving community engagement “Building”, “Communicating”,

through the creation of knowledge and the exchange of “Personalizing”, “Inviting”, “Practicing”,

experiences “Sharing”, “Opening”, “lmmersing”,
“Adopting”

Structure of awareness

Theme: Engagement through the creation of knowledge and sharing experiences
Thematic field: Role of community, Inclusivity in HE

Margin: Exposure to the public

Dimensions of variation

OEP implementation: Open platforms

OEP beneficiaries: Open community

Table 5.12: Summary of Category 4 of engaging communities through creating
knowledge and exchanging experiences

In terms of dimensions, OEP implementation in Category 4 focuses on Open
Platforms. These platforms, aligned with open standards, enable practices like

building open communities, personalised learning, and immersive experiences.

The dimension of OEP beneficiaries emphasises an Open Community. This includes

a broad spectrum of stakeholders beyond universities, encompassing learners,
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administrators, researchers, and various sectors. Perceptions highlighted that
engaging in this open community promotes lifelong learning, motivation, and

potential job opportunities.

5.7 Summary of the findings

Table 5.13 serves as a concise summary of the key findings derived from this
research project. It organises the analysis into three main sections: meaning structure,
structure of awareness, and dimensions of variation. These sections help to illustrate
the holistic participants' perceptions of OEP within an open university setting across

the four categories of descriptions in an attempt to answer the RQ of this project.

Meaning Structure: This section provides an overview of the central meaning of
each category of description and delves into the specific meanings obtained from its
constituent parts. These meanings represent the referential aspects of each category,

offering insights into how participants perceive OEP.

Structure of Awareness: In this section, the structural aspects of each category are
presented. It includes the core theme of each category, expanded by the thematic
field and the margin. These structural aspects provide a deeper understanding of how

participants conceptualise and relate to OEP within each category.

Dimensions of Variation: The final section introduces two dimensions of variation:
OEP implementation and OEP beneficiaries. These dimensions highlight the unique
aspects emphasised by participants within each category. They also illustrate how

participants' perceptions of these dimensions change across all categories.
By organising the findings in this way, Table 5.13 offers a comprehensive overview

of the diverse ways in which educators and academic administrators within an open

university context perceive and engage with OEP.
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5.8 Conclusion

This chapter presents the findings of this project, which was conducted using
phenomenography. The analysis revealed four categories of descriptions representing
four qualitatively different ways of perceiving the phenomenon of OEP in HE within

open university settings.

Category 1 highlights the dynamic nature of OEP, where educators adapt and
customise content to benefit learners as course participants within diverse

educational contexts.

Category 2 explores how OEP fosters collaboration and engagement among learners
through practical activities using open pedagogies. It emphasises the role of
educators and learners, the diversity of pedagogies, and the need for professional
development while also addressing resistance to change. The two dimensions of
variation highlight the implementation of OEP through open pedagogies and the

active involvement of learners in the learning process.

Category 3 underscores how OEP is perceived as a means of empowering
practitioners including learners, educators, administrators, and researchers—by
enhancing their understanding of openness. This category emphasises the positive
impact of OEP, which arises from engaging with open content and pedagogies,

fostering a deeper understanding of openness in education.

Category 4 highlights the significance of engaging broader communities through
OEP, promoting knowledge creation and experience sharing. The advanced practices
discussed here demonstrate a commitment to open platforms and inclusivity in

higher education.

The four categories of descriptions represent evolving, inclusive, and holistic
perceptions of OEP, where each category encapsulates the insights of the previous
one. In Category 1, there is a foundational awareness of OEP, primarily focused on

providing learners access to learning materials as course participants. Category 2
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builds upon this foundation by recognising OEP's role in enhancing teaching and
learning methods, thereby expanding the scope of awareness and inclusivity. In
Category 3, this understanding deepens further as OEP empowers practitioners
through a richer understanding of openness in education, continuing the trajectory of
inclusivity from Category 2. Category 4 demonstrates the highest level of awareness,
where OEP is regarded as a means to engage diverse communities, collaboratively
create knowledge, and openly share experiences. This progressive model underscores
the evolving recognition of OEP's potential, with each category being inclusive of
the previous one. It reflects a holistic approach fostering innovation, empowerment,

and inclusivity within higher education.

In the next chapter, an in-depth exploration of the relationship between the categories
of description will be discussed. This exploration aims to provide insights into how
these findings address the main research question of this project. Additionally, we
will delve into how these findings contribute to the research areas of OEP, outlined

in the literature review chapter.
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Open educational practices are perceived as:

Category 1

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Recontextualising open resources and
methods

Collaborating and engaging learners through
pragmatic activities

Empowering OEP practitioners
through enhancing their
understanding of openness

Engaging communities through creating
knowledge and exchanging experiences

Meaning structure

Meaning of the category

The practices of localising open content to
match course objectives and suit diverse
educational contexts, particularly within an
open university environment.

The practices of collaborating and engaging
learners through open pedagogies for
university-wide participants.

The practices of empowering
practitioners who engage in OEP
by enhancing their understanding
of the concept of openness in
education.

Practices of openly involving community
engagement through the creation of
knowledge and the exchange of
experiences

Recontextualising meaning:

Collaborating and engaging learners
meaning:

Empowering OEP practitioners
meaning:

Engaging communities meaning:

Localising

Educators and learners work together and
contribute to the teaching and learning
process collectively.

Empowering learners, educators,
administrators, and researchers as
OEP practitioners.

Collaboration in an open community
beyond classroom and university

Open resources meaning:

Pragmatic activities meaning:

Enhancing their understanding
of openness meaning:

Creating knowledge and exchanging
experiences meaning:

Open content

Open pedagogies

Enhancing awareness of OEP
practitioners through Meta-
practices of openness

The practices of generation and sharing of
new knowledge collaboratively involving
multiple stakeholders and sharing
experiences among individuals or
communities involved using open
platforms

Methods involved:

Practices involved:

Practices involved:

Practices involved:

Teaching methods:

- Incorporating open content into teaching

- Matching course objectives

Learning methods:

- Shift from teacher-centred to learner-
centered approach

Content creation methods:

- OER co-creation

- Learners’ contribution

- Open teaching and learning
- Open assessment

- Open collaboration

- Open scholarship
- Discussing openness-related
topics

- Building open communities of practice
- Building open platforms

- Adopting personalised learning

- Sharing immersive learning experiences
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- Multimedia-enhanced

- Professional production
Course delivery methods:
- Digital and open

Structure of awareness

Theme:

localising and delivering open content by
educators

Collaborating and engaging learners through
open pedagogies

Empowerment through enhanced
understanding

Engagement through the creation of
knowledge and sharing of experiences

Thematic field:

Role of educators and content diversity

Role of educators and learners, diversity of
pedagogies

Role of OEP practitioners, Open
education

Role of community, Inclusivity in HE

Margin:

Professional development, content quality,
and workload.

Professional development and change
resistance

HE policies

Exposure to the public

Dimensions of variation

OEP implementation

Open Content (OER, MOOC, Videos)

Open pedagogies

Meta-practices of openness

Open platforms

OEP beneficiaries

Learners as course participants

Learners and educators as university-wide
participants

Learners, educators,
administrators, and researchers

Open community

Table 5.13: Summary of the findings
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Chapter 6: Discussion

6.1 Introduction

My thesis aims to explore the variations in educators’ and academic administrators’
perceptions of open educational practices in higher education. In this chapter,
therefore, I discuss the significance of my research outcomes as presented in Chapter
5. Section 6.2 discusses how the outcome space of this thesis answers my research
question by exploring the variations in perceiving OEP by the participants of this
research. In Section 6.3, | discuss the dimensions of those variations in perceiving
OEP. Section 6.4 argues how my research outcomes contribute to the themes of
literature reviewed in Chapter 2, and Section 6.5 concludes the key points of this

chapter.

The analysis of this chapter involved a thorough examination of my research
outcomes to address the research question. The central focus of my study, aimed at
exploring the diverse perspectives on OEP among those tasked with its
implementation, guided a concentrated examination of their comprehension of the
term OEP. My emphasis extended to scrutinising their perceptions regarding its
implementation, as well as their roles, the roles of their peers, and the beneficiaries
of such implementation. The overarching objective was to contribute to the literature
on OEP, discussed in Chapter 2, by presenting an integrated and holistic
understanding and implementation of OEP by HE practitioners, with the ultimate
aim of benefiting the HE community and maximising openness in HE. This strategic
focus underscores the primary goal of OEP within the specific context and broader

landscape of open education.

In the concluding remarks of Chapter 5, it is evident that the research participants
exhibit an evolving, inclusive, and holistic perception of OEP, encapsulated in the
outcome space of this thesis. Their awareness of OEP is foundational and centered
on providing access to learning materials for course participants. This foundational

understanding serves as a springboard for recognising OEP's broader role in
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enriching teaching and learning methods, thereby broadening awareness and
inclusivity. As practitioners delve deeper into OEP, it becomes a source of
empowerment, offering a more profound comprehension of openness in education.
This evolving understanding culminates in the highest level of awareness, wherein
OEP is seen as a tool to engage diverse communities, foster collaborative knowledge
creation, and openly share experiences. This progressive model underscores the
evolving recognition of OEP's potential, with each tier of understanding building
upon the previous one, reflecting a holistic approach that promotes innovation,

empowerment, and inclusivity within higher education.

6.2 Variations in perceiving OEP

This section addresses the research question of this study, which aims at exploring
variations in collective perceptions of open educational practices in an open
university. As outlined in Chapter 1, the research question guiding this study is
“What are the qualitative variations in the perceptions of educators and academic
administrators of Open Educational Practices in an open university? .
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Empowering OEP
practitioners through
enhancing their
understanding of openness

Learners, educators,
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of openness

RS

Category-2:
Collaborating and engaging
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Figure 6.1: Variation in the perceptions of OEP meaning, beneficiaries, and
implementation
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The data analysis led to the identification of four distinct categories of description,
each offering a unique perspective on the perception of OEP. These categories differ
in their interpretations of OEP in terms of practitioners, beneficiaries, and
implementation in which these OEPs are put into practice. These categories do not
differ in a binary or contrasting manner but rather exhibit a progression, signifying
an expanding awareness as we move from the lowest to the highest category of
description, as presented in Figure 6.1. Together, these categories form a
comprehensive view of how OEP is experienced and understood by the participants
within an open university environment, as presented in Figure 5.1 of the outcome
space. Figure 6.1 illustrates a hierarchical representation of these four categories,
showcasing the variations in participants' interpretations of OEP between categories.
This hierarchy encompasses the meanings of OEP, the beneficiaries of OEP, and the

specific aspects of OEP implementation that characterise each category.

As illustrated in Figure 6.1, the categories of descriptions are systematically
organised within a hierarchical structure. Each category is closely linked to the
phenomenon of OEP, offering unique insights into distinct ways of perceiving it.
These categories establish a logical relationship with one another, often in a
hierarchical manner. The goal is to maintain simplicity, using as few categories as
necessary to capture the essential variations in the data effectively. These categories
are built upon the most distinguishing descriptions that differentiate one perception
from another, forming a hierarchy that represents increasing levels of perceiving the
phenomenon of OEP. This hierarchy among the categories reveals their interrelated
nature, demonstrating how some categories encompass others. It is important to note
that this hierarchy does not imply value judgments of better or worse understanding
but rather highlights the inclusivity of certain categories over others, forming a
hierarchal inclusiveness (Akerlind, 2023; Bowden & Walsh, 2000; Marton & Booth,
1997). This structure is visually depicted in Figure 6.1, featuring three vertically
directed axes: OEP practitioners, OER beneficiaries, and OEP implementation. As
we ascend the hierarchy to higher categories of description, the category of
description encompasses an expanded perception about each of these axes, signifying
a broader population of OEP beneficiaries and OEP practitioners, as well as more

effective and open practices of OEP implementation at the culminating Category 4.
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Applying these principles of the formulation of categories of description and the
relationships between them to Figure 6.1 of this project, the following relationships

emerge regarding the perceptions of the OEP phenomenon:

6.3 Dimensions of variations in perceiving OEP

Chapter 5 of this study comprehensively examines the research outcomes, as
illustrated in Figure 5.1. The figure delineates the four categories of description, the
structure of awareness within each category, and the dual dimensions of variation,
namely OEP implementation and OEP beneficiaries. In this section, the subsequent
analysis seeks to explore the diverse dimensions uncovered in the findings and
clarify the qualitative variations, addressing the research question that explicitly
probes into the nuanced qualitative perspectives on OEP as perceived by the research

participants.

6.3.1 OEP beneficiaries’ dimension

The axis labelled “OEP beneficiaries” in Figure 6.1 illustrates the variation in
individuals or groups within the HE community who are perceived to benefit from
open educational practices, as perceived by the participants of this research. As we
ascend the axis to the higher categories of description, The perceptions of OEP
beneficiaries expand to encompass a broader population within higher education,

extending beyond the classroom to embrace the open community.

In Category 1, as perceived by the research participants, OEP beneficiaries are
primarily learners in a course. However, in Category 2, the scope of perceptions
widens to include educators as university-wide beneficiaries. Progressing to
Category 3, OEP beneficiaries are perceived to encompass not only learners and
educators but also administrators and researchers. Finally, in Category 4, OEP
beneficiaries are perceived to expand even further to encompass the open
community, which includes learners, educators, administrators, and researchers.
According to the perceptions from the research participants, this shift in dimension
towards inclusivity and the expanding population of OEP beneficiaries implies that
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participants’ deep understanding of the meaning of OEP in terms of its beneficiaries
and that it is characterised by a high level of flexibility, accessibility, and openness in

the people who benefit from these open practices.

6.3.2 OEP practitioners’ dimension

The axis labelled “OEP practitioners” in Figure 6.1 illustrates the variation in
individuals or groups within the HE community who are perceived to engage in
implementing open educational practices as described within each category and as
perceived by the participants of this study. As we progress along this axis towards
the higher categories of description, the cohort of OEP practitioners is perceived by
the research participants to structurally broaden to encompass the beneficiaries
identified in the previous category. Effectively, those who benefited in the lower

category now become practitioners of OEP in the higher categories.

In Category 1, the research participants perceive OEP practitioners as primarily
represented by educators. However, as we transition to Category 2, perceptions
indicate that this group extends to include both educators and learners within a
specific course, underscoring the active involvement and contribution of learners in
implementing OEP. Advancing to Category 3, OEP practitioners are perceived by
the research participants to encompass not only educators and learners within a
course but also learners and educators on a university-wide scale. Finally, in
Category 4, the perceptions reveal that OEP practitioners encompass administrators
and researchers, in addition to learners and educators. As perceived by the research
participants, this expansive shift in the population of OEP practitioners and the
corresponding evolution of their roles indicate a more profound and all-
encompassing understanding of the roles played by OEP practitioners in an open

university setting.

6.3.3 OEP implementation dimension

The axis labelled “OEP implementation” in Figure 6.1 illustrates the variation in the

resources, practices, and technologies employed by practitioners, as perceived by the
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research participants when they engage in implementing open educational practices.
As we ascend the axis to the higher categories of description, perceptions show a
broader spectrum of open practices being integrated into OEP implementation,

beyond open content until open platforms.

In Category 1, OEP is perceived as primarily implemented using resources sourced
from open content, such as OER, MOOCs, and videos. In Category 2, the
implementation of OEP is perceived to involve the utilisation of open pedagogies,
which encompasses pedagogical practices that leverage open content and extend
beyond it. Advancing to Category 3, perceptions of the research participants show
both open content and open pedagogies are harnessed to implement meta-practices of
openness, which aim to raise awareness of openness among groups in HE. Finally, in
Category 4, the perceptions reveal that OEP reaches its summit of implementation
through open platforms. Here, all these resources and practices from open content,
open pedagogies, and meta-practices of openness are perceived to be interconnected
through open platforms, facilitating the sharing of knowledge and experiences. This
category indicates the highest level of perceptions regarding OEP implementation

among the research participants.

6.3.4 Categories of description dimension

The black dashed horizontal lines depicted in Figure 6.1 illustrate the perceptions of
the interplay between OEP beneficiaries, OEP implementation, and OEP
practitioners within each category. As we move horizontally in each category, we
gain insights into how OEP implementation is perceived by the research participants

concerning its practitioners and beneficiaries.

In Category 1, OEP is perceived as relying on open content, which is implemented
by educators and designed for the benefit of learners within a specific course. As we
progress to Category 2, OEP is perceived as relying on open pedagogies, extending
beyond open content, and involving the active participation of both educators and
learners, benefiting not only course-specific learners but also learners and educators

throughout the university. Advancing to Category 3, OEP is perceived by the
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research participants to be rooted in meta-practices of openness, which utilise both
open pedagogies and open content from the previous categories. These meta-
practices are seen to be implemented by educators and learners across the university
and are intended to benefit a wider range of individuals, including learners,
educators, administrators, and researchers within the higher education community,
shifting towards reliance on open platforms. In this last category, OEP is perceived
by the research participants as implemented collaboratively by learners, educators,
administrators, and researchers, and its benefits extend to the broader open
community within higher education. This representation of perceptions across the
horizontal axes within each category highlights that the dimensions of variation
between the aspects of the OEP phenomenon are not confined solely to structural
variations across categories but also encompass nuanced referential meanings within

each category itself.

6.4 Contributing to the research area of OEP

In this section, | discuss how the research outcome of my study builds on and

contributes to the three themes of the literature review in Chapter 2:

e Theme 1: Definitions of OEP
e Theme 2: The relationship between OEP and OER

e Theme 3: The roles of OEP practitioners

In relation to Theme 1, this study contributes by drawing attention to the collective
perceptions of the qualitative ways of understanding OEP from practitioners tasked
with its implementation, adding different insights to the researchers who write about
OEP definitions. In Theme 2, the study’s contribution lies in the exploration of OEP
implementation, specifically delving into the interplay between OEP and OER as
collectively perceived by those who are experienced in OER and asked to implement
OEP, adding holistic insights to the integration between existing resources and
practices under OEP. In Theme 3, the study’s contribution extends to exploring

participants’ perceptions of their roles, the roles of their peers, and the beneficiaries

180



of OEP, adding collaborative insights into how they think OEP can enhance

openness in HE.

In summary, the overall discussion of this research contribution revolves around the
practitioners’ perceptions of the understandings of OEP, the implementation of OEP
including the resources and practices, and the people involved in OEP, whether the
roles of practitioners or the nature of its beneficiaries. In the coming sections, a list

of contributions will be discussed within each theme.

In general, the three themes from the literature provide valuable insights into a
particular educational phenomenon in HE, such as openness, OEP, and OER.
However, my analysis of the three themes in the literature highlighted that the
prevailing trend across these themes from the literature is a preponderance of non-
empirical studies on OEP, often focused on formulating theoretical frameworks and

definitions without reference to the understandings or perceptions of practitioners.

For all three themes of the literature, therefore, the overarching contribution of this
study is to delve into the collective qualitative perspectives of research participants,
exploring various ways they understand OEP and its relevant aspects within the
context of an open university. In the subsequent sections, | link the presented
findings in the outcome space in Figure 5.1, the summary in Table 5.13, and the
dimensions of variation in perceiving OEP in Figure 6.1 to my specific contributions

to these three literature themes.

In total, this thesis has nine contributions to the literature of OEP. Three
contributions to the theme of definitions of OEP, three contributions to the theme of
the relationship between OEP and OER, and three contributions to the theme of the
roles of OEP practitioners. These contributions will be discussed in detail in the

following sections.
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6.4.1 Contributing to Theme 1: Definitions of OEP

My findings make three contributions to the area of literature on the definitions of

OEP by exploring the following understandings:

5. Pragmatic understanding of OEP through practitioners’ perspectives: My
findings emphasise the importance of incorporating practitioners' perspectives,

offering insights into how those actively engaged in OEP interpret the concept.

6. Holistic Understanding of OEP: My findings emphasise a more comprehensive
understanding of OEP, as perceived by the research participants, moving beyond

narrow or overly broad conceptualisations of OEP.

7. Nuanced understanding of OEP dimensions beyond content: My findings
expand the breadth of knowledge on various aspects of OEP, as perceived by the
research participants, offering a richer tapestry of insights into the multifaceted
nature of OEP.

In each of the subsections below, I will discuss each contribution by highlighting its
meaning, its relation to the literature | reviewed in Chapter 2, how it arises from my

findings, and its importance to researchers and OEP practitioners.

6.4.1.1 Contribution 1: Pragmatic understanding of OEP through practitioners'

perspectives

This contribution underscores how the research participants interpret the meaning of
OEP in practical ways based on their real experiences in working at an open
university and the achievable outcomes of their actions. Rather than adhering to
theoretical or idealistic principles, the research participants understand OEP as
applicable to be applied in various contexts such as working with open content such
as OER, utilising the available resources and platforms, and collaborating to engage

people in OEP. This pragmatic understanding emphasises the importance of
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practicality and real-world effectiveness in the way that those engaged in OEP

interpret the term.

In terms of the literature review, studies within Theme 1 concern formulating
detailed definitions and theoretical frameworks of OEP, either within content or
beyond, as | discussed in Section 2.2. My criticism of these studies in that section
was that they lack real understanding of OEP from those undertaking it in practice. |
underscored that there is a need for more practical understanding, not through the
introduction of new definitions and theoretical frameworks, but by exploring how
practitioners, whose perspectives are often absent in the literature, collectively
interpret the term. For example, the study by Huang, Tlili, et al. (2020) lists more
than ten definitions from the literature of OEP. These definitions are described by
Czerniewicz et al. (2017) as “varied and sometimes contested definitions of OEP” (p.
83). With regard to this theme, my argument was that referring to real practitioners
and asking them about their understanding of OEP could contribute to these
contested definitions and to the debate of understanding OEP within or beyond

content.

This understanding of OEP 1 found is different from the literature because it sheds
light on the lived experiences, interpretations, and practices of those undertaking
OEP in practice. For example, in Section 5.3 of the findings chapter, | found that the
research participants perceive OEP as a means of recontextualising open resources
and methods. The practices associated with this pragmatic understanding of OEP are
summarised in Table 5.3. These practices highlighted by the research participants
encompass OEP as offering various ways for educators to localise and incorporate
open content into their teaching practices, embracing learner-centred approaches, and
utilising multimedia-enhanced, professionally produced content delivered openly and
digitally to their learners. Another example of pragmatic understanding | found is
that the research participants perceive OEP as a means of collaborating and engaging
learners through pragmatic activities, which I discussed in my findings in Section 5.4
of the second category of description. The practices associated with this pragmatic
understanding of OEP are summarised in Table 5.6. These practices highlighted by
the research participants encompass OEP as offering various ways for educators to

engage learners through pragmatic activities using open pedagogies like co-creating
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OER, open teaching and learning, open assessment, and open collaboration. This
pragmatic understanding emphasises the importance of educators and learners
collaborating effectively and employing diverse pedagogical approaches to enhance
learning. There are two more pragmatic understandings | found in the third and
fourth categories of description, which | discussed previously in the rest of the

findings chapter and which are included under this contribution.

This important understanding is missing from the literature, and | found it by talking
to the research participants about how they perceive OEP in practice. This
contribution is important because it is based on a practitioner-centric lens, offering a
practical firsthand account of how OEP is perceived, interpreted, and applied in real-
world educational settings, rather than traditional, often theoretical, perspectives on

OEP definitions, as | discussed in Theme 1 of the literature review chapter.

6.4.1.2 Contribution 2: Holistic understanding of OEP

The second contribution to the theme of literature on definitions of OEP is the
exploration of a holistic understanding of OEP. This contribution underscores the
dynamic nature of OEP, advocating for a holistic understanding that surpasses
conventional content-focused definitions. It emphasises how OEP's potential extends
far beyond established frameworks, embracing diverse practices such as open
pedagogies and collaborative knowledge creation. Derived from phenomenographic
exploration, this perspective reveals the evolutionary trajectory of OEP, shedding
light on its transformative impact within higher education. By broadening the
discourse beyond content-centric approaches, this contribution offers invaluable

insights into fostering innovation and empowerment in the realm of open education.

In terms of the literature review, studies within Theme 1 concern OEP as practices
rooted within content, as | argued in Section 2.2.1. This perspective of understanding
OEP within content is exemplified by frameworks like the 5R framework (reusing,
remixing, retaining, revising, and redistributing) applied to educational content
(Ehlers & Conole, 2010; Wiley, 2014, March 5; Wiley & Hilton 111, 2018). My

criticism of these studies in that section was that they offer relatively narrow
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perspectives that limit the potential of OEP to such definitions and frameworks of
content-based approaches. | argued in Section 2.2.1 that talking to OEP practitioners
is valuable in terms of understanding how they perceive such dominant content-

based approaches of OEP and other approaches that might come from them.

This holistic understanding of OEP | found arises from the outcome space of this
thesis shown in Figure 5.1 in the findings chapter. This outcome space consists of
four categories of descriptions, each representing a unique understanding of OEP by
the research participants. For example, in the first category, participants are aware of
such an approach of content based in the early stages of OEP. The participants’
awareness gets broader in subsequent categories in a way that goes beyond content-
based approach to practices such as open pedagogies, practices of enhancing
awareness, and practices of open platforms in the fourth category, where OEP is seen
as a means to engage diverse communities, collaboratively create knowledge, and
openly share experiences. This evolving and holistic understanding of OEP, with
each category building on the insights of the previous one, represents wide
perspectives of OEP beyond content and contributes to these studies that are
dominant in the literature of understanding OEP within the content-based approach,

presented in Section 2.2.1.

This important understanding is missing from the literature, and | found it by talking
to practitioners while they were elaborating on their previous experiences of content-
based approach in describing OEP. This holistic understanding is important because
it underscores wide perspectives not limited to content that might benefit researchers

and practitioners interested in understanding OEP.

It is important to note that the research methodology | employed, phenomenography,
played a crucial role in reaching this holistic understanding of OEP, as presented in
the categories of description that constitute the outcome space of this thesis.
Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure 6.1, this exploration using phenomenography
contributes to unveiling some dimensions in which this holistic and inclusive
understanding may vary. The nuanced and varied perspectives revealed through this
exploration enhance the overall comprehension of OEP, contributing to a more

encompassing and insightful view of its various dimensions.
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6.4.1.3 Contribution 3: Nuanced understanding of OEP dimensions beyond

content

The third contribution to the theme of literature on definitions of OEP delves into the
practical dimensions of OEP beyond content, offering tangible guidance for
practitioners seeking to embrace its diverse facets. It acknowledges the ongoing
debate regarding OEP's conceptualisation, advocating for a comprehensive approach
that transcends mere content-based frameworks. Through engagement with research
participants, this perspective illuminates the interconnectedness between various
dimensions of OEP, providing actionable strategies for adopting open pedagogy,
scholarship, and collaboration. By bridging theory with practice, this contribution
paves the way for practitioners to navigate the complexities of open education,

fostering a more nuanced and adaptable approach to OEP implementation.

In terms of the literature review, | discussed in Section 2.2.2 that some studies
expand the understanding of OEP beyond content, such as the mentioned dimensions
and various other forms of openness dimensions in HE (Andrade et al., 2011;
Cronin, 2017; Havemann, 2016; Koseoglu & Bozkurt, 2018; Naidu, 2016). | argued
in the same section that the ongoing scholarly debate revolves around the question of
whether open practices should be conceptualised solely as content-based practices or
as a comprehensive approach to enhancing openness and applicability across diverse
educational contexts in HE. My criticism of these studies in that section was that
they ambiguously propose broad definitions of OEP beyond content that offers
limited practical guidance from practitioners. | concluded that talking to OEP
practitioners is insightful in terms of how they perceive the meanings and the

implementation of such dimensions of OEP in HE.

This nuanced understanding of OEP | found arises from the intricate tapestry woven
by participants in connecting aspects within and beyond content, as presented in
Figure 5.1 of the outcome space in the findings chapter. For example, the research
participants demonstrated, in the first category of descriptions, a content-based
approach, recontextualising open content and ensuring learner accessibility.
However, their understanding expands in subsequent categories, encompassing open

pedagogy, open scholarship, and open collaboration. The research participants
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transcended specific definitions or frameworks in the literature and emphasised
interconnected relationships between various elements. Their guidance extends
beyond a content-based focus, offering practical insights into embracing open
pedagogy and other dimensions, contributing significantly to the broader literature

on OEP, especially studies addressing OEP beyond content.

This nuanced understanding is important because it significantly broadens
knowledge about various facets of OEP, as perceived by the research participants. It
highlighted the ways they reconciled the established content-based approach with the
emerging approach of OEP beyond content. It also avoids the pitfalls of being overly
narrow within content or excessively broad beyond it. This contribution is
particularly valuable for practitioners and researchers entrenched in a content-based
openness approach, offering insights and pathways for extending their expertise into
broader dimensions of OEP. It acts as a bridge, fostering a more holistic and
adaptable understanding of OEP that can benefit those aiming to diversify their

practices within the realm of open education.

6.4.2 Contributing to Theme 2: The relationship between OEP and OER

In addition to the three previous contributions to Theme 1, my findings have three
contributions to Theme 2 of the literature on the relationship between OEP and OER

by exploring the following understandings:

8. Appreciating the role of OER as foundational for implementing OEP: My
findings emphasise the foundational aspects of OER when implementing OEP by
the research participants, offering insights into how OER principles underpin and

influence the broader implementation of open practices.

9. Highlighting how OER and OEP frameworks are dynamically integrated
when implementing OEP: My findings emphasise a practitioner-centric,
integrative approach to OEP implementation, highlighting a more comprehensive
understanding of OEP beyond narrow OER perspectives. Moreover, it delves into

the dynamics of transitioning between OEP and OER, elucidating the intricate
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interplay between these two dimensions of open practices in educational settings,

as perceived by the research participants.

10. An understanding of OEP implementation as platform-oriented rather than
content-centric: My findings emphasise the exploration of OEP implementation
beyond open content, encompassing open platforms. This expands the scope of
open practices, considering a broader range of educational elements beyond

traditional content-based approaches.

In each of the subsections below, | will discuss the details of each contribution.

6.4.2.1 Contribution 4: Appreciating the role of OER as foundational for
implementing OEP.

This contribution to Theme 2 of the literature on the relationship between OEP and
OER underscores that the research participants perceive the implementation of OEP
based on OER as the elemental underpinning of OEP practices, appreciating the
pivotal role of OER in shaping and influencing the navigation into the broader

landscape of OEP.

In terms of the literature, studies within Theme 2 concern the implementation of
OEP, whether within OER or beyond, as | discussed in Section 2.3. My criticism of
studies concerning OEP within OER in Section 2.3.1 was that they limit the
implementation of OEP to OER frameworks which concern content access and
dissemination. | underscored in the section that there is a need for more
understandings of OEP implementation from practitioners who have been long
working with OER and are aware of its theoretical and practical basis. My analysis
of this literature raised intriguing questions about how they view OEP in relation to
their established OER practices. Do they see OEP as an integral part of the
continuum of open practices, an extension of their OER initiatives, or an entirely

distinct approach?
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This understanding of appreciating the role of OER as foundational for implementing
OEP contradicts the perspective of implementing OEP within OER in the literature
and considers OER as a foundational step within OEP implementation. For example,
in Section 5.3 of the findings chapter, | found that the research participants utilised
their experiences of OER in the first stage of implementing OEP and went in their
perceptions beyond the confines of OER, contributing to such limitations exist in this

literature in Section 2.3.1.

This contribution | found is important because it highlights how the collective
experiences of OER by the research participants are utilized in the early stages of
implementing OEP and employs such collective experiences to move beyond OER.
Such insights are valuable for practitioners and researchers alike, providing a clear
understanding that OER serves as the basic foundation for OEP implementation and
offering guidance on how to proceed beyond OER, as illustrated in Figure 6.1 of the

findings.

6.4.2.2 Contribution 5: Highlighting how OER and OEP frameworks are

dynamically integrated when implementing OEP

This contribution to the theme of literature on the relationship between OEP and
OER highlights the integration of both OEP and OER theoretical and practical
concepts in order to implement OEP. It shows how the research participants draw
upon their well-established knowledge of OER, grounded in existing literature, to

seamlessly integrate it with the open practices they actively implement.

In terms of the literature, studies within Theme 2 propose a second perspective of
OEP beyond OER. These studies of the second strand view OEP as a multi-
dimensional approach extending beyond the content-based practices of OER,
encompassing collaborative elements such as learners' agency, open pedagogy, open
collaboration, and open teaching and learning (Cronin, 2017; Shareefa et al., 2023).
However, my criticism of these studies in that section was that the multitude of

potential open practices they propose, coupled with the absence of well-established
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implementation frameworks similar to those for OER, can present challenges for

those aiming to implement this approach.

When | talked to the research participants and analysed their answers regarding OEP
implementation, the analysis showed that they have different perspectives from that
in the literature because it is neither within OER solely nor beyond OER
ambiguously, as discussed in the literature review in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2. For
instance, in Section 5.4, my findings show how the research participants collectively
recontextualised open content based on OER and subsequently developed the
implementation strategy in a way that integrates content, pedagogy, empowerment,
and engagement as presented in the outcome space of this thesis. This nuanced
understanding underscores the integration of both OEP and OER theoretical and
practical concepts in order to implement OEP. It shows how the research participants
draw upon their well-established knowledge of OER, grounded in existing literature,
to seamlessly integrate it with the open practices they actively implement. It offers a
fresh perspective on practitioners' perceptions of implementing OEP in conjunction
with OER, introducing a new approach delineated in the outcome space of this
thesis. Moreover, this understanding delves into the dynamics of transitioning
between OEP and OER, elucidating the intricate interplay between these two
dimensions of openness in educational settings, as perceived by the research

participants.

This understanding highlights the intrinsic links between OEP and OER, offering
valuable insights for researchers exploring and writing about the relationship

between these two dimensions in open education.

6.4.2.3 Contribution 6: An understanding of OEP implementation as platform-

oriented rather than content-centric:

This contribution to Theme 2 of the literature on the relationship between OEP and
OER highlights the research participants’ experience of the potential of
implementing OEP using open platforms, rather than just using content-centric

approaches of OER. The research participants proposed an understanding where
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multiple open platforms can be interconnected together to share immersive learning

experiences and enable knowledge creation within OEP.

In terms of the literature, as | discussed earlier in Section 2.3 of Theme 2 about
studies proposing OEP within or beyond OER, my overall criticism of these studies
in that section is that they lack clear guidance on how to implement OEP. | argued in
the same section that talking to practitioners could provide some pragmatic insights

into the ways of implementing OEP in relation to OER.

This understanding of implementing OEP that I found is different from that in the
literature because it explores the potentials of OEP using educational technology, as
opposed to the narrow perspectives proposed in understanding OEP within OER
discussed in the literature in Section 2.3.1. Moreover, this understanding set some
clear guidance for OEP implementation as perceived by the research participants in
how to implement OEP beyond OER, contributing to the lack of clear guidance
proposed in studies that adopted the implementation of OEP beyond OER in Section
2.3.2. For instance, the findings of this research, as depicted in Figure 6.1, illustrate a
hierarchal understanding of the research participants starting from open content,
which is then used to implement open pedagogy in Category 2. Subsequently, these
open resources and practices are harnessed to enhance awareness of openness using
meta-practices in Category 3, and collectively, they contribute to the implementation
of open platforms in Category 4. In these open platforms, systems, content, and
practices are open, shared, and interconnected to facilitate the implementation of
OEP.

This understanding is important because it highlights the evolution in perceiving the
implementation of OEP by the research participants signifies a broader perspective
that transcends static resources, encompassing dynamic, interactive, and
collaborative platforms. Such an expansion reflects the evolving nature of OEP
beyond content-centric approaches. This insight can prove valuable to practitioners,
designers, and researchers interested in implementing OEP, guiding them on how to
leverage what they have from OER and educational technology in various contexts
within HE.
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6.4.3 Contributing to Theme 3: The roles of OEP practitioners

My findings contribute to the literature on the roles of OEP practitioners by

exploring three understandings as the following:

11. An understanding of the role of OEP practitioners in widening the range of
OEP beneficiaries: My findings emphasise how practitioners understand their
roles within OEP as widening beneficiaries in HE beyond the confines of a

classroom to include the entire HE community.

12. An understanding of how the roles of OEP practitioners develop over time:
My findings emphasise the dynamic nature of the roles undertaken by OEP
practitioners, recognizing that their responsibilities, practices, and innovative

approaches are subject to evolution over time.

13. An understanding of the role of OEP practitioners in recruiting other such
practitioners: My findings emphasise how the research participants perceive
their roles in recruiting practitioners in OEP, including learners, educators,

administrators, researchers, and the HE community.

In each of the subsections below, | will discuss the details of each contribution, as

elaborated in the previous section.

6.4.3.1 Contribution 7: An understanding of the role of OEP practitioners in

widening the range of OEP beneficiaries

This contribution underscores how the research participants understand their role in
widening the range of OEP beneficiaries. The research participants perceive their
role as not only engaging learners within the classroom in OEP but also engaging
other individuals and groups in HE to benefit from their implementation of OEP.

This understanding considers all HE communities as beneficiaries of OEP.
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In terms of the literature review, studies within Theme 3 of the roles of OEP
practitioners concern engaging beneficiaries of OEP, who gain from increased
accessibility and participation in educational resources and practices (Koseoglu &
Bozkurt, 2018; Nascimbeni et al., 2018; Tualaulelei & Green, 2022). As | elaborated
in Section 2.4.2, for example, most of the studies within this theme consider learners
as primary beneficiaries of OEP, while educators, researchers, and other stakeholders
can benefit from the availability of such resources and practices of OER and OEP
(Lee, 2020b). My criticism of these studies in that section was that their approaches
of OEP focus mainly on learners as the main beneficiaries of OEP, falling short of
developing effective engagement approaches and contexts beyond learners within the
classroom. My argument in that section was that OEP as an approach to maximising
openness in HE, as presented in the literature, should provide more pragmatic ways
for engaging individuals and groups in HE, and therefore, this could be achieved by
asking those who have been working on OER and now working on OEP about their

perceptions in terms of the beneficiaries of OEP.

This understanding of OEP | found while talking to the research participants is
different from the literature. The research participants consider all individuals and
groups in HE as beneficiaries of OEP, and they propose various contexts for
engaging them beyond learners in the classroom. | discussed their perspectives of
OEP beneficiaries in Section 6.3.1 as one dimension of OEP that varies to engage
different people in different contexts in HE. This OEP beneficiaries dimension
presented in Figure 6.1 shows that the research participants perceive learners within
the classroom as the first beneficiaries of OEP. As we ascend the axis of OEP
beneficiaries to the higher categories of description, their perceptions of OEP
beneficiaries expand to encompass a broader population within higher education,
extending beyond the classroom to embrace university-wide learners and educators,

as well as researchers, administrators, and the HE community.

This important understanding of widening the base of OEP beneficiaries in various
contexts is missing from the literature, and I found it by talking to participants about
their perceptions of who can benefit from their implementation of OEP and the ways
to engage beneficiaries in OEP. This understanding is important for HE stakeholders,

researchers and OEP practitioners because it shows one approach to maximising
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openness in higher education using OEP through engaging individuals and groups in

different contexts.

6.4.3.2 Contribution 8: An understanding of how the roles of OEP practitioners

develop over time

This contribution to Theme 3 of the roles of OEP practitioners in the literature
underscores how the research participants perceive their roles and how the roles of
other OEP practitioners develop over time. This understanding shows how the
research participants recognise the dynamic nature of the OEP landscape, wherein
they are not static in their roles but are actively adopting new responsibilities based

on the change in time and context of implementing OEP.

In terms of the literature, in Section 2.4.1, | emphasised that studies within this theme
concern classifying OEP practitioners and identifying their roles. Two primary
groups emerged from the literature: one involves practitioners directly engaged in
daily activities, such as educators, researchers, designers, and educational
technologists (Harrison & Devries, 2020). Educators are recognised as key OEP
practitioners, and learners are potential participants. The second group comprises
stakeholders concerned with OEP's success, outcomes, or policies, including
administrators, policymakers, government agencies, educational institutions, non-
profit organisations, publishers, and advocacy groups (Huang, Liu, et al., 2020). In
exploring practitioners' roles, the literature discusses educators creating, adapting,
and sharing OER, learners enhancing OER and participating in open education
community activities, researchers supporting open scholarship, curriculum designers
aligning with open pedagogies, and educational technologists integrating technology
for OER support. In the second category, literature underscores the crucial role of
stakeholders, particularly administrators, in supporting OEP success through
professional development, capacity building, and policy formulation to endorse
accreditation, flexibility, and community engagement in HE (Baran & Alzoubi,
2020; Cronin, 2017; Huang, Tlili, et al., 2020; Karunanayaka & Naidu, 2017;
Shareefa et al., 2023; Truan & Dressel, 2022).
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My criticism of these studies in Section 2.4.1 was that they give high burdens to the
role of educators in implementing OEP, and they lack clear action guidelines of how
individuals from practitioners within the same or across the two groups work
cohesively as a unified entity to achieve specific objectives when implementing
OEP. My argument in that section was if they collaborate and share a common goal
in their efforts with OER or OEP. How do they see their cooperation for a successful
implementation of OEP? These issues in the literature entail examining the
perceptions and roles of educators and academic administrators, such as the
participants in this project, representing categories one and two, respectively.
Understanding their varied perspectives on OEP and how they identify their roles

and the roles of their peers.

This understanding of the roles of OEP practitioners is different from the literature
because it explores their roles and the ways it is changing and adapting over time and
content. For instance, | discussed the research participants’ perspectives of OEP
implementation in Section 6.3.3 as one dimension of OEP that shows how the roles
of OEP practitioners vary with time and context. This OEP implementation
dimension presented in Figure 6.1 shows that the research participants perceive
educators within the classroom as the first practitioners of OEP whose roles are
elaborated in Cateogry-1 of recontextualising open resources and methods. As we
ascend the axis to the higher categories of description, the roles of practitioners
evolve and build upon the previous category. In Category 2, the role of practitioners
is to collaborate and engage learners through pragmatic activities, whereas, in
Category 3, their role is to empower OEP practitioners by enhancing their
understanding of openness. Finally, in Category 4 their roles are to engage
communities through creating knowledge and exchanging experiences. This
hierarchal understanding of OEP by the research participants reflects their
perceptions about their evolving roles over time and context. Each category of
description is discussed in a separate section in the findings chapter which |
elaborated in presenting clear actions of the roles of OEP practitioners as presented

by the research participants.

This important understanding of the evolving roles of OEP practitioners seems

missing from the literature, and | found it by talking to practitioners about their roles
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in implementing OEP. This contribution adds to the existing literature a clear action
guideline as perceived by the research participants and provides how they perceive
their roles and how their roles and the roles of others evolve within a particular
institution, hence contributing to Theme 3 of the literature. This contribution sheds
light on the forward-looking vision of these practitioners and the associated roles,
which are often overlooked or assumed in some theoretical studies within the

literature.

6.4.3.3 Contribution 9: An understanding of the role of OEP practitioners in

recruiting other such practitioners

This contribution underscores how the research participants understand their role in
recruiting other such practitioners. The research participants perceive their role as
engaging OEP beneficiaries to become OEP practitioners. This understanding builds
on the one of widening OEP beneficiaries | found in contribution 7 in terms of
considering all OEP beneficiaries as potential OEP practitioners, including learners,

educators, researchers, administrators, and the HE community.

In terms of the literature review, | discussed in Section 2.4 and contributions 7 and 8
in this section that studies within Theme 3 concern mainly the role of educators in
implementing OEP and highlight some roles of other practitioners such as
researchers and administrators, advocating for learners’ agency in the
implementation of OEP. My criticism of these studies in that section of the literature
review was that the division presented in the literature between beneficiaries and
practitioners limits OEP implementation, as it should be open to engaging
individuals or communities in higher education based on their interests and
advantages rather than their professional roles or identities. Moreover, | underscored
that their focus mainly on educators as practitioners limits the potential of recruiting
other practitioners beyond educators. My argument in that section was that there
could be more effective engagement approaches and contexts for recruiting more
practitioners rather than just setting guidelines to be done by educators, as taken for
granted in studies within Theme 3. | also added that these issues could be addressed
by asking those who work in OER and OEP, such as the participants of this research

from educators and administrators.
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This understanding of OEP | found while talking to the research participants is
different from the literature in terms of recruiting OEP practitioners. This
understanding emerges from my findings, which | discussed in Section 6.3.2 about
OEP practitioners. This is one important dimension that varies in recruiting different
people in different contexts in OEP implementation. In Figure 6.1, this dimension is
labelled as “OEP practitioners”, and it shows how the research participants perceive
OEP practitioners initially to be educators. As we progress along this axis towards
the higher categories of description, the cohort of OEP practitioners is perceived by
the research participants to structurally broaden to encompass the beneficiaries
identified in the previous category. Effectively, those who benefited in the lower

category now become practitioners of OEP in the higher categories.

This important understanding is missing from the literature, and | found it by talking
to the research participants about how they understand the roles of OEP practitioners.
Their collective understanding represents an expansive shift in the population of
OEP practitioners and a corresponding evolution of their roles. This understanding
highlights a more profound and all-encompassing perspective of the roles played by
OEP practitioners in a university setting, adding clear action guidelines for recruiting

more practitioners in OEP within HE, hence contributing to studies within Theme 3.

6.4.4 Summary of the research contributions

This section summarises the nine contributions of this research to the three themes

discussed in the literature review chapter, as presented in Table 6.1:
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Contribution Title

| Relation to the literature

| Description

Theme 1: Definitions of OEP

Contribution 1:

Pragmatic
understanding of OEP
through practitioners'
perspectives

e In Section 2.2, | explored studies concerned with crafting detailed
definitions and theoretical frameworks for OEP.

o | criticised these studies for their limited practical understanding of
OEP from practitioners.

o | emphasised the need for insights from practitioners, exploring
interpretations collectively, and advocating for consulting real
practitioners to enrich the understanding and debate around OEP
definitions.

® Research participants, working at an open university, interpret OEP
practically, focusing on lived real experiences.

® They prioritise working with open content, utilising resources, and
collaborating through pragmatic activities rather than adhering to
theoretical ideals.

e This pragmatic approach underscores the significance of practicality
and real-world effectiveness in their understanding of OEP.

Contribution 2:

Holistic understanding
of OEP

e In Section 2.2.1, | explored studies concerning understanding OEP
within content.

o | criticised these studies for providing limited perspectives that confine
OEP to content-based definitions and frameworks. Suggesting a
broader approach,

e | emphasised the value of engaging with OEP practitioners to
understand their perspectives beyond dominant content-based
approaches.

® My findings emphasise a more comprehensive understanding of OEP,
underscoring a broad perspective beyond content, as perceived by the
research participants.

e This contribution arises from the categories of description that evolve
from content-based awareness to collaborative practices.

e Unlike dominant content-based approaches, this holistic view
emphasises diverse perspectives, filling a gap in the literature and
providing valuable insights for researchers and practitioners interested
in OEP.

Contribution 3:

A nuanced
understanding of OEP
dimensions  beyond
content

e In Section 2.2.2, | explored studies concerning expanding OEP beyond
content to include various dimensions of openness. The ongoing debate
questions whether OEP should be confined to content-based practices
or beyond across diverse HE contexts.

o My criticism focused on studies offering broad, ambiguous definitions
of OEP beyond content, providing limited practical guidance.

e | concluded that gaining insights from OEP practitioners is crucial for
understanding the meanings and implementation of such dimensions in
HE.

e My findings emphasise a nuanced understanding beyond content,
exploring dimensions like open pedagogy, teaching, learning,
scholarship, and collaboration.

o Participants offer practical guidance, moving beyond a content-based
approach to embrace interconnected relationships and various OEP
elements.

® This nuanced view, depicted in Figure 5.1 of the outcome space,
expands knowledge, reconciles content and broader OEP dimensions,
and provides valuable insights for practitioners and researchers. It acts
as a bridge, fostering a nuanced understanding for those aiming to
diversify their OEP.

Theme 2: The relationship between OEP and OER
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Contribution 4:

Appreciating the role
of OER as

o In Section 2.3, | explored studies concerning the implementation of
OEP, whether within OER frameworks or beyond.

® My criticism in Section 2.3.1 targeted studies linking OEP exclusively
to OER frameworks, emphasising the need for broader insights from
practitioners with extensive experience in OER.

o | raised questions about how these practitioners perceive OEP about
their established OER practices - whether as an integral part of OER, an
extension of OER initiatives, or a distinct approach.

e My findings emphasise that research participants view OEP
implementation based on OER as foundational.

e Contrary to existing literature suggesting OEP within OER,
participants see OER as a pivotal first step, utilising their experiences
to navigate beyond OER limitations.

® This insight is crucial, guiding practitioners and researchers on OEP
implementation, recognising OER's foundational role and offering a
pathway for progression beyond OER, as depicted in Figure 6.1 of the
findings.

foundational for
implementing OEP
Contribution 5:
Highlighting how
OER and OEP
frameworks are
dynamically
integrated when

implementing OEP

o In Section 2.3.2, | explored studies concerning the implementation of
OEP beyond OER. These studies portray OEP as a multi-dimensional
approach, extending beyond content-based OER to include elements
like learners' agency, open pedagogy, collaboration, and open teaching.

e However, my criticism in that section highlighted the challenge posed
by the absence of well-established implementation frameworks akin to
those for OER, given the multitude of potential open practices proposed
by these studies.

e My findings emphasise the integration of theoretical and practical
concepts for OEP implementation.

® Research participants, diverging from existing perspectives, seamlessly
blend their well-established OER knowledge with open practices. This
understanding underscores the dynamic interplay between OEP and
OER, offering fresh insights and a new approach delineated in the
outcome space.

e It provides valuable perspectives on practitioners' perceptions,
highlighting intrinsic links between OEP and OER for researchers
exploring their relationship in open education.

Contribution 6:

An understanding of
OEP implementation
as platform-oriented
rather than content-
centric

e My overarching criticism of Section 2.3 is their deficiency in offering
clear implementation guidance for OEP.

e | argued in the same section that consulting practitioners could yield
pragmatic insights into implementing OEP in connection with OER.

e My findings emphasise the potential of implementing OEP through
open platforms rather than content-centric approaches of OER.

® The research participants propose an innovative understanding,
highlighting the interconnected use of multiple open platforms for
immersive learning experiences and knowledge creation. Unlike
literature focusing on OEP within OER, this perspective explores the
potential of OEP using educational technology, providing clear
guidance for implementation.

® The hierarchical evolution depicted in Figure 6.1 showcases a broader,
dynamic perspective on OEP beyond content-centric approaches,
offering valuable insights for practitioners, designers, and researchers
in higher education.

Theme 3: The roles of OEP practitioners
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Contribution 7:

An understanding of
the role of OEP
practitioners in
widening the range of
OEP beneficiaries

e In Theme 3 of the literature review, studies on the roles of OEP
practitioners concern benefiting learners through increased accessibility
and participation. As detailed in Section 2.4.2, most studies within this
theme primarily consider learners as the main beneficiaries while
acknowledging benefits for educators, researchers, and other
stakeholders from OER and OEP practices.

o My criticism in that section highlighted the limited focus on learners,
urging for more effective engagement approaches for beneficiaries
beyond the classroom.

o | argued for a more comprehensive approach to OEP in HE, seeking
insights from practitioners who have transitioned from OER to OEP
regarding their perceptions of beneficiaries.

o My findings emphasise how the research participants perceive their role
in expanding OEP beneficiaries beyond classroom learners.

e Unlike existing literature, they consider the entire higher education
community as beneficiaries, proposing diverse contexts for
engagement. The OEP beneficiaries’ dimension, presented in Figure
6.1, reveals an ascending expansion from classroom learners to
university-wide individuals, educators, researchers, administrators, and
the broader HE community.

This understanding, absent in current literature, is crucial for HE
stakeholders, researchers, and OEP practitioners, showcasing an
approach to maximise openness in higher education through diverse
engagements.

Contribution 8:

An understanding of
how the roles of OEP
practitioners develop
over time

e In Section 2.4.1, | highlighted that literature within this theme centres
on classifying OEP practitioners and delineating their roles. Two
primary groups emerged: one involving educators, researchers,
designers, and educational technologists, with educators recognised as
key practitioners, and the second comprising stakeholders like
administrators and policymakers.

e While the literature discusses various roles within these groups, my
criticism focused on the burden placed on educators and the lack of
clear action guidelines for cohesive collaboration between the two
groups in implementing OEP.

o | questioned how practitioners within and across these groups
collaborate and share common goals for successful OEP
implementation, emphasising the need to examine practitioners’

perspectives and roles in this context.

My findings emphasise how the research participants perceive their
roles evolving over time and context.

Unlike current literature, which often presents static roles, participants
recognise the dynamic nature of the OEP landscape. Explored in
Section 6.3.3, the OEP implementation dimension in Figure 6.1
illustrates practitioners' roles ascending from recontextualising
resources to empowering practitioners and engaging communities.

e This hierarchical understanding, absent in existing literature, offers
clear action guidelines for practitioners, shedding light on their
forward-looking vision and evolving roles within institutions. This
contribution enriches Theme 3 of the literature by providing insights
into practitioners' perceptions and actions, contributing valuable
guidance often overlooked in theoretical studies.
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Contribution 9:

An understanding of
the role of OEP
practitioners in
recruiting other such
practitioners

® In Section 2.4 and Contributions 7 and 8, | discussed that studies within
Theme 3 primarily focus on the role of educators in implementing
OEP, occasionally highlighting the roles of researchers and
administrators while advocating for learners' agency.

e My critigue emphasised the literature's dichotomy between
beneficiaries and practitioners, limiting OEP to professional roles rather
than engaging individuals or communities based on their interests.

e | underscored that an exclusive focus on educators restricts the
potential recruitment of diverse practitioners and proposed exploring
more effective engagement approaches beyond established guidelines. |
suggested addressing these issues through insights from OER and OEP
practitioners, such as the participants in this research comprising
educators and administrators.

o My findings emphasise how the research participants perceive their role
in recruiting OEP practitioners by engaging beneficiaries to become
practitioners.

e Differing from existing literature, this understanding, discussed in
Section 6.3.2, originates from findings that reveal a dimension in OEP
practitioners illustrated in Figure 6.1. Initially labelling educators as
practitioners, this dimension evolves as beneficiaries in lower
categories become practitioners in higher ones.

® This comprehensive perspective, absent in the literature, offers clear
action guidelines for recruiting a diverse cohort of OEP practitioners
within higher education. It contributes significantly to Theme 3 studies
by providing insights into practitioner roles and recruitment strategies

often overlooked in the existing theoretical literature.

Table 6.1: Summary of contributions
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6.5 Conclusion

This chapter comprehensively discusses the research findings and their substantial
contributions to the literature discussed in Chapter 2. Section 6.2 articulates how the
findings presented in Chapter 5 address the research question of this research.
Illustrated in Figure 6.1, this discussion delineates the diverse perceptions among the
research participants concerning the phenomenon of OEP within an open university

setting.

In Section 6.3, | discuss the critical dimensions of variation in participants'
perceptions, a key aspect of phenomenographic outcomes. These dimensions - OEP
practitioners, OEP implementation, and OEP beneficiaries - highlight the
significance within each category of description. The evolving awareness and

inclusive perspectives of the participants regarding OEP are emphasised.

Section 6.4 is an exploration of the research findings' contributions to the three main
themes from the literature review. Nine contributions, three per theme, are discussed.
These contributions enhance the understanding of OEP by presenting diverse
perspectives, aligning with the study's goal and its broader impact on the HE

community.

For Theme 1, which centres on the definitions of OEP, the study offers three
contributions providing pragmatic, holistic, and nuanced understandings of OEP
from practitioners, enriching the literature with perspectives beyond prevailing
definitions. These contributions are significant as they include voices of

practitioners, offering wider perspectives on OEP within and beyond content.

For Theme 2, which centres on the relationship between OEP and OER, the study
presents three contributions on foundational understanding, OER-OEP integration,
and platform-oriented implementation. These insights offer practical guidance
beyond OER-centric approaches in the literature, emphasising platform-oriented

rather than content-centric methods.
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For Theme 3, which centres on the roles of OEP practitioners, the study provides
three contributions on widening OEP beneficiaries, the development of practitioner
roles, and recruiting OEP practitioners. These insights highlight how participants
perceive their roles and those of their peers, differing from the literature that often
lacks clear action guidelines. The contributions emphasise inclusive engagement

with a diverse range of practitioners and beneficiaries.
Finally, Section 6.4.4 presents a comprehensive summary in Table 6.1,

encompassing all contributions and associated themes from the literature, along with

my critiques of each theme.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the project is reflected upon, with a focus on practice implications,
research implications, and policy implications. Additionally, the study's limitations

are discussed, and recommendations for future research are provided.

7.2 Personal reflections

My personal motivation for undertaking this project stemmed from my dual roles as
an ICT Engineer and educator at QOU. In my capacity as an ICT Engineer, | have
been deeply involved in implementing educational technologies, particularly those
related to OER, and leveraging various ICT tools to open up education for learners
and educators across different locations in Palestine and beyond. The diverse
geographical distribution of QOU's branches presented significant challenges in
ensuring access to suitable and stable educational technologies and resources for all
stakeholders involved. These technical challenges sparked my initial motivation to

explore ways of maximising openness in higher education.

Concurrently, my experiences as an educator provided further impetus for this
project. | observed first-hand the dedicated efforts of educators in developing
educational resources atop the technological infrastructure tailored to meet the
diverse needs of learners. Educators demonstrated remarkable creativity in designing
OER, digital collaborative activities, and pedagogies suited to the blended learning
environment, with a recent shift towards embracing OEP. Additionally, the
supportive administrative framework at QOU, which prioritises investment in
educational technologies and personnel engaged in OER and OEP initiatives, further
reinforced my belief in the value of exploring these collective efforts and extensive
experiences. Consequently, | embarked on this project to gain insights into the
perspectives of educators and administrators concerning their experiences of the

emerging concept of OEP built upon OER foundations.
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In deciding to embark on this project focused on the experiences surrounding OEP,
my primary motivation stemmed from the belief in the practical utility of such
insights for advancing this emerging approach. OEP represents a novel paradigm that
builds upon the foundations laid by OER and related initiatives like MOQCs,
introducing new dimensions of openness such as open pedagogies and collaboration.
Recognising the potential significance of these dimensions, | felt compelled to delve
deeper into the lived experiences of educators and administrators who have been
actively involved in OER projects, as | discussed in Chapter 1. Moreover, my
exploration of the existing literature revealed a conspicuous absence of practitioner
voices in discussions about OEP, with theoretical concepts often lacking real-world

grounding (see Chapter 2).

Given the need to bridge this gap between theory and practice, | opted for
phenomenography as the methodological approach for this research endeavour.
Phenomenography offered a suitable approach for exploring the collective
perceptions and experiences of practitioners regarding OEP, aligning with the
ontology and epistemology discussed earlier in Chapter 3. By employing
phenomenography, | sought to uncover the various ways in which individuals
collectively perceive and engage with the phenomenon of OEP. This methodology
guided the formulation of my research question and the careful design of my
interview protocols, ensuring minimal distractions during data collection to facilitate

rich and focused discussions with the research participants (see Chapter 4).

Conducting phenomenographic interviews was an interesting experience for me as
well as the participants. At the beginning of each interview, the participant expected
a list of questions over the specified time, but the interview ended up with one or two
main questions and a few follow-up questions based on aspects raised by the
participants themselves during the interview. They expressed their interest in the
ways that they kept talking about their experiences not my focus as a researcher as
they expected, which is exactly what | aimed for in this project. | also felt satisfied
and impressed by the amount and quality of experiences | collected from
practitioners, but at the same time, | was concerned about how to present useful,
various, and yet holistic insights from these experiences. When | finished analysing

the data, | realised how the collective dataset provided the insights, not the individual
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interviews. Those insights include experiences and perceptions that vary in some
dimensions such as the implementation of OEP, the beneficiaries of it, and the roles

of OEP practitioners in engaging individuals in OEP.

Conducting this research has been instrumental in fulfilling my overarching
motivations. Firstly, it has provided a comprehensive understanding of how the
technological infrastructure I am involved in implementing can be leveraged for
OEP. As an ICT engineer deeply engaged in educational technology implementation,
I was keen to explore how these tools and resources are utilised by educators and
administrators within the framework of OEP. Moreover, the research has not only
allowed me to delve into the diverse experiences of my peers but has also shed light
on the varying dimensions through which these experiences collectively shape the
perception and implementation of OEP. This holistic view encompasses the meaning
of OEP, the strategies for implementation, and the roles of practitioners in fostering
openness in higher education. Furthermore, it has underscored the importance of
engaging the broader higher education community in OEP, extending beyond mere

resource utilisation within the confines of a classroom.

While this research has significantly contributed to the literature on OEP, it has also
highlighted the pressing need for further exploration in the realm of educational
technologies and the potential open practices. Given the rapid evolution of these
technologies, there is an imperative to adapt pedagogical approaches such as open
pedagogies and open collaboration, to fully capitalise on their potential. Emerging
technologies such as artificial intelligence and augmented/virtual reality offer
unprecedented opportunities for immersive learning experiences beyond traditional
classroom settings, sharing the same vision of OEP. Thus, future research
endeavours must delve deeper into these intersections between technology and
pedagogy to ensure that educational practices remain relevant, open, and effective in

the digital age.
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7.3 Research implications

This project answers the research question about the variations in perceiving OEP by
educators and academic administrators in an open university. Employing a
meticulous phenomenographic analysis, the results unveil a comprehensive outcome
space delineating four distinctive ways in which research participants conceptualise
OEP. Progressing through four increasingly inclusive categories, OEP is interpreted
as (1) Recontextualizing open resources and methods; (2) Collaborating and
engaging learners through pragmatic activities; (3) Empowering OEP practitioners
by enhancing their understanding of openness; (4) Engaging communities by
creating knowledge and exchanging experiences. These categories, intricately
interconnected in a logical and hierarchical structure, provide a holistic perspective
on how OEP is perceived in the context of the open university. The developmental
progression illustrated between categories emphasises an expanding awareness
across three dimensions of variation: OEP beneficiaries, OEP practitioners, and OEP
implementation. The analysis within each category underscores the nuanced and
evolving nature of participants' interpretations, offering a structured framework that

captures the diversity of perspectives on OEP within the academic community.

Consequently, this research yields nine notable contributions to the existing literature
on OEP, with three contributions aligning with each literature theme - definitions of
OEP, the relationship between OEP and OER, and the roles of OEP practitioners.
These contributions have been set out in more details in Chapter 6. Table 7.1
presents the nine contributions and the sections where each is described in this

project.
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Contribution name Described
in section

Contributions to Theme 1 of the literature: Definitions of OEP

Pragmatic understanding of OEP through practitioners' perspectives 6.4.1.1

Holistic Understanding of OEP 6.4.1.2

A nuanced understanding of OEP dimensions beyond content 6.4.1.3

Contributing to Theme 2 of the literature: The relationship between OEP and
OER

Appreciating the role of OER as foundational for implementing OEP | 6.4.2.1

Highlighting how OER and OEP frameworks are dynamically | 6.4.2.2
integrated when implementing OEP

An understanding of OEP implementation as platform-oriented rather | 6.4.2.3
than content-centric

Contributing to Theme 3 of the literature: The roles of OEP practitioners

An understanding of the role of OEP practitioners in widening the | 6.4.3.1
range of OEP beneficiaries

An understanding of how the roles of OEP practitioners develop over | 6.4.3.2
time

An understanding of the role of OEP practitioners in recruiting other | 6.4.3.3
such practitioners

Table 7.1: Summary of the thesis contributions

This research makes significant contributions across three key areas in the literature.
Firstly, it delves into the collective understanding of OEP as perceived by those who
work on them, transcending content-based approaches to offer a more
comprehensive view beyond content. This enriches the theoretical basis within the
theme of defining OEP, which often relies on limited and non-pragmatic
perspectives. Secondly, the study offers collective insights into OEP implementation,
drawing from the practitioners' foundational experiences within OER. This broadens
perspectives on implementation from the traditional content-centric approach of
OER to encompass open platforms, facilitating knowledge sharing and creation often
overlooked in the existing literature. Lastly, the research introduces a social
dimension by elucidating the roles of OEP practitioners and their engagement with
stakeholders beyond the confines of the classroom. By expanding the scope to
inclusive participation and collaboration within the broader higher education

community, the study contributes to a more holistic understanding of OEP's impact.
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7.4 Policy implications

In this section, | set out how the findings of my research contribute to the ongoing
policy discourse surrounding OEP, their relationship with OER, and the roles of OEP

practitioners, an issue | first discussed in Chapter 1.

In Section 1.3, I discussed the various dimensions of OEP and their intersection with
the policy frameworks worldwide. For example, | discussed the growing interest
among policymakers in OEP's transformative potential that is influenced by the

following three policies:

e The OPAL's early definition of OEP underscored the role of policy in promoting
OEP within educational institutions and communities, reflecting a broader trend

of policy interest in OEP's transformative potential (Andrade et al., 2011).

e The UNESCO Recommendation on OER (UNESCO, 2019, November 25)

e The UNESCO guidance on OEP, advocating transformative policies from the
content-centred approach of OER to the practice-centred approach of OEP
(Huang, Liu, et al., 2020)

With regard to the example of OPAL definitions of OEP, the findings of this research
suggest that the experiences of practitioners engaged in OEP, particularly those with
a background in OER, can significantly influence transformative policies in the
transition from OER to OEP. By tapping into the perspectives of practitioners who
have long been immersed in OER initiatives and are now embracing OEP,
policymakers gain valuable insights into how existing resources and infrastructure
can be effectively leveraged to foster more pragmatic and inclusive educational
activities. For example, Figure 6.1 illustrates the evolution of the OEP
implementation, as perceived by the research participants, progressing from its
foundation in open content to embracing open pedagogy, meta-practices of
openness, and, ultimately, open platforms. Moreover, this study emphasises the

pivotal role of administrators and researchers as both beneficiaries and practitioners
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of OEP, thereby expanding the scope of stakeholders involved in shaping
transformative policies. For instance, Figure 6.1 delineates how OEP beneficiaries
transition from being solely learners within a course to actively engaging as part of
an open community, while OEP practitioners evolve from educators to encompass
roles as learners, administrators, and researchers. In essence, this research can
benefit policies surrounding OEP by suggesting the incorporation of the perspectives
of a diverse range of practitioners. By recognising administrators, researchers, and
the higher education community as integral components of the OEP ecosystem,
policymakers can craft more comprehensive and nuanced policies that reflect the
evolving landscape of open education. This inclusion of new practitioner types
underscores the multifaceted nature of OEP and underscores the importance of

embracing a holistic approach to policy development in the realm of open education.

Regarding the example of UNESCO Recommendation on OER, this policy urges
member states to develop supportive policy environments at institutional and
national levels for effective OER practices. This includes promoting teacher
professional development, creating communities of practice, fostering cross-border
collaboration, and recognising OER creation as a professional or academic merit. It
is imperative for policies to shift their focus from mere advocacy to practical
implementation strategies, emphasising the empowerment of OEP practitioners and
fostering awareness of OEP's potential. By delving into the experiences of OER and
OEP practitioners, this study elucidates crucial implementation aspects, delineating a
trajectory from OER adoption to the integration of open pedagogies. Additionally,
such policies should prioritise the development of open platforms that facilitate
immersive learning experiences by interconnecting diverse resources and platforms
across institutions, promoting knowledge creation and exchange. Moreover, policies
must underscore the importance of social inclusion within OEP, recognising that all
members of the higher education community, beyond just learners, stand to benefit
from open practices. Acknowledging OER as the foundational cornerstone of OEP,
policies should aspire to cultivate an interconnected environment conducive to open
knowledge-building and experience-sharing, ultimately maximising openness in
higher education. For instance, this can be done by unifying the expertise and
resources available under different names such as OER and MOOC, building open

communities of practice, and integrating open and interconnected platforms using
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international open standards such as the “Experience API” (XAPI). This approach
can adopt personalised learning and is capable of capturing and tracking user
experiences in multiple online environments and platforms. This example of
implementing OEP beyond content requires policy agreements among institutions

and governments to be implemented.

Regarding the UNESCO guidance on OEP at COVID-19 closure advocating for a
shift from a content-centred approach of OER to a practice-centred approach of OEP
as illustrated in Figure 1.1, this research explores significant implications to such
kind of policies that predominantly revolve around theoretical definitions and
frameworks, often within the context of content-based approaches to OER. This
study illuminates a paradigm shift wherein educators and academic administrators
draw from their past experiences with OER to envision a broader scope for OEP.
They emphasise the utilisation of existing resources and technologies to implement
open practices that transcend mere content consumption, incorporating collaborative
pedagogies and social engagement within higher education. Despite the aspirations
outlined in existing policies, there remains a dearth of clear guidelines for navigating
the trajectory towards comprehensive OEP implementation. This study posits OEP as
a process of recontextualising open resources and methods, enabling practitioners to
leverage available resources and teaching methodologies to initiate OEP.
Additionally, it highlights utilising OEP and OER to raise awareness of openness
through meta-practices that empower practitioners and beneficiaries to understand
the purpose and benefits of openness. These insights can be useful for prioritising

and enhancing awareness of OEP's potential through policies.

In conclusion, it is important to recognise that the previous policies surrounding OEP
often overlook the social dimension, placing undue emphasis on capacity building or
theoretical concepts. This narrow focus can inadvertently burden educators and
learners while neglecting the significant contributions of various stakeholders
beyond the classroom. To bridge this gap, my research participants advocate for a
more inclusive approach, one that acknowledges learners as potential practitioners of
OEP and actively engages a broader community of stakeholders. By broadening the
scope to include peers, administrators, researchers, and the higher education

community as a whole, educators can foster an environment conducive to OEP. This
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research underscores the importance of viewing the wider community as essential
participants in the co-creation and utilisation of OEP. By recognising their roles as
potential practitioners, policies can shift towards a more collaborative and holistic

approach, promoting active involvement and collective ownership of OEP initiatives.

7.5 Practical implications

My study has implications for practice in QOU and other university settings. In this
section, | connect the findings with the broader objectives of the project for the
institution and the broader higher education community, as outlined earlier in
Section 1.4. | summarise three implications for practice that arise from my findings

and some possible avenues in which they might be considered for practice.

First, this study implies the potential of OEP to serve disadvantaged learners in
different pragmatic ways beyond the traditional approaches of content accessibility
and dissemination. My study underscores some practical understandings that are
useful for universities aiming to adopt OEP beyond the traditional reliance on OER.
This shift to open practices is particularly crucial in addressing the diverse needs of
disadvantaged learners within higher education, including adult learners, individuals
with limited financial resources, learners residing in remote or rural areas, or any
learners seeking flexibility in learning within higher education. To effectively
operationalise OEP, my findings suggest that it may be useful for practitioners to
develop a nuanced understanding of its principles and objectives grounded in
practical, real-world experiences. For example, the research participants in this
project perceived OEP as a way to recontextualise open resources and methods when
talking about open content in Category 1 and a way of collaborating and engaging
learners through pragmatic activities when talking about open pedagogy in Category
2. This understanding entails moving beyond theoretical frameworks and embracing
a pragmatic approach that aligns open content delivery with course objectives,

learner requirements, and the varied contexts of educational settings.

Second, this study implies the social aspect of OEP in engaging beneficiaries and

practitioners beyond practices among educators and learners within a classroom. The

212



research findings imply that OEP extends far beyond educators alone; it
encompasses a broader community of learners, peer educators, administrators, and
researchers within university environments. This holistic approach requires
collaborative efforts to engage individuals and groups actively in open pedagogies
and practical activities, thereby empowering them to contribute meaningfully to the
educational process. By embracing a broader conception of OEP, practitioners can
cultivate a culture of openness that transcends traditional boundaries and fosters a
more inclusive and participatory learning environment, as explored in the findings of

this study.

Third, this study implies the potential of OEP to enhance awareness of openness as a
philosophy in higher education. The research findings imply that practitioners can
leverage OEP as a catalyst for broader community engagement and knowledge
exchange within higher education. This entails embracing meta-practices of openness
that go beyond content-focused approaches and emphasise the importance of social
interaction and collaboration. By adopting platform-oriented strategies and practices,
practitioners can create environments that facilitate the sharing of resources, ideas,
and experiences among diverse stakeholders. This inclusive approach not only
enriches the learning experience for all participants but also promotes a culture of

innovation and continuous improvement within higher education institutions.

In conclusion, my study highlights the transformative potential of OEP at QOU and
other universities, underscoring the importance of a practice-oriented approach to its
implementation. By embracing the principles of openness and collaboration,
practitioners can create more inclusive and dynamic learning environments that cater
to the diverse needs of learners and contribute to the advancement of the broader

objectives of the practice context.

7.6 Limitations of the study

This project, like any research endeavour, has its limitations, which I will address in
this section in order to identify the boundaries within which the study was conducted
and enhance the research’s credibility by critically evaluating the work and
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identifying potential weaknesses. Moreover, this discussion of research limitations
can help guide future research in the field by highlighting areas where further

investigation is needed.

Firstly, it is important to acknowledge that conducting this project immediately
following the COVID-19 closure may introduce some limitations regarding the
generalisability of the findings to different contexts. The challenges faced by
practitioners during the COVID-19 pandemic were exceptional and unprecedented,
representing a unique set of circumstances not comparable to any other difficult
period in recent history. Consequently, the experiences shared by practitioners
regarding OEP in the aftermath of this crisis may be highly contextualised and not

easily applicable to other periods or situations.

On the other hand, exploring practitioners' experiences during this challenging period
of COVID-19 provides a unique opportunity to uncover a wide array of diverse
experiences within OEP. Practitioners were suddenly thrust into the realm of distance
teaching, a mode of instruction that was previously optional. In response, they were
compelled to search and recontextualise the available open resources and adapt their
teaching and learning methods using the available open content to match their course
objectives. These practices were elaborated upon in Category 1 of Section 5.3.
However, their focus extended beyond mere content and resources; they also delved
into implementing open pedagogies, collaborating with learners, and engaging peer
educators in university-wide practices, as discussed in Category 2 of Section 5.4,
among others. These examples highlight practitioners' varied strategies for
effectively engaging learners, adapting pedagogical approaches to cater to diverse
needs, and utilising digital resources and platforms. This demonstrates their
adaptability and resourcefulness in navigating unprecedented circumstances. These
experiences offer not only immediate relevance but also enduring lessons for future
generations. They underscore the importance of creativity and adaptability in
leveraging OEP to facilitate effective teaching and learning. By showcasing
practitioners' ability to innovate and adapt in the face of challenges, these

experiences serve as valuable insights for shaping future educational practices.
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As a phenomenographer, | would like to acknowledge that we should not claim to
generalise the outcome of this project to other findings but also to emphasise that this
was never the purpose of my project. Exploring these experiences immediately
following the COVID-19 pandemic closure may pose challenges in terms of
replicability to other contexts because phenomenography thrives on capturing
snapshots of experiences within specific timeframes. In this regard, Marton says
findings of phenomenography are a form of discovery and may not be easily
replicable (Marton, 1986). The findings of this project, as in any other
phenomenography, are very localised, and it is not easy to generalise findings on
other contexts straightforwardly. From the vantage points of some readers, the issue
of transferability of findings from one context to another may appear to be a
limitation, a common critique encountered by all phenomenography projects. The
context dependence limitation of phenomenography, previously discussed in Chapter

3, Section 3.7 of the theoretical framework, could not be avoided in this study.

Nevertheless, | believe phenomenography offers a unique opportunity to delve into
diverse and comprehensive experiences from practitioners, particularly post the
unprecedented challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic. In this interval,
participants enthusiastically shared their various experiences in navigating teaching
and learning during university closures using OEP. Marton's insight that
phenomenography focuses on participants' evolving awareness of phenomena over
time, contextualised against their previous experiences (Marton et al., 2004), holds
particularly true in this case. The backdrop of the COVID-19 closure presents a
distinct challenge, underscoring the significance of exploring these dynamic

perspectives of the evolving phenomenon of OEP in teaching and learning.

Secondly, there might be a limitation of this study that lies in the exclusion of certain
experiences that could not be integrated into the outcome space because they were
not holistic; they were only mentioned by individual participants. As I discussed in
Sections 3.2 and 3.6 of Chapter 3, the importance of capturing a holistic account was
emphasised within the theoretical framework of this study. It was elucidated that the
aim was to construct holistic variations within an outcome space rather than
capturing individual experiences. As articulated by many phenomenographers, an

outcome space is seen as a “way of looking at the collective human experience of
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phenomenon holistically”(Akerlind, 2012, p. 116). Consequently, the inability to
incorporate these individual viewpoints may be perceived as a limitation, given
phenomenography's focus on holistic rather than individual experiences. For
example, one educator raised concerns about cheating in open assessment, presenting
it as a challenging aspect of implementing this open practice within OEP. Another
educator suggested that only enthusiastic educators and for-profit companies are the
main practitioners of OEP so far. Additionally, an administrator discussed the
financial resources needed for OEP implementation and staff development, a
dimension not touched upon by other participants. Since these experiences were not
mentioned by other participants, they cannot be integrated into the overarching
experiences of OEP. While these individual perspectives are valuable, they fall
outside the scope of the holistic approach inherent in phenomenography. This
limitation of focusing on collective rather than individual perspectives was
previously discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.8, and it is inherent to
phenomenography and cannot be avoided. However, these ideas are potentially
useful for future projects or studies focusing on different phenomena or aspects of

higher education.

In Section 3.8, two other limitations of phenomenography were identified, which |

was able to ameliorate in this project.

First, 1 was able to address the limitation related to variability in presenting findings
and using methodological terminologies. | was aware of this issue from the
beginning of my project while exploring the literature. Since the aim of
phenomenography is to explore both the different perspectives and the dimensions in
which those perspectives vary, | employed a range of relevant methodological
concepts of phenomenography, such as the anatomy of experience framework,
including referential and structural aspects, the structure of awareness, and the
dimensions of variation to achieve this aim. In my research, | regarded these
methodological concepts as strengths for presenting useful and interesting findings.
Therefore, | endeavoured to understand and apply them, and | made an effort to
explain their meanings to the reader where necessary in the thesis. My goal was to

fully utilise the potential of phenomenography, not only in capturing the variation in
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perceiving and experiencing OEP but also in identifying the dimensions in which

these variations occur, as presented in the outcome space of this thesis.

The second limitation | deliberately ameliorated concerns the quality of research
when conducting phenomenography. | was mindful of this issue while studying the
phenomenography literature and took steps to minimise it throughout the project. For
instance, | addressed this limitation by adopting various recommendations. Firstly, |
recruited participants from diverse disciplines (see Section 4.4) to ensure a
comprehensive exploration of the variations in experiencing OEP. Secondly, during
the interviews, | conducted unstructured interviews with follow-up questions based
on the aspects raised by interviewees, allowing for open understanding without
leading the participants. | also avoided interruptions during the interviews. During
data analysis, | aimed to form categories of description with an open mind, practising
bracketing and reflecting on my own beliefs and values to disengage from the data
during analysis, thus avoiding biases that could arise from my familiarity with the
studied phenomenon. Lastly, | discussed the outcome space of this study both
internally and with my PhD supervisor. Internally, | presented the outcome space to
some participants, who expressed admiration and confirmed the validity and
authenticity of the findings. Externally, | engaged in discussions about the outcome

space with my PhD supervisor.

Lastly, there was another limitation that | had not previously considered, which is the
challenges in conducting data analysis (Cutajar, 2014), and particularly the iterative
process involved in phenomenography. This process proved to be emotionally taxing
and created a sense of instability at the beginning as | grappled with identifying
similarities and differences and seeking holistic perspectives. | struggled with the
constantly evolving categories and their structural relationships, which initially
appeared unclear to me. However, while | recognise that this was a daunting task, I
managed to overcome it by engaging more deeply with the data and by using Nvivo
to help me map out different transcripts, annotations, quotations, and relevant

literature documents, aiding in the analysis process.
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7.7 Future research directions

This section explores potential research directions for new studies in the literature on

OEP and suggests new approaches that researchers could undertake based on the

contributions and findings of this project.

Research directions on the definitions of OEP: New approaches to the first theme

of definitions and understandings of OEP should focus on the following:

Evolving definitions and perceptions:

Building on Contribution 8 regarding the development of OEP practitioners'
roles over time, studies should focus on how various stakeholders' definitions
and understandings of OEP evolve. This research is crucial for examining
how practitioners’ perceptions change, providing insights into the factors
driving these transformations. Tracking these changes will help develop more
comprehensive and inclusive definitions of OEP, moving beyond initial
content-centric approaches and expanding on the descriptions presented in

this study.

Cultural and contextual influences:

Investigating cultural and contextual influences will reveal how different
educational environments shape and redefine OEP. This comparative
approach can highlight universal principles and context-specific nuances,
enriching the understanding of OEP across various settings, as discussed in
Section 6.4.1.

Interdisciplinary approaches and ethical considerations:

Examining interdisciplinary approaches to OEP will uncover how various
academic disciplines adopt and transform OEP practices. This research can
identify discipline-specific challenges and opportunities, enhancing the
overall OEP framework by integrating diverse academic perspectives.
Additionally, exploring ethical considerations such as intellectual property,

privacy, and the digital divide, as established in Section 7.4 of the policy
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implications, is essential for developing guidelines and best practices that

ensure responsible and equitable OEP implementation.

Research directions on the relationship between OEP and OER: New approaches

should explore the interplay and mutual support between OEP and OER by focusing

on the following:

Technological integration:

Building on Contribution 6, which promotes platform-oriented OEP
implementation, research on the role of technology in OEP will provide
insights into how emerging technologies like Al, VR, and AR can enhance or
transform the integration of OEP and OER. This perspective is crucial for

developing innovative OEP strategies that leverage the full potential of OER.

Sustainable models:

Investigating sustainable models for OEP, as discussed in Section 7.5 of the
practical implications, addresses the long-term viability of integrating OEP
with OER. This research can explore funding mechanisms, institutional
policies, and collaborative networks that support enduring OEP
implementation, developing strategies to ensure sustainable and scalable

adoption.

Impact on knowledge co-creation:

Studying the impact of OEP on knowledge co-creation and exchange, as
presented in Category 4 of the outcome space, will highlight how OEP and
OER together foster collaborative learning environments. This research can
elucidate how these practices promote active participation and knowledge

sharing among educators, learners, and stakeholders.

Evaluation frameworks:
Developing and validating metrics and evaluation frameworks for OEP will
provide tools to assess the effectiveness and impact of these practices.

Establishing robust evaluation methods will help measure OEP’s integration
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with OER and identify areas for improvement, ensuring that OEP strategies

effectively support educational goals and enhance learning experiences.

Research directions on the roles of OEP practitioners: New approaches

investigating the roles of OEP practitioners, pivotal for the successful

implementation and expansion of OEP, might focus on the following:

Impact on learners’ outcomes:

Based on Category 2 in the outcome space of this research, which describes
OEP as engaging learners through pragmatic activities, studies should focus
on the impact of OEP on learners’ outcomes. This research will provide
insights into how practitioners' efforts influence learners' engagement,
learning outcomes, and satisfaction, guiding practitioners to refine strategies

to better meet learners' needs.

Professional development:

Research on professional development for OEP practitioners aims to enhance
the skills and understanding of those involved in OEP. By studying various
professional development programs' effectiveness, researchers can identify
best practices and design targeted training to support the growth of OEP
competencies, ensuring practitioners are well-equipped to implement and

sustain OEP initiatives.

Social inclusion and equity:

Inspired by Category 4, which describes OEP as engaging communities
through knowledge creation and exchange, research should explore OEP’s
role in promoting social inclusion and equity. This research can identify
barriers faced by underrepresented populations in accessing OEP and provide

strategies to engage diverse and marginalised groups.

Case studies of successful implementations:
Building on Contribution 9 which adds an understanding of t he role of OEP

practitioners in recruiting other such practitioners, examining successful case
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studies of OEP implementations will offer practical examples of how
practitioners effectively engage beneficiaries and foster inclusive educational
environments. These case studies will provide valuable insights and strategies
that can be replicated and adapted in various contexts, demonstrating OEP's

transformative potential in achieving broader educational and social goals.

7.8 Conclusion

This project underscores the practitioners’ experiences of the phenomenon of the
OEP in higher education. It offers a set of pragmatic understandings that are useful
for utilising the huge content being created by practitioners in OER projects in the
last decade and moving beyond a content-based approach by putting these resources
into real-world practices using OEP. In conducting this research, | have produced a
comprehensive outcome space that captures the holistic perspectives of OEP by
educators and academic administrators. This outcome space contributes to the
literature on OEP by presenting diverse understandings of the meaning of OEP, its

implementation, and the roles of OEP practitioners.

Overall, this PhD project has been a fulfilling endeavour, and | take pride in
conducting it at an institution where | have worked for several years, exploring
unique experiences in open education that can benefit the wider higher educational

community.
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