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ABSTRACT

Open educational resources (OER) constitute a form of digital media that have received growing
interest and adoption. Infrastructures are becoming more widely available to support OER
authorship and adaptation. However, this article argues that infrastructures for the ongoing
governance of OER have been lacking, despite the medium’s possibilities as “evolutionary
media.” The article provides a review of existing literature on OER and their governance, in
conversation with the governance of other kinds of software commons. It then offers an auto-
ethnographic reflection on the authors’ experience with the challenges of OER maintenance in
the context of a specific textbook on social media, and the resulting need for taking governance
seriously. Finally, the article proposes strategies for improving support for OER governance
through collaborative processes among their stakeholders.
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INTRODUCTION

Are open educational resources (OER) books, or something else? The affordances of
publishing technologies have long communicated, if not ensured, that books are static once
published, with a fixed author or authors. But since OER live primarily online, not in print, they
are a species of media in which those characteristics need not be taken for granted. And since
OER exist chiefly to serve the purposes of pedagogy, they are adaptable and evolutionary by
design. However, OER still lack essential infrastructure adequate for the affordances of what we
call evolutionary media—media artifacts that change over time through practices of continual
adaptation and modification, often without the original authors’ knowledge. To the extent that
they mediate interactions across networks of practitioners, OER can be understood as a class of
social media.

This article contends that taking the evolutionary affordances of OER seriously requires
attention to the maintenance of ongoing governance among stakeholders. Understandably, OER
advocates have focused primarily on generating more examples of OER and promoting their
adoption. But the longer experience of a sibling field, that of commons-based software, suggests
that dedicated infrastructures for maintenance and governance are essential as well. These
textbooks need not be static in ways that books historically have been; they require not just
authorship but stewardship.

What follows draws on our respective experiences as the author, adopting instructor, and
teaching assistant for an introductory college OER textbook (information redacted for blind
review). Because the textbook’s content centers on the rapidly changing field of social media, we
have experienced with particular acuity the need for the textbook to evolve—not just through a
sequence of revisions by a given author and an institutional publisher, but through an
intentionally collaborative process of contributors and users.

BACKGROUND

What are OER?

The laws and norms that govern OER today derive above all from regarding them as a
type of book, with particular authors and publishers, with the rights that typically accrue to each.
But OER are also a product of media convergence (Jenkins, 2004), combining affordances of
print textbooks, ebooks, and freely available online media. Meanwhile, the OER movement has
grown from the need for exceptions to ebook publishing conventions around copyright and
authorship, with the most influential visions of OER emphasizing inclusion, sharing, and
sustainability (UNESCO, 2019; William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, n.d.). OER textbooks
continue to follow conventions of private ownership by their authors or publishers, yet they are
openly licensed to allow for iterative reuse and adaptation of the original work. OER thus



construed have drawn widespread interest as an effective way to deal with the problems of
accessibility, cost, and quality in educational materials—while leaving other aspects of
authorship and ownership unchallenged.

Benefits of OER adoption for students

Much research has documented how OER affect student learning outcomes, such as by
improving student engagement, retention, and performance in a variety of educational contexts
(Colvard et al., 2018; Grimaldi et al., 2019; Wiley et al., 2017). Evidence suggests that OER
significantly benefit students facing financial constraints within diverse university settings
(Lebens, 2019; Mullens & Hoffman, 2023). These investigations often reveal the substantial
costs associated with textbooks as a notable impediment to academic success (Nusbaum et al.
2020; Magro & Tabaei 2020; Nyamweya, 2018). Another critical arena where OER shows
promise is in enhancing accessibility and fostering inclusion for students who experience
disability within educational settings (Zhang et al., 2020), by designing resources in a variety of
different formats to meet the requirements of students with disabilities related to vision, hearing,
physical, and learning difficulties (Kourbetis & Boukouras, 2014).

OER maintenance and governance

The affordances enabled by Creative Commons licensing and online availability invite
OER to become evolutionary media in a fuller sense, yet, discussions around sustaining OER are
only beginning to reflect the medium’s evolutionary affordances. Bell (2020), Khanna (2018),
Wiley et al. (2013), and Wiley & Hilton (2018) have emphasized the importance of continual
upkeep and quality control to ensure accuracy, relevance, and pedagogical efficacy in open
textbooks and educational resources. Several models and strategies have been proposed to
promote the sustainable development of OER projects (De Langen & Bitter-Rijkema, 2012;
Farisi, 2013; Geser et al., 2019; Santiago & Ray, 2020; Tlili et al., 2020; UNESCO, 2019).
However, despite its affirmations of stakeholder engagement, the OER literature takes for
granted that open textbooks are essentially books in the traditional sense—artifacts with stable
authorship that, while being common goods for access and adoption, are not open in their
production processes. In both theory and practice, OER are not conceived as open in their
production nearly so much as in access.

OER and software commons

OER as a phenomenon are in some respects a younger relative to the Free Software and
Open Source movements in the context of computer programming. Sharing and openly
collaborating on source code was a common practice in the early history of computing, and those
practices started to become formalized in the late 1980s, especially through licenses such as the
GNU General Public License and the more permissive MIT License (Coleman, 2013; Kelty,
2008). These licenses constituted a legal hack that leveraged the rights of copyright holders to
grant permission for others to freely copy, modify, and share their creations. The Creative
Commons licenses, which apply the ideas proven in software licenses to non-software works



(Lessig, 2004), opened a clear legal and cultural pathway for OER. As an earlier variety of
evolutionary media, lessons from the experience of the software commons may be instructive.

The software commons has been wildly successful, at least to the extent that it
encompasses millions of projects, millions of contributors globally, and the underlying
infrastructure for large swaths of the digital economy. But increasingly the movement has
recognized its challenge is not just to create new projects; for projects to be durable, they must be
sustained and maintained (Eghbal, 2020). Practitioners have increasingly recognized that
maintenance, sustainable funding, and collective governance are essential for open software
projects to be successful (Currie et al., 2013; O’Mahony & Ferraro, 2007; Red Hat, 2020).
Recent years have also seen significant advances in the adoption of codes of conduct to make
software communities more inclusive (Schneider, 2022b).

One striking difference between the norms of OER and the software commons surrounds
practices of “forking”—copying a project and modifying it into something distinct from the
original. This behavior is widely encouraged for OER and treated as a norm; an instructor, for
instance, might take another author’s OER and modify it for a specific course. In the software
commons, however, such “hard” forking is relatively rare (Chua & Zhang, 2020; Nyman &
Lindman, 2013). This is because such a fork risks diffusing contributions across multiple
projects and siloing access to improvements. Successful software projects, by and large, are
those in which contributors submit their changes “upstream” to the common codebase, rather
than isolating them in a distinct fork.

This difference appears in the design of the software infrastructures that support these
movements. Open software projects typically rely on Git, a version-control system that allows
maintainers to “merge” revisions from multiple contributors into a canonical repository. In
contrast, leading OER platforms such as Pressbooks and Manifold (Buck, 2022; Nyland, 2018)
are designed only for publishing and duplicating; they do not include Git-like features for easily
adopting user contributions. Notably, a familiar platform for developing and publishing multi-
author texts—, the MediaWiki software that underlies Wikipedia—, does not frequently appear
on the list of recommended platforms for publishing OER. It is not common to see codes of
conduct for OER, because the communities surrounding them are not frequently in ongoing
collaboration.

Thus far, OER practices have neglected some of the central lessons of software
commoning, particularly the need for tools and habits that support collaborative maintenance.
There are important reasons grounded in pedagogy and sustainability to reconsider the
governance of OER—in some respects borrowing from norms in software commons and in
others departing from them.

CASE STUDY OF AN OER TEXTBOOK

A detailed case study (Daly, Schneider, & Ahmad, under review) of the textbook Humans R Social
Media (Daly & iVoices Media Lab, 2024) provides a valuable illustration of the challenges of
maintaining OER over time without adequate governance infrastructure. The authors describe their
experience with a collaboratively developed open textbook on social media, titled HRSM. The



textbook, authored in 2017 and continuously updated until 2021 with external funding, gained
significant popularity. However, when funding ended, the original author and adopting instructors
faced difficulties in sustaining the textbook’s evolution. The lack of a clear governance model
meant that contributors could not easily collaborate on updates, and attempts to “fork™ the project
risked losing future improvements. This scenario highlights the need for shared governance and
infrastructure that supports collective decision-making and contributions to OER, rather than
relying solely on the efforts of individual authors. The case of HRSM is just one example that
underscores the importance of developing tools and models that enable OER to evolve
collaboratively and sustainably.

In parallel with the development of this paper, we have outlined a preliminary strategy
that we refer to as “shared governance” for the future of HRSM, designed to support a practice of
collective governance and authorship—Ied by the original author but inviting contributions from
others who benefit from the text. This strategy includes:

° An introductory section to the book, “An Invitation to Shared Governance,”
explaining the model to instructors and students

° A set of basic bylaws for decision-making about future editions of the book

° A template for guest authors interested in contributing a chapter to the book

° An online form for recommending corrections or smaller additions

° An email discussion list for any instructors interested in participating in ongoing

adoption, contribution, and governance for HRSM

We see this strategy as a work in progress, and we expect to reshape it while we continue
to reshape the book itself. But we also recognize that we cannot build a healthy OER governance
practice in isolation. The following section offers recommendations for how the broader OER
ecosystem can be more supportive of the governance and maintenance that evolutionary media
require.

SHARED GOVERNANCE FOR EVOLUTIONARY OER

What follows are three recommendations for future investments in OER infrastructure.
Share and curate best practices for OER governance

In many arenas of institutional life, basic patterns have formed for governance practices
that become standardized and templatized. This means that people creating new entities do not
have to devote much attention to designing governance and can focus on the activities they want
to undertake. For instance, the OER ecosystem already depends on the various Creative
Commons licenses, which are available as carefully crafted standards, meaning that individual
authors do not need to develop their own legal text for licensing their works. Similarly, many
community organizations and academic departments begin designing their governance processes
with template bylaws that have been used by many other similar entities, and that reflect the
lessons from that experience.



Develop economic flows to support OER governance

In our experience, funding for OER has focused on authorship and adoption while largely
neglecting sustainability and governance. We argue that grantmakers in the ecosystem should
recognize and invest in these practices more intentionally. Norms among OER practitioners may
need to change as well. For instance, users of OER should recognize that while the materials are
free of cost, they are not cost-free to create or maintain. Educational institutions that rely on
OER, particularly wealthier institutions, should adopt norms of making even modest financial
contributions to support the evolution of the materials they and their students rely on.

Integrate governance processes into OER platforms

Governance cannot be regarded as a merely technical problem any more than we can
expect technology to dispense with the need for it. However, the affordances of technologies can
powerfully shape social possibilities (Winner, 1980). For example, the design pattern of “implicit
feudalism” encoded in most online social spaces promulgates an assumption of unitary power
deriving from an “admin” role, along with a lack of affordances for democratic accountability
(Schneider, 2022a). Platforms that support OER development and publication, such as the
Pressbooks platform discussed in the case study above, generally lack functionality to support
collective processes for maintenance. They seem to assume the logic of a singular author or a
few coauthors, rather than an open and collaborative community of contributors.

Through recommendations like these, the OER ecosystem can more fully recognize OER
as a form of evolutionary media that requires not just authorship and adoption but also
maintenance and governance. With appropriate infrastructure, sustainability can become a
natural outgrowth of OER creation and use, rather than something that requires costly or difficult
extra labor on the part of participants.

CONCLUSION

In this paper we have argued for regarding OER as evolutionary (and social) media,
requiring not just authorship and adoption but also maintenance and governance. The ambition of
this paper has been a reminder that any durable commons is not just an object or resource but
must also be a collective practice.

REFERENCES

Abeywardena, 1. (2012). The Re-use and Adaptation of Open Educational Resources
(OER): An Exploration of Technologies Available (pp. 1-65). Wawasan Open University.
https://oasis.col.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/6a47eb21-26a2-4fca-af98-
Obfc36ec37ff/content

Algers, A., & Ljung, M. (2015). Peer Reviewing of OER in a Contested Domain — an
Activity Theoretical Analysis. Journal of Interactive Online Learning, 13(4), 21-38.
Ally, M., & Samaka, M. (2013). Open education resources and mobile technology to



narrow the learning divide. The International Review of Research in Open and
Distributed Learning, 14(2), 14-27.

Atenas, J., & Havemann, L. (2013). Quality assurance in the open: An evaluation of OER
repositories. INNOQUAL - International Journal for Innovation and Quality in Learning,
1(2), 22-34.

Baraniuk, R. (2008). Challenges and Opportunities for the Open Education Movement: A
Connexions Case Study. In Opening Up Education The Collective Advancement of
Education through Open Technology, Open Content, and Open Knowledge (pp. 229—
245). MIT Press.
https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/26069/1004016.pdf?sequence#p
age=251

Belikov, O., & Bodily, R. (2016). Incentives and barriers to OER adoption: A qualitative
analysis of faculty perceptions. Open Praxis, 8(3), 235-246.

Bell, S. (2020). Getting Organized for Action: Governance structure models for statewide
OER projects. Library Trends, 69(2), 343-369.

Benkler, Y. (2006). The Wealth of Networks: How Social Production Transforms
Markets and Freedom. Yale University Press.

Blessinger, P., & Bliss, T. (2016). Introduction to Open Education: Towards a Human
Rights Theory. Open Education: International Perspectives in Higher Education, 11-30.
https://doi.org/10.11647/0bp.0103.01

Block, J. (2010). Distance education and the digital Divide: An Academic perspective.
Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 13(1), 1-5.

Brown, J. S., & Adler, R. (2008). Minds on Fire: Open Education, The Long Tail, and
Learning 2.0. Educational Review, 43(1), 16-32. https://dmlcentral.net/wp-
content/uploads/files’ ERMO0811.pdf

Buck, S. (2022). Tools and Techniques for Creating OER.
https://uidaho.pressbooks.pub/oerstarterkitpm/chapter/chapter-17-tools-and-techniques-
for-creating-oer/

Butcher, N., & Moore, A. (2015). Understanding Open Educational Resources.
http://hdl.handle.net/11599/1013

Carr, N. G. (2000, February). Hypermediation: Commerce as Clickstream. Harvard
Business Review. http://www.nicholascarr.com/?page id=134

Carson, S. M. (2009). The unwalled garden: Growth of the OpenCourseWare
Consortium. Open Learning: The Journal of Open and Distance Learning, 24(1), 23-29.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680510802627787

Chua, B. B., & Zhang, Y. (2020). Applying a Systematic Literature Review and Content
Analysis Method to Analyse Open Source Developers’ Forking Motivation
Interpretation, Categories and Consequences. Australasian Journal of Information
Systems, 24. https://doi.org/10.3127/ajis.v24i0.1714

Coleman, E. G. (2013). Coding Freedom: The Ethics and Aesthetics of Hacking.
Princeton University Press. https://gabriellacoleman.org/Coleman-Coding-Freedom.pdf
Coleman-Prisco, V. (2017). Factors Influencing Faculty Innovation and Adoption of
Open Educational Resources in United States Higher Education. International Journal of
Education and Human Developments, 3(4), 1-12.

Colvard, N. B., Watson, C. S., & Park, H. (2018). The impact of open educational
resources on various student success metrics. The International Journal of Teaching and



Learning in Higher Education, 30(2), 262-276.

Conole, G. (2012). Fostering social inclusion through open educational resources (OER).
Distance Education, 33(2), 131-134. https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2012.700563
Currie, M., Kelty, C., & Murillo, L. F. R. (2013). Free Software trajectories: From
organized publics to formal social enterprises? The Journal of Peer Production, 3.
http://peerproduction.net/issues/issue-3-free-software-epistemics/peer-reviewed-
papers/free-software-trajectories-from-organized-publics-to-formal-social-enterprises/
redacted

De Langen, F., & Bitter-Rijkema, M. (2012). Positioning the OER Business Model for
Open Education. The European Journal of Open, Distance and E-Learning, 15(1), 1-13.
DeNardis, L., Cogburn, D., Levinson, N. S., & Musiani, F. (Eds.). (2020). Researching
Internet Governance: Methods, Frameworks, Futures. The MIT Press.
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/12400.001.0001

Dunbar-Hester, C. (2019). Hacking Diversity: The Politics of Inclusion in Open
Technology Cultures. Princeton University Press.
https://press.princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691192888/hacking-diversity
Edgerton, D. (2006). The shock of the old: Technology and global history since 1900.
Profile Books.

Eghbal, N. (2020). Working in Public: The Making and Maintenance of Open Source
Software. Stripe Press.

Ehlers, U.-D., & Conole, G. (2010). Open educational practices: Unleashing the power of
OER. ResearchGate, 1-9.

Farisi, M. (2013). OER On The Asian Mega Universities: Developments, Motives,
Openness, And Sustainability. Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education, 14(1),
273-289.

Federici, S. (2012). Revolution at Point Zero: Housework, Reproduction, and Feminist
Struggle. PM Press.

Geser, G., Schon, S., & Ebner, M. (2019). Business models for Open Educational
Resources: How to exploit OER after a funded project? Proceedings of EdMedia +
Innovate Learning, 1519-1525. https://www.learntechlib.org/p/210171/

Gorski, P. (2005). Education Equity and the Digital Divide. Association for the
Advancement of Computing in Education, 13(1), 3—45.

Grimaldi, P. J., Mallick, D. B., Waters, A. E., & Baraniuk, R. G. (2019). Do open
educational resources improve student learning? Implications of the access hypothesis.
PLOS ONE, 14(3). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0212508

Hassler, B., & Jackson, A. (2010). Bridging the Bandwidth Gap: Open Educational
Resources and the Digital Divide. IEEE Transactions on Learning Technologies, 3(2),
110-115. https://doi.org/10.1109/TLT.2010.8

Havemann, L. (2016). Open Educational Resources. Encyclopedia of Educational
Philosophy and Theory: Living Edition, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-287-532-
7 218-1

Hughes, S. A., & Pennington, J. L. (2016). Autoethnography: Process, Product, and
Possibility for Critical Social Research. SAGE Publications.

Jenkins, H. (2004). The Cultural Logic of Media Convergence. International Journal of
Cultural Studies, 7(1), 33—43. https://doi.org/10.1177/1367877904040603

Jordan, J. (2009). OCLC: A Worldwide Library Cooperative. In Encyclopedia of Library



and Information Sciences (3rd ed.). CRC Press.

Kelty, C. M. (2008). Two bits: The cultural significance of free software. Duke
University Press.

Khanna, P. (2018). A governance operating model for open and distance learning
institutions. Education and Information Technologies, 24(1), 531-547.

Klonick, K. (2018). The New Governors: The People, Rules, and Processes Governing
Online Speech. Harvard Law Review, 131, 73.

Kourbetis, V., & Boukouras, K. (2014). Accessible Open Educational Resources for
Students with Disabilities in Greece: They are Open to the Deaf. Universal Access in
Human-Computer Interaction. Universal Access to Information and Knowledge., 8514.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-07440-5_32

Lebens, M. (2019). Impact of Textbook Costs on Student Success: An Opportunity to
Increase Equity in MIS Courses By Removing the Textbook Cost Barrier. AMCIS 2021
TREOs, 11. https://aisel.aisnet.org/treos_amcis2021/11

Lessig, L. (2004). The Creative Commons. Montana Law Review, 65(1), 1-14.

Magro, J., & Tabaei, S. (2020). Results from a Psychology OER pilot program: Faculty
and student perceptions, cost savings, and academic outcomes. 12(1), 83-99.

Margulies, A. H. (2004). A new model for open sharing: Massachusetts Institute of
Technology’s OpenCourseWare initiative makes a difference. PLOS Biology, 2(8), €200.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0020200

Memmott, T. (2000). Lexia to Perplexia: Hypermediation/Ideoscope.
http://collection.eliterature.org/1/works/memmott lexia to perplexia/I2p app/plex/appe
ndix-1.html

Mullens, A. M., & Hoffman, B. (2023). The Affordability Solution: A Systematic
Review of Open Educational Resources. Educational Psychology Review, 35(3).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-023-09793-7

Nascimbeni, F., Burgos, D., Spina, E., & Simonette, M. (2020). Patterns for higher
education international cooperation fostered by Open Educational Resources. Innovations
in Education and Teaching International, 58(3), 361-371.

Neff, G., & Stark, D. (2003). Permanently Beta: Responsive Organization in the Internet
Era. In P. N. Howard & S. Jones (Eds.), Society Online: The Internet in Context. SAGE
Publications.

Nusbaum, A. T., Cuttler, C., & Swindell, S. (2020). Open educational resources as a tool
for educational equity: Evidence from an introductory psychology class. Frontiers in
Education, 4, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2019.00152

Nyamweya, M. (2018, December 20). 4 New Method for Estimating OER Savings.
https://sparcopen.org/news/2018/estimating-oer-student-savings/

Nyland, R. (2018). The Infrastructure of Openness: Results from a Multi-Institutional
Survey on OER Platforms. International Journal of Open Educational Resources, 1(1).
https://doi.org/10.18278/ijoer.1.1.3

Nyman, L., & Lindman, J. (2013). Code Forking, Governance, and Sustainability in Open
Source Software. Technology Innovation Management Review, January 2013: Open
Source Sustainability, 7-12.

OECD, & European Union. (2019). Supporting Entrepreneurship and Innovation in
Higher Education in Italy. OECD Skills Studies, 1-177.

Olcott, D. (2012). OER perspectives: Emerging issues for universities. Distance



Education, 33(2), 283-290. https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2012.700561

O’Mabhony, S., & Ferraro, F. (2007). The Emergence of Governance in an Open Source
Community. Academy of Management Journal, 50(5), 1079—-1106.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.27169153

Parks, L. (2015). “Stuff You Can Kick”: Toward a Theory of Media Infrastructures. In P.
Svensson & D. T. Goldberg (Eds.), Between Humanities and the Digital. MIT Press.
http://raley.english.ucsb.edu/wp-content/Engl800/Parks-infrastructures.pdf
Perzanowski, A., & Schultz, J. (2016). The End of Ownership: Personal Property in the
Digital Economy. The MIT Press. https://mitpress.mit.edu/books/end-ownership
Petrides, L., Levin, D., & Watson, C. E. (2018). Toward a Sustainable OER Ecosystem:
The Case for OER Stewardship. CARE Framework.

Red Hat. (2020, June 24). 4 guide to open source project governance models.
https://www.redhat.com/en/resources/guide-to-open-source-project-governance-models-
overview

Russell, A. L., & Vinsel, L. (2018). After Innovation, Turn to Maintenance. Technology
and Culture, 59(1), 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1353/tech.2018.0004

Sampsel, L. J. (2017). Finding open educational resources for music: OER Commons,
MERLOT II, Openstax CNX, and MIT OpenCourseWare. Music Reference Services
Quarterly, 20(3—4), 224-226. https://doi.org/10.1080/10588167.2017.1364608
Santiago, A., & Ray, L. (2020). Navigating support models for OER publishing: Case
studies from the University of Houston and the University of Washington. 48(3), 397—
413.

Schaffert, S. (2009). Strategic integration of open educational resources in higher
education. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-03582-1 11

Schneider, N. (2022a). Admins, Mods, and Benevolent Dictators for Life: The Implicit
Feudalism of Online Communities. New Media & Society, 24(9).
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444820986553

Schneider, N. (2022b). The Tyranny of Openness: What Happened to Peer Production?
Feminist Media Studies, 22(6). https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2021.1890183
Schneider, N., De Filippi, P., Frey, S., Tan, J. Z., & Zhang, A. X. (2021). Modular
Politics: Toward a Governance Layer for Online Communities. Proceedings of the ACM
on Human-Computer Interaction. https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3449090

Schweik, C. M., & Kitsing, M. (2010). Applying Elinor Ostrom’s Rule Classification
Framework to the Analysis of Open Source Software Commons. Transnational
Corporations Review, 2(1), 13-26. https://doi.org/10.1080/19186444.2010.11658219
Scolari, C. A. (2015). From (New)Media to (Hyper)Mediations. Recovering Jesus
Martin-Barbero’s Mediation Theory in the Age of Digital Communication and Cultural
Convergence. Information, Communication & Society, 18(9), 1092—1107.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2015.1018299

Silberman, M. S. (2016). Reading Elinor Ostrom In Silicon Valley: Exploring
Institutional Diversity on the Internet. Proceedings of the 19th International Conference
on Supporting Group Work, 363-368. https://doi.org/10.1145/2957276.2957311
Supp-Montgomerie, J. (2021). Infrastructural Awareness. Cultural Studies.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502386.2021.1988121

Tillinghast, B. (2021). Using a Technology Acceptance Model to Analyze Faculty
Adoption and Application of Open Educational Resources. International Journal of Open



Educational Resources, 4(1), 97-158.

Tlili, A., Nascimbeni, F., Burgos, D., Zhang, X., Huang, R., & Chang, T.-W. (2020). The
evolution of sustainability models for Open Educational Resources: Insights from the
literature and experts. 31(3), 1421-1436.

Touzé, S. (2014). Open educational resources in France: Overview, perspectives and
recommendations. UNESCO Institute for Information Technologies in Education.
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000228649

Trust, T., Maloy, R., & Edwards, S. A. (2022). College student engagement in OER
design projects: Impacts on attitudes, motivation, and learning. Active Learning in Higher
Education. https://doi.org/10.1177/14697874221081454

UNESCO. (2002). Forum on the Impact of Open Courseware for Higher Education in
Developing Countries (UNESCO Digital Library) [Final report].
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000128515

UNESCO. (2019). Recommendation on Open Educational Resources (OER).
https://www.unesco.org/en/legal-affairs/recommendation-open-educational-resources-oer
Virilio, P. (1995). Red Alert in Cyberspace! Radical Philosophy, 74.
https://www.radicalphilosophyarchive.com/issue-

files/rp74 _commentary redalertincyberspace virilio.pdf

Wajcman, J. (2016). Pressed for Time: The Acceleration of Life in Digital Capitalism
(Reprint edition). University of Chicago Press.

Watson, C. E., Domizi, D., & Clouser, S. (2017). Student and Faculty Perceptions of
OpenStax in High Enrollment Courses. The International Review of Research in Open
and Distributed Learning, 18(5), 1-18.

Wiley, D. (2007). On the Sustainability of Open Educational Resource Initiatives in
Higher Education. OECD’s Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (CERI) for
the Project on Open Educational Resources, 1-21.

Wiley, D., & Hilton, J. (2018). Defining OER-Enabled pedagogy. The International
Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 19(4).
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v19i4.3601

Wiley, D., McEwen, M. K., & Bliss, T. J. (2013). Open Educational Resources: A
Review of the Literature. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-3185-5 63
Wiley, D., Webb, A. A., Weston, S., & Tonks, D. (2017). A preliminary exploration of
the relationships between Student-Created OER, sustainability, and students success. The
International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 18(4).
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v18i4.3022

Willems, J., & Bossu, C. (2012). Equity considerations for open educational resources in
the glocalization of education. Distance Education, 33(2), 185—199.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2012.692051

William and Flora Hewlett Foundation. (n.d.). Open Education. Hewlett Foundation.
Retrieved June 27, 2023, from https://hewlett.org/strategy/open-education/

Winner, L. (1980). Do Artifacts Have Politics? Daedalus, 109(1).
https://www.jstor.org/stable/20024652

Yan, Y., Frey, S., Zhang, A., Filkov, V., & Yin, L. (2023). GitHub OSS Governance File
Dataset (arXiv:2304.00460). arXiv. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.00460

Yergler, N. (2010). Search and Discovery: OER’s Open Loop. Open Ed 2010
Proceedings, 1-10. https://openaccess.uoc.edu/bitstream/10609/4852/6/Y ergler.pdf



Yin, L., Chakraborti, M., Yan, Y., Schweik, C., Frey, S., & Filkov, V. (2022). Open
Source Software Sustainability: Combining Institutional Analysis and Socio-Technical
Networks. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction, 6(CSCW2), 404:1-
404:23. https://doi.org/10.1145/3555129

Zhang, X., Nascimbeni, F., Burgos, D., Huang, R., Chang, T., Jemni, M., & Khribi, M.
K. (2020). Accessibility within open educational resources and practices for disabled

learners: A systematic literature review. Smart Learning Environments, 7(1), 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40561-019-0113-2



