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Abstract 
This article discusses the need to innovate education due to global changes to keep its status as a human 
right and public good and introduces Open Education as a theory to fulfil these requirements. A 
systematic literature review confirms the hypothesis that a holistic quality framework for Open 
Education does not exist. For its development, a brief history and definition of Open Education are 
provided first. It is argued that Open Education improves learning quality through the facilitation of 
innovative learning designs and processes. Therefore, sources of learning quality and dimensions of 
quality development are discussed. To support the improvement of the learning quality and design of 
Open Education, the Reference Process Model of ISO/IEC 40180 (former ISO/IEC 19796-1) is 
introduced and modified for Open Education. Adapting the three quality dimensions and applying the 
macro, meso, and micro levels, the OpenEd Quality Framework is developed. This framework combines 
and integrates the different quality perspectives in a holistic approach that is mapping them to the 
learning design, processes, and results. Finally, this article illustrates potential adaptations and benefits 
of the OpenEd Quality Framework. The OpenEd Quality Framework can be used in combination with 
other tools to address the complexity of and to increase the quality and impact of Open Education. To 
summarize, the OpenEd Quality Framework serves to facilitate and foster future improvement of the 
learning design and quality of Open Education.  

Keywords: open education, open learning, OpenEd quality framework, learning quality, learning 
innovations, learning design, history, policies, ISO/IEC 40180 
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Introduction: The Need to Change Learning and Education 
In these challenging and fast-moving times, it is most important to underline: Education is a human 
right and public good. Education must be continuously provided, innovated, and improved to keep this 
status in the face of major global challenges (United Nations, 2015). This article describes the needs and 
potential approaches in theory and practice to meet societal requirements by providing an overview of 
Open Education as well as introducing the OpenEd Quality Framework for innovating and improving 
future learning quality and design. 

The two main change drivers of our so-called "digital age" are the globalisation and Internet, which 
modify all parts of our lives, working conditions, and societies as already analysed in detail (Stracke, 
2018). That is happening even though the majority of people worldwide (currently 4.2 billion of the 
global population of 7.4 billion in the year 2016) are still offline and Internet access is very unequal in 
the Northern and Southern hemispheres (World Bank, 2016). On the other hand, the Internet is more 
evenly spread than income over the world and the number of Internet users is increasing rapidly (it 
tripled during the last 10 years from 1.0 to 3.2 billion) and in addition 5.2 billion people have mobile 
phones and almost everybody (7.0 out of 7.4 billion) is within the mobile coverage (World Bank, 2016).  

Globalisation and the Internet have previously challenged and continue to challenge all societies 
especially in regards to learning and education (education and training in schools, universities, at work, 
and online; Gaskell & Mills, 2014). On the other hand, globalization and the Internet also offer new 
opportunities for innovative (formal, non-formal, and informal) learning (Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2016). Due to these mutating conditions in societies, there is 
a current and increasing need to change education, reflecting this ongoing societal revolution in relation 
to required competences in the future (Weinert, 2001; Westera, 2001; Stracke, 2015). Nevertheless, 
investments in education and training are more or less stable and not increasing in many countries 
despite the general recognition of their importance (OECD, 2016). 

 

Methodology 
To our knowledge, there is currently no quality framework for Open Education that is holistic, or which 
implements a philosophy of quality development with a continuous improvement cycle. Our research 
question is therefore: 

• RQ1: How can we derive and develop a holistic quality framework for Open Education from 
current state-of-the-art literature and research results? 

Our key motivation and assumptions are that (1) such a quality framework for Open Education may 
support the introduction of Open Education and increase the use of Open Education and (2) a quality 
framework will facilitate the needed change and improvement of learning and education. 

Based on our long-term research focus on the quality of Open Education, our hypothesis is: 

• H1: There is currently no holistic quality framework for Open Education that (1) follows the 
total quality management philosophy with continuous improvement cycles and (2) addresses 
all educational levels (micro, meso and macro). 
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First, we have conducted a systematic literature review to prove (or refute) our initial statement and 
hypothesis that no holistic quality framework for Open Education exists. A systematic literature review 
summarizes the state-of-the-art about a selected topic. It uses pre-defined methods and results are 
documented in a systematic review protocol. This type of review is based on the rigorous analysis of the 
evidences that arise from a careful evaluation of the available literature according to pre-defined and 
shared criteria. Thus, it requires a well-structured process that defines the key decisions of the review, 
i.e., how studies will be identified, analysed, selected, and evaluated (Booth, Sutton, & Papaioannou, 
2016). In our systematic literature review, we are following the PRISMA Statement (Moher, Liberati, 
Tetzlaff, Altman, & The PRISMA Group, 2009). It consists of a 27-item checklist that regards methods, 
results, discussion, and funding and a four-phase flow diagram that concerns records identifications, 
records screening, articles eligibility, and studies included. We followed the PRISMA statement and its 
four phases as described below and presented in Figure 1. Our systematic literature review has taken 
into account literature published up until July of 2018. 

To achieve broadest results after screening and for the full text analysis, we have defined only two simple 
selection criteria: (1) literature incorporated must be in English (as new international lingua franca) 
and (2) literature incorporated must also be available in full text (to keep as many results as possible 
eligible for analysis independent of their scientific level and document type). 

We searched the keywords "Open Education" AND "Quality Framework" on four global databases. As 
results, we received 173 records from Google Scholar (www.scholar.google.com), 0 records from Web 
of Science (Clarivate Analytics through University of Maastricht and Open University of the Netherlands 
[OUNL] account), 0 records from Science Direct (Elsevier through University of Maastricht and OUNL 
account), and 8 records from Summons (University of Maastricht through OUNL account), leading to 
a total amount of 181 records. Three records were identified as duplicates and removed, leading to 178 
records for the screening. In the screening, 18 records were removed as they were not fulfilling the 
selection criteria: 11 records were not in English and 7 records were not full text studies. The full texts 
of the remaining 160 studies were assessed and none of these studies actually presented or referenced 
a holistic quality framework for Open Education. Among these studies were two publications with the 
terms quality models and frameworks in the title: Ossiannilsson, Williams, Camilleri, and Brown 
(2015) and Jansen, Rosewell, and Kear (2017). Ossiannilsson et al. (2015) compare different quality 
models which focus on online education and summarize that all analysed quality models suffer certain 
deficiencies and that a holistic quality framework for Open Education is not existing. Jansen, Rosewell, 
and Kear (2017) explore quality frameworks for Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) only, 
classifying these frameworks as a specific type and mode of Open Education and promoting their own 
OpenupEd Quality Label, which focuses on self-assessment and benchmarks for MOOCs. Therefore, 
both studies cannot be considered to provide a holistic quality framework for Open Education.  

Thus, no studies could be included in the planned qualitative and quantitative syntheses. Figure 1 
provides an overview of the selection process of the studies. 
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Figure 1. Selection process of identified studies following the PRISMA statement. 

As a direct consequence of our systematic literature review, we claim that there is no holistic quality 
framework for Open Education to our best knowledge. In addition, we have also considered and 
analysed further publications that we know from our long-term interest in learning quality in Open 
Education (that were not identified by the keywords of our systematic literature review). Of these 
publications, there are empirical studies analysing factors for quality education but all of them are 
analysing specific effects, such as factors in online Higher Education (e.g., Barbera & Linder-
VanBerschot, 2011), cross-cultural dimensions of online learning (e.g., Gómez-Rey, Barbera, & 
Fernández-Navarro, 2016) and different quality perspectives and expectations (e.g., Stracke et al., 
2018), all of which do not provide a holistic quality framework for Open Education. Finally, our result 
is in line with the latest literature review by Esfijani (2018), which articulates a lack of a holistic quality 
framework in online education, as well as the absence of an integrated view on the quality of online 
education.  
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In the following section, we will define Open Education and discuss the dimensions relevant to the 
research at hand. Based on our discussion results and the identification of key needs (such as covering 
all educational levels) and documents (such as the first international quality standard ISO/IEC 40180), 
we will develop and present a proposal for a new and holistic OpenEd Quality Framework to improve 
the learning quality and design of Open Education. 

 

Definition of Open Learning and Open Education 
There is broad consensus that learning and education have to change to reflect and answer the 
challenges of rapidly growing globalisation and changes in societies (both leading to uncertainty 
regarding needs for changing personal development as well as learning and education, even in short 
terms) as discussed above. Learning and education should be changed by opening up to the use of Open 
Learning and Open Education (Stracke, 2013a, 2017a). But what do Open Learning and Open Education 
mean? 

How to Define Open Learning and Open Education? 
Open Learning and Open Education have a long history that should not be forgotten and ignored 
(Nyberg, 1975; Peters, 2008; Peter & Deimann, 2013; Stracke, 2018). Both terms are used to refer to 
pedagogical theories and approaches which follow a philosophy and thinking that can be characterized 
by three main beliefs (see for more details Stracke, 2014a, 2015): 

1. Learners cannot be forced to learn but can only learn by themselves. 

2. Learners have to explore and create their own knowledge, skills, and competences. 

3. Educators should not be teachers but facilitators of these self-directed learning processes. 

In the following, we will use only the term "Open Education.” In general, the difference between "Open 
Education" and "Open Learning" is that Open Education (which can be classified as both formal and 
non-formal learning) involves an educator, whereas in Open Learning (often classified as non-formal 
or informal learning), the learners learn independently, without support of educators. 

We have to define Open Education first: While the concept of Open Education is broad and diverse 
(Gaskell & Mills, 2014), we believe that our following definition targets the core meaning of the term 
Open Education:  

Open Education is designing, realizing, and evaluating learning opportunities 
with visionary, operational, and legal openness to improve learning quality for 
the learners. 

Open Education is as manifold as the term openness (Wiley, 2009), as it can be related to quite diverse 
approaches and understandings. Generally, Open Education refers to both, learning innovations and 
learning quality. It aims to change educational environments and offer a selection of diverse 
methodologies, tasks, and resources for learners. As expressed in our definition as well as discussed 
above, improving learning quality has to be the final objective supported by learning innovations. 
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Therefore, Open Education must be adapted for given situations, and in particular, for the specific 
learners and their needs (Kirschner & van Merriënboer, 2013). The open aspect of Open Education 
refers not only to the dimensions of “legal” openness (accessibility and availability), but also refers to 
the dimensions of operational openness (such as open design frameworks) and of visionary openness 
(such as open policies) (for more details see Stracke, 2017b, 2018). 

In the following, we will analyse dimensions of quality development and openness in general before 
applying these general quality aspects to Open Education, leading to a general framework for Open 
Education called "OpenEd Quality Framework." 

 

Quality Development 

Sources of Learning Quality 
In international discussions about the need to change education and about future learning (from theory, 
research, and politics but also from press, individuals, and social communities), the main focus is 
currently on technological innovations and the new opportunities they provide. We suggest that the 
discussions regarding the topic at hand can be categorized under two separate strands: the learning 
innovation strand and the learning history strand. 

Some theories and experts are claiming brand new and extraordinary chances, sometimes promising 
new learning eras and paradigms (Stracke, 2014a) even though they are only a fusion of former theories: 
e.g., the concepts of connectivism by Siemens (2005) or of Social Learning by Hart (2011). Even the 
arrival of fundamental new ways of learning is promised under the label of "learning 2.0 / 3.0" in 
analogy to the terms "Web 2.0 / 3.0" (Downes 2005; Karrer, 2007; Redecker, 2009). Finally, new 
concepts and descriptions of our world as a 'flat world' are leading to predictions that the key 
competence "to learn how to learn" will become the most important asset for all workers due to 
worldwide changes and faster innovation cycles in business sectors and at work (Friedman, 2006). 
Those concepts such as 'the flat world' by Friedman (2006) are claiming to constitute a new movement 
and progress in education as well as in the whole world. However, it is our belief that such claims for a 
new movement and new competences are just marketing speech and cannot be accepted, as it has been 
evident in pedagogy for several hundreds of years that "to learn how to learn" is important for learning 
processes and progress as well as for the development of personality and competences (Dewey, 1966; 
Piaget, 1953; Rousseau, 1968; Vygotsky, 1988). 

The discussion articulated above may best be categorized as part of the learning innovation strand. 
From this special perspective, it seems that the unique focus on learning innovations is the only pathway 
and road map for a better education and training in the future as the change and innovation of learning 
are needed. The underlying, and often hidden argument is that through innovations we would earn 
many new chances to learn, and without them we are not matching the changing times of globalisation 
and worldwide Internet as well as the "new digital generation," and the so labelled "digital natives" 
(Prensky, 2001) even though that they are not existing in reality as it could be proven by several studies 
(see e. g., Schulmeister, 2008).  
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On the other hand, there has been a long-term discussion with a longstanding tradition, since the 
beginning of our culture, about learning quality and what constitutes learning covering a broad range 
of topics including: the quality of (a) learning objectives and design, (b) learning materials and input, 
(c) learning processes, and (d) learning outcomes and the achieved knowledge, skills and built 
competences (Inglis, 2005).  

We call this debate the (learning) history strand, as in the past, many theories were developed dealing 
directly or implicitly with the question how to ensure or to improve learning quality (see for an overview 
Stracke, 2006). In the educational history, some topics like quality management for education and 
training are less than 100 years old but general concepts aiming at learning quality have existed for ages. 

Surprisingly, both discussion strands articulated above were not interconnected and did not reflect each 
other (Stracke, 2014a). It seems that those who support learning innovations do not want to refer to 
theories of the past, and that the authors of learning history do not want to recognise global changes. 
This led us to an important question that requires urgent attention and an answer in our changing times: 
What is the relation between learning innovations and history? 

Our answer is based on three strong opinions regarding the current societal situation and learning needs 
that were explained and discussed in detail by Stracke (2013a): 

1. Learning history should not be ignored: Modern innovation theories cannot ignore the treasure 
of expertise from history without losing a well-proven foundation for basing their 
argumentation. 

2. Learning innovations are currently mainly technology driven: But technologies cannot be 
successful by themselves, they require an appropriate learning design and setting with an 
attractive and motivating learning environment. 

3. Learning is not completely changing: The new modes and types of access to and interactions in 
learning processes through new technologies do not change completely the way people learn. 

Learning quality is more than learning innovations, and the focus on learning quality is most important 
for the success of learning processes. Consequently, quality development is the crucial task for learning, 
education, and training. Learning opportunities have to meet the needs of the learners and to provide 
the appropriate quality to fulfil their requirements. That can sometimes mean a simple learning course 
with teacher-centred education, and sometimes a complex sophisticated learning environment with 
learner-oriented group work facilitated by an educator as moderator, tutor, or enabler and enriched 
with new learning technologies and innovations including social media and online communities. This 
means that learning quality cannot be pre-defined but must be adapted to the given situation and 
learners. In this sense, learning history and learning innovations are two different approaches and 
points of view that are interdependent, and cannot be reflected solely. They must be analysed in 
conjunction for achieving the best and appropriate learning opportunity and success. Next to them, 
standards are building the third source for planning and designing the best learning opportunity and 
quality (Stracke, 2013) as shown in Figure 2. Standards can provide frameworks and instruments for 
adapting and reusing plans, designs, patterns, resources, and tools to benefit from return of investment 
by several repetitive applications and to achieve continuous quality improvement. Moreover, the 
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development of standards and their application and adaptation help all involved stakeholders to discuss 
and reach consensus about learning quality and the way to achieve it. 

 

Figure 2. The three sources for learning quality. 

This overall objective for the continuous improvement of learning quality is called quality development. 
Quality development has to combine the relevant and appropriate approaches, concepts, and elements 
from all three sources that learning quality is based on: History (by learning theories and traditions), 
Innovation (by new learning options), and Standards (by consensus building on learning). In the 
following, we will discuss first the dimensions for quality development in general that will be transferred 
to Open Education afterwards. 

Dimensions of Quality Development 
The debate on learning quality is very old, but discussions and theories on quality development in 
learning and education began only few years ago. Quality development has to be distinguished from 
failure reduction, quality assurance, quality management, and total quality management. Failure 
reduction and quality assurance are focusing products: failure reduction intends to increase the number 
of usable products whereas quality assurance addresses the improvement of the quality of products. 
Quality management goes beyond quality assurance and focuses also the production processes to 
achieve higher quality. Finally, Total Quality Management (TQM) is defined twofold: (1) on the one 
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hand it is considered as quality management plus a continuous improvement cycle and (2) on the other 
hand it is a broad and holistic concept and philosophy that includes and integrates all aspects and 
dimensions for improving the quality of products, and thus, going beyond their production processes. 
Quality development is used here as synonym for the latter holistic definition of TQM. 

The concept and philosophy of holistic quality development with continuous improvement cycles were 
introduced in Japan first and could gain recognition, acceptance, and implementations worldwide. A 
long-term debate has focussed on quality development in general regarding the different quality issues, 
aspects, and approaches (Deming, 1982; Juran, 1951, 1992; Stracke, 2006). As articulated by Stracke 
(2013a) "quality development covers every kind of strategy, analysis, design, realisation, evaluation, and 
continuous improvement of the quality within given systems" (p. 21). Thus, quality development can be 
described formally by the selected focus. Quality is not a fixed characteristic belonging to subjects or 
systems but depends on the point of view and focus. The differentiation of the focus into the three 
quality dimensions Potential, Process and Result was introduced by Donabedian (1980) in the 
healthcare sector and has become widely accepted. These three quality dimensions focus on the 
following questions (see Donabedian, 1980; for the long-term debate on the quality issues, aspects, and 
approaches see Deming, 1982, 1986; Juran, 1951, 1992; Stracke, 2006): 

1. Potential dimension: What are the potentials for the quality development in the future? 

2. Process dimension: How can the processes be described and optimized for the purpose of 
quality development? 

3. Result dimension: How can the quality development be supported to improve achieved results 
and existing systems producing the results? 

Quality development requires a long process to be established and integrated throughout a whole 
organization and even the whole society in the case of public goods like education (Freire, 1970; 
Volungeviciene, Tereseviciene, & Tait, 2014). Once started, it has to become a continuous improvement 
cycle to be successful (Crosby, 1980; Deming, 1986). Quality cannot be described and fixed by a simple 
definition because in itself the concept of quality is too abstract. Potential definitions of quality like 
"fulfilment of customers' requirements" or "excellent status lacking defects" have to take the perspective 
from the individuals (such as the learners in education). Therefore, quality has to be defined and 
specified according to the given context and situation considering the perspectives of stakeholders 
involved (Donabedian, 1980). It is important to identify the relevant aspects and to specify the suitable 
criteria. It is necessary to find a consensus amongst the different views and perspectives to gain a 
common understanding of quality for the given context and situation due to different and sometimes 
contradictory needs and definitions of quality by all stakeholders (for detailed explanations on context 
determinations see Crosby, 1980; Deming, 1986; Donabedian, 1980).  

The next question is now: How can quality development be addressed and improved in learning, 
education, and training in the digital age? The concept of Open Education tries to provide a framework 
in theory and practice for the improvement of the learning quality through the integration of learning 
innovations leading to opening up education. Therefore, quality development in and by Open Education 
is becoming not only more and more in vogue but also crucial. It is not a fashion but an increasing 
requirement due to the huge changes in societies. Thus, the quality dimensions and processes of 
education will be introduced in the following and applied to Open Education. 
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Quality Dimensions and Processes in (Open) Education 
Openness in general and Open Education are vague terms and therefore their dimensions are manifold 
due to their usage in different disciplines and subjects (Stracke, 2018). Educational dimensions and 
processes are described in the following section so that researchers may apply and use them for 
designing the structure of Open Education afterwards.  

In the following, we introduce the first and unique international quality standard for education ISO/IEC 
40180 that can support the design, realization, and evaluation of Open Education. It was developed and 
approved in consensus by the Working Group 5 "Quality Assurance and Descriptive Frameworks" of the 
standardisation committee ISO/IEC JTC1 SC36 and issued by the International Standardization 
Organization (ISO) in 2005 as ISO/IEC 19796-1 (2005). It is currently applied in more than 60 
countries worldwide as national standard. ISO/IEC 19796-1 was under official revision that has to 
regularly take place every five years. The final revision is approved and published as ISO/IEC 40180 
(2017) now.  

We have selected ISO/IEC 40180 here as a framework to improve the learning quality and design of 
Open Education. It requires adaptation for each given situation and avoids simplifying evaluation of 
quality (as often realized by using only one single specified instrument, e.g., for the quality of MOOCs 
by Margaryan, Bianco, & Littlejohn, 2015). Other special concepts such as design-based research or 
agile approaches are covered by ISO/IEC 40180: They can be combined with the international quality 
standard and used for its application and instantiation in specific cases. The Reference Process Model 
from this international standard ISO/IEC 40180 provides a general framework for designing the 
structure for learning, education, and training that can be used for Open Education, too. It consists of 
seven process categories and 38 related processes as shown in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1 

The Reference Process Model of ISO/IEC 40180 (former ISO/IEC 19796-1) 
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Quality does not exist in a simple manner as we have shown before. First, all stakeholders have to define 
their own understanding of what the term “quality” stands for in relation to the given context. Then 
these different perspectives and opinions about quality have to be combined, to be brought into 
consensus and transferred into practice. The specifications of relevant aspects and criteria to define 
quality as well as the applications of these criteria into the given context of the organisation are quite 
abstract by themselves (Stracke, 2010a). For this purpose, the development of ISO/IEC 19796-1 (now 
ISO/IEC 40180) was started to achieve a common reference framework and the first international 
quality standard for learning, education, and training based on global consensus.  

In a given situation and context, the relevant processes of the quality standard have to be selected and 
adapted. Figure 3 below presents an example for the selection of relevant processes that are marked in 
dark grey (for an adaptation model to introduce quality development and in particular ISO/IEC 19796-
1 see Stracke, 2010b). The selection of the processes was realized in workshops and discussions among 
all involved stakeholders. 

 

Figure 3. Example for adaptation of ISO/IEC 40180 (former ISO/IEC 19796-1). 

We propose the following modification of the process categories presented in Table 2 below to allow a 
more simplified version with only four process categories plus evaluation and optimization as 
overarching activities and tasks that are targeting all other four process categories. The argumentation 
for the changes is that the two categories "Needs Analysis" and "Framework Analysis" as well as the two 
categories "Development / Production" and "Implementation" are normally undertaken together 
whereas the "Evaluation / Optimization" is often realized by different stakeholders. In addition, we want 
to highlight the importance of the optimization and the involvement of the learners in this crucial 
process for the continuous quality development. 
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Table 2 

Process Categories of ISO/IEC 40180 and Proposed Modifications 

 

The standard ISO/IEC 40180 presents a good example of an internationally developed and recognised 
instrument for Open Education. It is valuable and applied worldwide due to its ability to be adapted for 
each given situation. Such flexible and adaptable instruments are required for the future spreading and 
implementation of Open Education. In the following, we apply general quality aspects to Open 
Education leading to a general framework called "OpenEd Quality Framework." 

 

Quality and Levels of Open Education 
In the following, we want to develop a general framework called "OpenEd Quality Framework." 
Therefore, we will begin by applying general quality aspects to Open Education including the three 
dimensions of quality development (as discussed above) as well as the three levels of education (macro, 
meso, and micro).  

Quality Dimensions for Open Education 
We can transfer and apply the three generic quality dimensions that we have analysed above to learning, 
education, and training in general and in particular to Open Education: 

1. Learning objectives: To address and exploit the full potential of future learning, education, and 
training and to ensure its best quality development, the learning vision and objectives have to 
be defined precisely. They have to meet the given situation and sometimes very diverse target 
groups as the best quality always differs and is dependent on the circumstances and conditions. 
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In particular, in Open Education with self-directed learners, the individual learning objectives 
are normally manifold that designers have to reflect. Sometimes a simple solution is meeting 
better the learning objectives and individual needs than a highly sophisticated learning 
opportunity. 

2. Learning realization: The learning realization is covering all processes in learning, education, 
and training related to its quality development. That includes the definition of learning 
strategies as well as the design of learning, education, and training and its practical 
implementation, assessment, and evaluation in courses and any other learning opportunities. 

3. Learning achievements: Learning achievements are the results of the realized learning 
opportunities, i. e., what the learners have learned. We have to underline that this dimension is 
very different in learning, education, and training compared with other sectors. In learning, 
education, and training, the achievements are not a result of a production or service process but 
are built and achieved by the learners themselves. Therefore, the learning opportunities as 
products of learning providers cannot be judged objectively (like for travel services) but only 
individually for the specific given learning objectives. In particular, a learner can judge the 
quality of a learning opportunity only after its completion. Therefore, the quality development 
in learning, education, and training is more complex and difficult than in any other sector. 

Figure 4 illustrates the quality dimensions and their application to Open Education: 

 

Figure 4. Quality dimensions in Open Education. 



Quality Frameworks and Learning Design for Open Education 
Stracke 

194 
 

Levels of Open Education 
In general, learning, education, and training can be divided, like other sectors, into the three levels: 
macro level, meso level, and micro level (Stracke, 2017b). The needs analysis, design, development, 
realization, and evaluation of Open Education have to focus and include these three levels: 

1. Macro level: At the macro level, organizational and societal contexts including policies, vision, 
philosophy, strategy, and official curricula from public authorities and impact are addressed, 

2. Meso level: At the meso level, the institutional processes and the design processes of learning 
opportunities and their programmes and curricula including all different types and levels of 
education are analysed, 

3. Micro level: At the micro level, specific learning opportunity and learning experiences of 
individual learners are examined. 

These three levels can be applied to Open Education as well as to the three quality dimensions as we 
will explain in the following. 

In Open Education, the following key stakeholders and entities are involved at the three levels as shown 
in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Key Stakeholders and Entities in Open Education at the Three Levels 

 

We can also transfer the quality dimensions to the Open Education and differentiate them for the three 
levels as shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Quality Dimensions in Open Education at the Three Levels 

 

In the following, we transfer the quality dimensions and levels of Open Education into a general 
framework called "OpenEd Quality Framework" as basis for the further development of appropriate 
instruments and tools to improve the quality of Open Education. 

 

The OpenEd Quality Framework 
In this section, we develop a general framework called "OpenEd Quality Framework" for the design, 
realization, and evaluation of Open Education. The Open Education (OpenEd) Quality Framework 
combines and integrates the quality dimensions in Open Education (cf. Figure 4) with the three levels 
of Open Education (cf. Table 4) as discussed above. Figure 5 illustrates these relationships. 
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Figure 5. Quality at macro, meso, and micro level in Open Education. 

Furthermore, we can apply the process categories as modified above (cf. Table 2) to the three levels in 
Open Education as presented in Figure 6 below. 

 

Figure 6. Processes at macro, meso, and micro level in Open Education. 



Quality Frameworks and Learning Design for Open Education 
Stracke 

197 
 

Figure 6 presents the overview of which levels are addressed by the six process categories (e.g., AN is 
addressing the macro and meso levels, whereas DE is addressing all three levels) and shows in addition 
the relationship between the three quality dimensions and the process categories. For each of the six 
process categories and at each level that they are covering, we need appropriate services and 
instruments to support and improve the overall quality development in Open Education. Some 
instruments and tools are already developed and in practice such as the Quality Platform Learning 
(QPL, 2011), the Evaluation Framework for Impact Assessment (EFI, see Stracke, 2014b, 2013b). A 
general framework for the introduction of quality development also exists: The IDEA(L) framework 
(Stracke, 2010b), which consists of four phases "Initiate, Do, Evaluate, and Act" (adapted from PDCA 
cycle presented by Deming, 1982) and was also integrated into the international quality standard 
ISO/IEC 40180 (2017). Furthermore, the OpenEd Quality Framework can be combined with the Quality 
Reference Framework (QRF) that was developed for MOOCs as a specific type of Open Education with 
contributions from several thousands of MOOC learners, designers, facilitators, and providers (Stracke 
et al., 2018).  

The methodologies and philosophies of education have to be adjusted to meet both current and future 
challenges. We need to modernize and open up education to better fit the given situation. Open 
Education can improve the quality of education and we have to improve the design of Open Education, 
to achieve a long-term and sustainable improvement of the learning quality across all educational 
systems, communities, sectors, and societies worldwide. 

 

Conclusions 
This article can only initiate the debate on the importance and impact of Open Education: Open 
Education can improve the quality of education and we need to improve the learning quality and design 
of Open Education for its broad acceptance and implementation. Our systematic literature review 
revealed that a holistic quality framework does not currently exist for Open Education. Therefore, we 
developed and presented the OpenEd Quality Framework as the first holistic quality framework. It can 
be used for any type of Open Education and must always be adapted to the given situation. Future 
research and publications are required and already started to provide more results, tools, insights, 
recommendations, and argumentations for further discussions and improvements. 

We believe in education as a human right and public good. To keep this status due the major global 
challenges, learning and education have to be changed through the introduction of Open Education. 
This overview of Open Education in theory and practice presented the needs and potential approaches 
to meet these requirements. First, Open Education was defined and its history was briefly outlined. The 
dimensions of quality development and openness were analysed in general. Afterwards, they were 
transferred and adapted to Open Education. Finally, the OpenEd Quality Framework was developed 
integrating the modified quality dimensions and three levels of Open Education. It can be combined 
with other presented instruments, such as the quality standard ISO/IEC 40180 and other specific 
quality frameworks such as IDEA(L), EFI and the QRF.  

To summarize, the OpenEd Quality Framework facilitates and fosters the development and 
improvement of the learning quality and design of Open Education. We believe in the importance of 
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Open Education for our common future. It can positively impact all our personal lives and developments 
as well as all learning processes, educational systems, and societies worldwide. 
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