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Abstract 

In 2021 I was asked to give a presentation on Indigenous Knowledges (IK) in open 
education (OE) to kick off open educational resources (OER) week (Lar-Son, 2021). Most of my 
speaking on IK in education was based on how we maintain Indigenous sovereignty through data 
and research practices in the context of large post-secondary institutions. Given that OER 
creation was something that I had only done a few times in my career, I decided to analyze OER 
frameworks, and the 5Rs of OER (Wiley, 2007), using my own Indigenous worldviews and 
teachings. In particular the teachings that I drew upon were the Rs, or the Longhouse and 
Kirkness and Barhardt (1991). From these Rs I created the 6Rs of Indigenous OER as a way to 
guide non-Indigenous OER creators to work ethically and adhere to IK sharing protocols when 
needed. The following article explains the intertwining of IK, worldviews, research, and 
sovereignty with the concepts and frameworks of OER to adapt the Rs and indigenize OER 
practices. 
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Indigenous Knowledges and Worldviews in Research Practices  
Under the colonial influence of intellectual heritage, non-western thought was devalued 

and misinterpreted. Indigenous systems of knowledge and knowledge transmission were deemed 
to be inferior when compared to western traditions. Educational institutions, guided by a Western 
bias, transformed the plurality of knowledge systems into a hierarchy of knowledge systems. 
According to Vandana Shiva (2000), when knowledge plurality mutated into knowledge 
hierarchy, the horizontal ordering of diverse but equally valid systems was converted into a 
vertical ordering of unequal systems, and the epistemological foundations of Western knowledge 
were imposed on non-Western knowledge systems with the result that the latter were invalidated.  

In Western epistemologies and ontologies, knowledge is patriarchal, racialized, 
possessive, and extractive. The Westernized world is human-centric, and the power is centralized 
and taken from other entities. Western research is constituted by a set of ideas, practices, and 
privileges that are embedded within imperial expansion and colonization. These ideas, practices, 
and privileges later become institutionalized by academic disciplines, schools, curriculum, and 
universities. The researcher is put in an arbitrary position of power and given authority over the 
discipline and subject they specialize in (Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). In addition, Western research 
portrays a hierarchy of beings where humans are placed at the top of the pyramid and other life 
forces came into existence to serve humans (Jobin, 2016; Moreton Robinson, 2016; TallBear, 
2017).  

Indigenous conceptions of knowledge do not follow the same trajectory of Western 
understandings of knowledge and knowledge transmission. Indigenous Peoples do not focus 
their knowledge systems in binaries. The world is subjective; there are five characteristics of 
Indigenous Ways of Knowing. Indigenous Knowledges (IK) are: personal, orally transmitted, 
experiential, holistic, and narrative (Castellano, 2000). IK are also experienced and transmitted 
intergenerationally with kin and community and through ceremony.  

Indigenous Ways of Being greatly informs IK production and is often defined through a 
lens of relationality, or how we connect to our human and more-than-human relations. 
Relationality is rarely learned from within institutional walls and seldom from academic texts. It 
is learned on the Land, listening to stories, and from close connections to one’s community. 
Relationality  and  kinship  are  foundational  philosophies  for  Indigenous  Peoples.  Wilson 
describes relationality being a “collective, it’s a group, it’s a community…it’s built upon the 
interconnections, the interrelationships, and that binds the group...but it’s more than human 
relationships” (Wilson, 2008, p. 80).  

Relationality is grounded in the holistic conception of the interconnectedness and 
inter-substantiation among all living things on the earth. It informs social connectedness and 
brings to awareness the relationships within the world we inhabit (Morteton-Robison, 2016). 
Relationality has the ability to transcend the physical and the spiritual worlds and can connect us 
to our ancestors, those who have not yet been born, and creator beings. Rather than viewing 
ourselves as being in relationship with other people or things, we are the relationships that we 
hold and are a part of (Wilson, 2008). Relationality is an inextricable part of Indigenous peoples 
sovereign knowledges and is conducted with the utmost respect, responsibility, generosity, 
obligation, and reciprocity (Morteton-Robison, 2016). The Land is paramount for Indigenous 
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communities; the relationship to the Land and the experiences that happen on the Land shape all 
aspects of community and ground Indigenous peoples’ sense in their identity (Wilson, 2008, p. 
88).  

Indigenous research emerges from the incorporation of Indigenous worldviews, lived 
experiences, languages, and worldviews into the research process and centers Indigenous 
peoples and communities as the researcher and primary authority on a specific subject or topic. 
IK is creative and interconnects relationships with people, places and the natural environment. 
Whatever the methodologies or perspectives that apply in a given context, researchers who 
conduct Indigenous research, both Indigenous or non-Indigenous, commit to respectful 
relationships with all Indigenous peoples and communities (SSHRC, 2022).  Indigenous research 
is accountable, reciprocal, and integrates the physical, mental, emotional, and spiritual aspects of 
knowledge gathering and sharing (Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991; Kovach, 2009; Tuhiwai Smith, 
2012; Wilson, 2008).  

As well, Indigenous research methodologies follow the same trajectory as Indigenous 
research methods, as they dismiss colonial understandings of the research process and 
incorporate the use of “techniques and methods drawn from the traditions and Knowledges of 
those people” (Evans, et al., 2008). Indigenous research methodologies differ from Western 
research methodologies as they recognize the colonial past and of Indigenous people,​ resist 
colonial narratives​, allow for the resurgence of Indigenous Ways of Knowing and Being​, prevent 
extractive research, acknowledge Indigenous self-determination, and combat power dynamics in 
“traditional” research practices (Evans, et al., 2008). 

Indigenous Sovereignty and Knowledge Protection  
Although there is a complex history between government agencies and Indigenous 

peoples, Canada recognizes that Indigenous peoples have an inherent right of self-government 
and self-determination which is guaranteed in section 35 of the Constitution Act of 1982. The 
recognition of this inherent right is based on the view that Indigenous peoples in Canada have 
the right to govern themselves in relation to matters that are internal to their communities, 
integral to their unique cultures, identities, traditions, languages and institutions, and with 
respect to their special relationship to their land and their resources. However, when we compare 
Canadian laws that dictate ownership and knowledge rights, such as the Copyright Act, it is clear 
that Indigenous aspirations of self-governance and these laws directly compete with one another.  

Challenges for the protection of IK arise due to expressions of Traditional Knowledge 
not qualifying for protection because they are too old and are therefore supposedly in the public 
domain; ​the “author” of the material is not identifiable, thus there is no “rights holder” in the 
usual sense of the term; and ​Traditional Knowledges are owned “collectively” by Indigenous 
communities for cultural claims and not by individuals or corporations for economic claims.​ 
Arguably, because of these issues, the Copyright Act has allowed for the legalized theft of IK 
through the guise of Western understandings of ownership and intellectual property. Unlike 
Western knowledge and copyright, for Indigenous peoples traditionally knowledge is not freely 
given—it is earned. The transmissions of knowledge can be informed by Indigenous legal 
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traditions and protocols. These protocols vary from community to community and are generally 
informed by the following factors:  

●​ Familial relationships such as kin and clans systems 
●​ Gender specific 
●​ Age specific 
●​ Geographically influenced 
●​ Seasonal 
●​ Informed by specific techniques and modes of production 

 
Ultimately, these protocols allow for communities to acknowledge ownership, within 

their own understanding of the term, of their knowledges and how those knowledges will be 
disseminated. This directly contrasts with modern-day copyright laws in which ownership of 
data and research often belongs to the individuals who collect the data. In other words, if a 
researcher records an Elder telling a story, once publicly disseminated, the researcher is the 
owner of the story and not the community the Elder is part of (Younging, 2010, p. 5).  

Many of these problematic research projects are funded, initiated by, paid for, and carried 
out by non-Indigenous people from universities, governments, and industries. In addition, 
researchers tend to select subjects or projects based on personal interest; this leads to 
communities being inundated with research requests that do not benefit the community in any 
direct way or lead to irrelevant research and data outputs. Informed consent is highly important 
when working with Indigenous communities, and unfortunately the reality is that researchers 
have not explained their studies in a language or manner to fully ensure this and have 
appropriated or failed to acknowledge some of the work.  

Research results are often not returned to the community, or if they are, they are returned 
in a form or language that is inaccessible. The most concerning aspect of problematic research is 
the utmost disrespect and disregard non-Indigenous researchers can have for Indigenous 
Traditional Knowledges, stories, ceremonies, and ancestral remains (First Nations Information 
Governance Centre, 2016). Examples of this include but are not limited to the following: 
researchers disregarding cultural taboos and secrecy by publicizing (and sometimes profiting 
from) sensitive cultural information; researchers presenting cultural information out of context 
and drawing inaccurate conclusions; researchers taking ancestral remains and cultural property 
for storage; researchers distorting, appropriating, and treating information as a commodity (First 
Nations Information Governance Centre, 2016).  

Indigenous Knowledge, Data, and Cultural Sovereignty  
Issues around the use, consent, and ownership have become more and more complex in 

an era in which data monetization seeks to broker data in an extractive way and seeking to 
destroy individuals and community centered data rights. The OE movement came into being to 
alleviate some of these issues for individuals who were seeking equitable access to information 
and research. However, there are certain complexities within the context of open that need to be 
considered for IK. Just as research has allowed the legalized theft of Indigenous communities’ 
knowledges and stories, the increase of Indigenous data made publicly accessible without any 
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informed consent of the Indigenous communities that data pertains to has resulted in the 
intentional and unintentional theft of Indigenous data. The concept of data sovereignty is unique 
to the 21st century with the explosion in the spread of information online due to the internet and 
emerging phone technologies. The term data sovereignty simply implies the means in which 
managing information is consistent with laws, practices, and customs of the nation-state in which 
it is located (Snipp, 2016).  

Indigenous peoples have long claimed sovereignty and governance over their Lands, 
education, and communities. Within a Canadian context, the Government of Canada 
acknowledges that Indigenous communities (First Nations, Metis, and Inuit), have the inherent 
right to remain as sovereign nations as defined in Section 35 of the Canadian Constitution. 
However, debates about data sovereignty have been dominated primarily by non-Indigenous 
governments and corporations for legal reasons. Until recently, Indigenous peoples have long 
been left out of the conversation relating to the collection, ownership, and application of data 
about their people, lifeways, and territories (Kukutai & Taylor, 2016). 

IK are often embedded within Indigenous data. There are multiple different types of data, 
information, and records that pertain to Indigenous peoples. While data can be created by, for, 
and with Indigenous peoples, it is also important to recognize data that has been created by 
researchers and organizations with little to no community involvement on how the data was 
collected, interpreted, or disseminated. Although there are complexities on how to categorize 
Indigenous data, it can be loosely sub-divided into three different categories.  

1.​ Data on Indigenous resources and environments. This includes information on lands, 
geological and water information, titles, and history.  

2.​ Data about Indigenous demographics or social data. This includes data that pertains to 
governance and politics, legal, health, education, and uses of services. This data can be 
Indigenous-driven.   

3.​ Data from Indigenous communities. This includes traditional cultural data, archival 
records, oral histories, ancestral knowledges, and community stories.  
 
Indigenous driven uses of Indigenous data allows for communities to prioritize research, 

which is in line with their needs and values, and ensures that their data is not exploited.  
Indigenous specific data and identifiers (Health Data Research Network, 2020) include but are 
not limited to: 

●​ Registries (e.g., Indian Registry System, Métis Citizenship Registry)  
●​ Self-identifiers (e.g., survey data with identifiers) 
●​ Geographic identifiers (e.g., postal codes or residence codes on reserve) 
●​ Indigenous-specific datasets (e.g., survey or health service delivery data) 

 
Indigenous peoples in what is now known as Canada have begun to recognize that data is 

a resource that has value. In a practical sense, data that is produced about, by, for, and with 
Indigenous communities can be used to advise policy and decision-making, it enhances 
understanding of a particular area of study, and it can be used to leverage funding for specific 
purposes (First Nations Information Governance Centre, 2016). In addition, Indigenous data has 
the potential to be beneficial to non-Indigenous peoples. Within an academic context, Indigenous 
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data benefits both researchers and the institution. Government agencies can influence policy 
decisions, and extractive industries can benefit financially from Indigenous land, water, and 
resources data (First Nations Information Governance Centre, 2016). The main issues with 
Indigenous data pertain to control, ownership, and power dynamics. 

Indigenous data sovereignty centers Indigenous peoples’ collective rights to data about 
people, territories, lifeways and natural resources and is supported by Indigenous peoples’ 
inherent rights of self-determination and governance (Walter & Sunia, 2019). In essence 
Indigenous data sovereignty puts forward the following principles; Indigenous nations have the 
right to ownership and governance over data about them, regardless of where it is held and by 
whom;​ Indigenous nations have the right to govern data in a way that aligns with their own data 
protocols and laws;​ Indigenous peoples also have the right to access data that supports nation 
re-building. This often includes access to government documents both historic and contemporary 
and archival documents. 

In addition to the governance, collection, and ownership of Indigenous data, Indigenous 
data sovereignty also seeks to protect the cultural sovereignty of communities. According to 
Tenille Marley (2020), “Indigenous sovereignty is threatened when cultural sovereignty is 
violated through exploitation, theft and misrepresentation of culture, especially through 
qualitative data (p. 159).” Cultural sovereignty is essential for the survival of Indigenous 
Nations’ culture, including language, songs, oral histories/stories, dress, ceremonies, dances, 
etc., as well as land and community at the core of Indigenous identity and way of life. 

Open Educational Resources and the 5Rs 
OER are any teaching resources that have an open copyright license (e.g., Creative 

Commons), or they are part of the public domain and have expired copyright protections. 
Depending on the copyright license used, OER can be freely accessed, used, remixed, improved, 
and shared (BC Campus, 2023). Popular examples of OER are open textbooks that are funded, 
published, and licensed to be freely used, adapted, and distributed. These books can be 
downloaded for no cost or printed at low cost, offering significant savings compared to 
expensive proprietary textbooks. OER provide freedom to customize, localize, translate, and 
update as required (Open Education Global, 2022). OER expand and enhance the academic 
offerings of an institution. OER go beyond open textbooks and often include resources such as 

●​ Online courses 
●​ Videos 
●​ Audio 
●​ Presentation slides 
●​ Syllabi 
●​ Course outlines 
●​ Supplemental materials such as quizzes and assignments  

David Wiley (2014) introduced the 5Rs of openness in 2014; these Rs are meant to be 
used as a framework or a set of best practices to guide OER creators. The core of open content 
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seeks to apply the principles of Western understandings of openness to creative works, including 
writing, images, sounds, and videos. In 2007, Wiley introduced the 4Rs of OE; the original Rs 
included reuse, rework, remix and redistribute (Wiley, 2007). These were later revised to the 5Rs 
with the addition of retain (Wiley, 2014). The 5Rs promote openness through the following 
understandings.  

●​ Retain: the right to make, own, and control copies of the content 
●​ Reuse: the right to use the content in a wide range of ways (e.g., in a class, in a study 

group, on a website, in a video) 
●​ Revise: the right to adapt, adjust, modify, or alter the content itself (e.g., translate the 

content into another language) 
●​ Remix: the right to combine the original or revised content with other open content to 

create something new (e.g., incorporate the content into a mashup) 
●​ Redistribute: the right to share copies of the original content, revisions, or remixes with 

others (e.g., give a copy of the content to a friend) 

Although there is criticism that OER only addresses issues pertaining to Western 
copyright and fair dealings, OER movements are now beginning to be rooted in the human right 
to access high quality education. This shift in educational practice is not just about cost savings 
and easy access to openly licensed content; it is about participation and co-creation. OER offer 
opportunities for systemic change in teaching and learning content through engaging educators 
in new participatory processes and effective technologies for engaging with learning (OER 
Commons, 2022). This shift includes a pedagogical shift that some OER advocates are taking to 
Indigenize OER creation.   

Indigenizing the 5Rs: the 6Rs of OER  
The framework of the 6Rs of Indigenous OER was first developed in 2021, however, 

Indigenous scholars have been discussing the benefits and consequences of IK in curriculum 
well before. The goal of the 6Rs is to provide guidance for authors who are wanting to ethically 
incorporate IK and content into openly licensed teaching and learning materials. The 
development of the 6Rs were influenced by three different principles and teachings, the 
FAIR/CARE principles, the 4Rs of Indigenous Education by Kirkness and Barnhard (1991), and 
the UBC Longhouse 4Rs.  

As ethical considerations in open access were paramount in the creation of the 6Rs, the 
CARE principles were a natural fit in their creation. Inherently in research, data is owned by the 
researcher collecting the data; this inherently goes against the sovereign right of Indigenous 
communities. The CARE (Collective Benefit, Authority to Control, Responsibility, and Ethics) 
Principles for Indigenous Data Governance were created to directly challenge the notion of 
researcher ownership of data and promote equitable participation in the processes of data reuse, 
which has resulted in more equitable outcomes (Carroll et al., 2020). Academics and 
practitioners in the International Indigenous Data Sovereignty Interest Group within the 
Research Data Alliance consulted several international publications on data governance within 
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Indigenous communities. The CARE Principles address important considerations for modern 
data ecosystems and across data life cycles that support both innovation and Indigenous 
self-determination. The principles describe high level actions applicable within research, 
government, and institutional data settings.  

The goal is for data stewards and other users of Indigenous data to implement CARE and 
FAIR (Findability, Accessibility, Interoperability, and Reuse) Principles in tandem (Carroll et al., 
2020). FAIR Principles improve the findability, accessibility, interoperability, and reuse of digital 
assets (GoFAIR, 2023). FAIR principles can be used to facilitate the use of Indigenous data; 
however, CARE gives guidance for considerations that need to be taken by researchers. 
Collective benefit is the first principle in CARE; collective benefit allows for Indigenous peoples 
to achieve inclusive development and innovation, improve governance and citizen engagement, 
and realize equitable outcomes. Benefits accrue when data ecosystems are designed and function 
to support Indigenous nation and community use and reuse of data. Authority of control affirms 
the rights of Indigenous peoples to control the use and access of data. Authority of control also 
allows for Indigenous communities to govern data in a way that aligns with their own data 
governance protocols. Responsibility acknowledges that when working with Indigenous peoples, 
data relationships need to be built and grown. When relationships are grown, there is increased 
capacity development that allows for increased community data capabilities and embedding data 
within Indigenous languages and cultures. Lastly, ethics need to be adhered to in order to 
minimize harm, maximize benefits, promote justice, and allow for future use (Carroll, 2020). 

The 6Rs of Indigenous OER blend together the Kirkness and Barnhardt Rs and the 4Rs 
of the UBC Longhouse. Kirkness and Barnhardt (1991) were the first to introduce the 4Rs into a 
post-secondary context. The 4Rs were outlined for post-secondary institutions to better support 
Indigenous students entering university in a way that reflected their own worldviews. For 
Kirkness and Barnhardt (1991), the 4Rs include “respect, relevance, reciprocity, and 
responsibility” (p. 6). Respect is understood as respect for First Nations’ cultural identity; this 
includes respect for cultural differences and worldviews (Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991). In 
Kirkness and Barnhardt (1991), relevance called on post-secondary institutions to legitimize IK 
and foster ways to incorporate them into academia. This had and still needs to be done in a way 
that acknowledges IK protocols.  

Additionally, Kirkness and Barnhardt (1991) call on post-secondary institutions to 
examine their policies, practices, and protocols to ensure that they are relevant to Indigenous 
communities. Reciprocity within an Indigenous worldview is highly valued; teaching and 
learning are and should be reciprocal processes. Reciprocity can be achieved when faculty 
members make an effort to understand a student’s cultural background and the student is able to 
access the inner workings of the culture and institution to which they are being introduced 
(Kirkness and Barnhardt, 1991). Responsibility through participation is the understanding that 
post-secondary institutions have a responsibility to Indigenous students and communities to 
create a welcoming environment, and to partner with Indigenous communities to maintain, 
develop, and ensure the future of Indigenous programs and services (Kirkness and Barnhardt, 
1991).    

Indigenous peoples cannot separate their worldviews from their work and pedagogical 
practices. The UBC Longhouse has provided not only a home away from home for Indigenous 
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students and scholars but has also provided 4Rs to guide Indigenous peoples on how to live, 
work, and study on the traditional territory of the xʷməθkʷəy̓əm (Musqueam) peoples. The 4Rs 
of the Longhouse are as follows. 

Respect forms the foundation for other values. Respect begins with the self and ripples 
out to embrace family, community, nations, the natural world, and the creator. This teaching 
(UBC, 2019) is honored by:   

●​ Acknowledging the land and the Coast Salish and Musqueam peoples of the land  
●​ Maintaining a safe, healthy, inclusive environment free of alcohol and drugs, 

discrimination, and harassment  
●​ Caring for home and the surrounding environment 
●​ Being sensitive to the needs of other users  

 
Relationships speak to the connection to all creation and the Creator. The teaching of all 

my relations (UBC, 2019) is honoured by:  
●​ Valuing the gifts and teachings which come to us through our relations and with those of 

different ages, ancestry, colour, family, status, marital status, physical or mental 
disability, political belief, place of origin, race, religion, sex, sexual orientation, and 
unrelated criminal conviction 

●​ Interacting with discretion  
●​ Considering the needs of Elders and children in actions and activities  
●​ Welcoming visitors with honour and consideration  

 
Responsibility is when we understand what enhances wellbeing and what diminishes it, 

and we take responsibility for strengthening it. This teaching (UBC, 2019) is honoured by:  
●​ Modeling and sharing protocol with others 
●​ Caring for ourselves, others, the Longhouse, and the environment  
●​ Serving as witnesses in the unfolding life of the Longhouse 
●​ Using resources appropriately  

 
Reverence is the meeting of respect and the sacred. This teaching (UBC, 2019) is 

honoured by:  
●​ Serving others for the benefit of all our relations  
●​ Developing our own gifts and facilitating that development in others 
●​ Being grateful for our lives and the lives of all in our circle of relations  
●​ Being respectful of the spiritual realm and its place in learning 

 
From the 4Rs of the Longhouse, the 6Rs were conceptualized. They are meant to serve as 

a guide for non-Indigenous scholars to use when incorporating IK into OER. The 6Rs consider 
fair use for Indigenous worldviews but go beyond Western understandings of who is allowed to 
claim ownership of knowledge and ask practitioners to consider their relationships to Indigenous 
communities in various ways. The 6Rs legitimize and prioritize IK in a way that is often left out 
of other educational practices. In addition, these 6Rs allow for Indigenous peoples to remain 
sovereign over their own cultural practices, knowledges, and data, and with consultation can 
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allow for the adherence of community-specific knowledge sharing protocols and practices. The 
6Rs (Lar-Son, 2021) are as follows. 

1.​ Respect for Indigenous cultural identity, communities, and topics.  
2.​ Relationships that connect to the concept of all of our relations and building relations 

with communities.   
3.​ Responsibility to share only when we are allowed, and to publish in an ethical way while 

considering ownership, protocols, and community practices.  
4.​ Reverence, meaning respect for the sacred.  
5.​ Relevance to legitimize and incorporate IK into curriculum when it makes sense.   
6.​ Reciprocity, meaning giving back.  

 
The 6Rs of Indigenous OER are meant to be fluid and adaptable to community and 

context. They are also meant to be expanded on and challenged as more Indigenous peoples and 
scholars’ further advancements in Indigenous OE. In addition, they are meant to complement 
best practices around Indigenous OE. Currently, there are no nationwide specific best practices 
that support Indigenous OE, however, using an understanding from their own geographical 
context, and based on their own worldviews and relationships, McCracken and Hogan (2021) 
invited OER creators to “to take what works for [their] community and leave what doesn’t. 
Adapt, remix, and localize these recommendations based on the needs of the Indigenous partners 
and communities [they] work with” (p. 8). McCracken and Hogan (2021) developed five guiding 
principles for Indigenous OER to help non-Indigenous creators work ethically with IK in an 
open context and build relationships; this was reflected in the current state of IK online.  

1.​ Relationship building must come first. Relationships need to be developed long before a 
project comes to fruition or a grant opportunity becomes available. Tending to 
relationships should be an ongoing reconciliation priority and is the foundation upon 
which all other work should be built. 

2.​ Nothing by us without us. Any OER development that includes IK should be done in 
collaboration with Indigenous community members and Indigenous stakeholders. This 
collaboration should extend from project inception to completion and be based on 
relationship building and partnership. Credit for the knowledges shared should be 
included in the material. 

3.​ Integrate OCAP (Ownership, Control, Access, and Possession) Principles into OER 
development. OCAP is a set of standards for how First Nations information should be 
collected, protected, used, and shared. These principles articulate the inherent right of 
Indigenous peoples to manage their own information and should be integrated into any 
OER creation that includes IK. 

4.​ Not all IK wants to be open. Researchers and academics are not the ones who should 
decide which knowledge should be made open. Indigenous communities, knowledge 
holders, and Elders are the ones who should be making these decisions. Do not share 
information without consent and guidance. Remember to clearly inform these partners on 
how the information will appear. 

5.​ How information is shared matters. Creative Commons licensing and the 5Rs of OER do 
not always meet the needs of Indigenous communities. How information is shared and 
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how it can or cannot be reproduced needs to be understood within community contexts 
and made on a case-by-case basis. Creators of OER should explore traditional knowledge 
labels or other community driven means of sharing IK. 

Conclusion 
While there have been small advancements in better understanding how IK can be 

incorporated into OER, there is a clear need for the reassessment and development of OER to 
allow for IK to be treated with the respect and prominence that is deserved. When communities 
are not able to be consulted on the incorporation of their knowledges into OER, or those 
knowledges have been shared prior in a good way or with approval, then the OER creator must 
clearly acknowledge those communities as the owners of those Knowledges. Clear frameworks 
need to be created with the guidance of Indigenous communities, and appropriate honorariums 
should be given to community members for their time and knowledge sharing. When I created 
the 6Rs of Indigenous OER, I wanted to inspire others to rework them in a way that made sense 
for the communities and knowledge they are working alongside. As OER for non-Indigenous 
users are advanced, the same attention and funding should also be given to OER creation within 
Indigenous communities, which can advance the resurgence of Indigenous languages and 
cultural practices and continue intergenerational learning through the use of OER technologies.  
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