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Abstract

 
 Open pedagogy is growing in popularity as an instructional method to decentralize classroom power dynamics, engage students, and provide greater meaning to student work. To investigate the impact of open pedagogy on motivation, interviews were conducted with first-year college students at a four-year liberal arts college after completing a semester-long project based on this pedagogical approach. Student responses were assessed using self-determination theory as a theoretical framework, particularly in relation to the motivation regulatory styles displayed by research participants. Results indicate that students experienced various forms of extrinsic motivation during the project based on open pedagogy, with autonomous forms of regulation being more prevalent than controlled regulation. Interview data also suggest that agency plays a role in mediating the internalization of student motivation. Based on these findings, suggestions are provided to the design of assignments in general and open pedagogy specifically to enhance development of autonomous forms of motivation.
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Introduction

 
 During the first year of college, students face financial, social, and academic stress (Mudhovozi, 2012; Pillay & Ngcobo, 2010). These pressures can be particularly strong in underrepresented and traditionally at-risk populations such as minorities and first-generation students (Alessi et al., 2017; Jenkins et al., 2020; Lightweis, 2014; Pulliam & Gonzalez, 2018). Engaging and motivating students can helps address student skill gaps, provide positive psychological benefits, and potentially reduce attrition (Dewey, 2018; Hanover Research, 2014; Reynolds & Weigand, 2010; Reeve, 2006; Robbins et al., 2004; Roberts & Styron, 2010). Tragically, the gaps we have been trying to eliminate will likely widen due to COVID-19 (Hess, 2020; Polikoff et al., 2020).

 
 Open pedagogy engages students as cocreators of knowledge while making education more meaningful, participatory, and democratic (DeRosa & Robison, 2017; Hegarty, 2015; Wiley et al., 2017). A key element of open pedagogy is student creation of non-disposable/renewable assignments (NDAs). NDAs are those that provide value to others, are available to wider audiences, and may be licensed openly (Wiley & Hilton, 2018). Using NDAs may allow learners to attribute greater value to their efforts (Al Abri & Dabbagh, 2019; Allan et al., 2018; Farzan & Kraut, 2013; Hilton et al., 2019; Jhangiani, 2017; Sheu, 2020). Evidence suggests that this approach has the potential to positively impact student skill, achievement, and engagement (Hilton et al., 2019; Marsh, 2018; Sheu, 2020; Wiley et al., 2017).

 
 Although mounting research substantiates the impact of open pedagogy, existing studies are largely quantitative or theoretical. Relatively few have used a qualitative approach. While many aspects of open pedagogy would benefit from investigation, motivation has been described as an area where research is needed (Baran & AlZoubi, 2020).

 
 This article details interviews of students who participated in a project based on open pedagogy. The purpose of the study, conducted with first-year students, is to fill gaps in literature related to the types of motivation students experience with this approach. Although there are various models for motivation, this research uses self-determination theory, which allows for the examination of intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation and manifestations of extrinsic motivation based on the degree to which an individual internalizes regulatory behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Actions that were once externally motivated, common in education, may become internally regulated by fostering the basic psychological needs of competency, autonomy, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2008). In turn, intrinsic motivation impacts students’ academic and psychological health (Froiland et al., 2012; Reeve, 2012; Vansteenkiste et al., 2018).

 
 The theoretical frameworks guiding this study were open pedagogy and self-determination theory. Results provide us with insight into how various elements of open pedagogy motivate students, as well as ways educators may structure such activities to make them most beneficial. As various forms of extrinsic motivation have been associated with different student outcomes (Howard et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020), results also provide an opportunity to construct learning environments that enhance student academic performance, foster transfer and maintenance of skills, and promote student psychosocial well-being.


Reflexivity

 
  Reflexivity is the understanding that we are not neutral observers as researchers (Creswell, 2007). We wish to be transparent in our identities as it impacts our interconnectedness to participants, the methodological approach, and interpretation of results. We recognize we wield power as both researchers and practitioners and desire to shift power dynamics of traditional education. Doing so disrupts hegemonic approaches common in education and give voice to the marginalized.


Literature Review

 
Open Pedagogy and OER-Enabled Pedagogy

 
 Open pedagogy is an evolving concept with the goal of making education more meaningful, participatory, and engaging (Cronin & MacLaren, 2018; DeRosa & Robison, 2017; Hegarty, 2015; Lane, 2009; Wiley et al., 2017). Distributed learning, participatory technology, and collaborative approaches are central to open pedagogy (Hegarty, 2015; Inamorato dos Santos et al., 2016). This approach aligns with critical pedagogy and social justice in education (Bali et al., 2020; DeRosa & Robison, 2017).

 
 Although frequently discussed, open pedagogy has proven difficult to define. The variety of conceptualizations makes communication between practitioners or researchers difficult. Wiley and Hilton (2018) propose the term  OER-enabled pedagogy to specifically refer to practices that are only possible within the 5R permissions of OER: retain, revise, remix, reuse, and redistribute (Wiley, n.d.). A project fitting this description must meet the following characteristics:


	 Students create new learning objects.

	 The work has value beyond the creator.

	 Students are invited to share work publicly.

	 Students may use open licensing in distributing works. (Wiley & Hilton, 2018)




 Open pedagogy may foster critical thinking skills, self-direction, and overall enjoyment of education (Dermody, 2019; Hegarty, 2015; Hilton et al., 2019; Tillinghast, 2020; Wiley et al., 2017).

 
Non-Disposable Assignments

 
 NDAs are central to open pedagogy. As student work extends beyond the student-teacher relationship and potentially benefits others, NDAs are hypothesized to increase student engagement and motivation (Al Abri & Dabbagh, 2019; Allan et al., 2018; Farzan & Kraut, 2013; Hilton et al., 2019; Jhangiani, 2017; Seraphin et al., 2019; Sheu, 2020; Stommel, 2015; Wiley, 2013). Students acting as content creators has the added benefit of fostering learner agency and shifting the course structure to a more student-empowered, student-centered experience (DeRosa & Robison, 2017).

 
 There is evidence that NDAs positively impact students (Hilton et al., 2019; Marsh, 2018; Sheu, 2020; Wiley et al., 2017). Hilton et al. (2019) indicate that learners report mastery of academic content, skills in collaborative learning, critical thinking and problem solving, effective communication, and learning how to learn as benefits of Open Pedagogy. Sheu (2020) reported that when given a choice, the majority of students elected to complete an NDA over a disposable alternative.

 
Motivation and Self-Determination Theory

 
  Motivation can be defined as an internal factor that elicits focused behavior toward a goal (Woolfolk, 2019). Common elements in motivational theories include the importance of competency, self-determination, and perceived meaning (Seifert, 2004). Generalizations may also be made as to effective instructional design, namely, the importance of building the following: (a) self-efficacy and competence, (b) control, (c) intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, (d) value, and (e) goals (Pintrich, 2003).

 
 Self-determination theory (SDT) posits that three fundamental human needs drive motivation: competence, relatedness, and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT focuses not only on the amount and type of motivation one experiences but also how environment impacts motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2008). It differentiates between autonomous and controlled motivation. Autonomous motivation may be either intrinsic or extrinsic and relates to behavior that is driven by an internalization of the value of the activity (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Controlled motivation results from situations in which one is prompted by external pressures (Deci & Ryan, 2008).

 
 SDT states that different regulatory processes exist with motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Plant & Ryan, 1985; Ryan, 1982; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Extrinsic motivation includes four processes, differentiated by the level of integration of the behavior with internal values (see Table 1). Intrinsic motivation consists of a single regulatory style, characterized by an internal locus of control, participation in a behavior being volitional and for personal enjoyment/fulfillment, and complete integration of the behavior with the concept of self (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vansteenkiste et al., 2018).

 
  Table 1 

 
  Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation Regulatory Processes 

   	Motivation
 	Regulatory process
 	Description
 

  	Extrinsic 
 	External regulation
 	Obtain a tangible reward or avoid punishment.
 

  	Introjected regulation
 	Consequences driving behavior are derived from the person themselves, such as increasing self-worth or avoiding shame. 
 

  	Identified regulation
 	Individuals see the personal value of a behavior. 
 

  	Integrated regulation
 	The value of a behavior has been integrated with existing values and identity. Behaviors are done to attain some external outcome rather than for enjoyment itself. 
 

  	Intrinsic 
 	Intrinsic regulation
 	Behaviors are engaged in voluntarily due to inherent enjoyment as opposed to obtaining some external outcome.
 

 



 Adapted from “Fostering personal meaning and self-relevance: A self-determination theory perspective on internalization” by M. Vansteenkiste et al., 2018,  Journal of Experimental Education, 86. Copyright 2018 by Taylor & Francis. 

 
Open Pedagogy and SDT in the Present Study

 
 In designing this project, care was taken to align student experience with literature on open pedagogy. Hegarty (2015) outlines eight attributes of open pedagogy, which we employed in relation to student experience:


	 Participatory technology: collaboration using the learning management system (LMS) and other tools for student communication;

	 People, openness, and trust: student agency, group work, and autonomy-supporting teaching;

	 Innovation and creativity: student research and freedom to create an artifact of their choosing;

	 Sharing ideas and resources: class discussions, student-led research;

	 Connected community: student connections made in and out of the classroom;

	 Learner generated: student-generated content and ideas throughout the project;

	 Reflective practice: weekly student reflective exercises; and

	 Peer review: draft review with rubric in the LMS.




 Efforts were made to be open, transparent, collaborative, and social (Couros & Hildebrandt, 2016) as well as learner driven, permitting students to help create the body of knowledge in which they were partaking (DeRosa & Jhangiani, n.d.). The project fits the definition of OER-enabled pedagogy (Wiley & Hilton, 2018), while the final artifact is a non-disposable assignment (Seraphin et al., 2019; Wiley & Hilton, 2018). agencyFor clarity purposes, the project will be henceforth described as  OER-enabled pedagogy.


Methods

 
Research Context

 
 This study was conducted at a liberal arts institution in the United States. All students attending this institution are required to take a first-year studies course. The course has been through iterations using various pedagogical approaches. It has also used a variety of readers, including faculty-designed course packs and traditional textbooks. Seeking to empower and motivate students, as well provide them with fundamental academic skills, the class was restructured around OER-enabled pedagogy. In this way, students could build academic skills, view work as having greater value than a grade, and create resources to replace paid text material in future classes.

 
 The first-year studies course is traditionally taught face-to-face. Extensive use of the LMS, Canvas, allows students to collaborate outside of class and provides structure to the flow of the course. Considering that the institution has a large number of commuter students, flexible delivery options within the LMS was critical at all stages of the project. During class, students selected a topic they would have liked to have known more about when beginning college. Individually or in small groups, they developed an artifact of their choosing (e.g., video, infographic) to be included in an e-book. During the semester, students developed a research plan, submitted a proposal, gathered information about their topic, and conducted peer reviews. Those teaching the class’s 18 sections were asked to maintain the structure of the common assignment including all assignment stages. The project then was intended to provide students autonomy, relatedness, and an opportunity to build competency.

 
 To ensure ethical standards were upheld, the study was approved by the institution’s institutional review board. This included maintaining student confidentiality in all stages of the research.

 
Data Collection

 
 Interviews and Coding Framework 

 
 Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 16 students—7 male and 9 female. Seven students were identified because they responded to an invitation to all students to take part in research. To increase the sample size, students were randomly selected from course rosters and contacted for interviews. Nine additional participants were thus recruited. The average age of participants was 18.7 years. All students were offered a $10 gift card for participation. Following 16 interviews, data collection ceased due to lack of new themes emerging. Verbatim transcripts were created from audio recordings and analyzed using the qualitative program Dedoose.

 
 Researchers reviewed transcripts collaboratively taking an inductive and line-by-line approach (Charmaz, 2012; Skjott Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). Open coding was followed by axial coding to develop categories/themes (Khandkar, n.d.). Following the description of motivation found in SDT, codes were categorized by the type of regulatory process they represented (see Table 2).

  Table 2 

 
 P rimary and Secondary Codes Used in Transcript Evaluation 

   	Extrinsic motivation processes
 	Code categories
 

  	External regulation
 	Tangible rewarda; avoid a threat of punishmenta
 

  	Introjected regulation
 	Approach; avoidanceb
 

  	Identified regulation
 	Pragmatic skill acquisition; aid in skill development of others; career advancement; choice and personal interest motivate me
 

  	Integrated regulation
 	Helping others aligns with my personal values; we should strive to improve ourselves; I value individualism and agency; lifelong learning; being truthful is central to who I am
 

 


 a Ryan and Deci (2000); Deci and Ryan (2000). b Assor et al. (2009).


Results

 
 During interviews, it was discovered that instructors in one section, teaching approximately a quarter of the first-year cohort, changed the project. While the other students’ assignment was designed to maximize agency, these instructors assigned students a topic related to a future career and dictated how the final artifact was structured. In our research, 12 students were part of the high-agency group while four were in the cohort with limited agency. Although both projects met the definition of OER-enabled pedagogy, data are desegregated based on the amount of agency awarded to students.

 
 Table 3 displays a summary of the regulatory processes identified. No student response was coded to intrinsic motivation; however, all participants displayed a variety of forms of extrinsic motivation, and all indicated a response indicative of either identified or integrated regulation at least once. Thus, all students could be classified as at least partially autonomously regulated (Vansteenkiste et al., 2018).

  Table 3 

 
  Number of Participants Demonstrating External Regulatory Processes 

   	 
 	n
 	External regulation
 	Introjected regulation
 	Identified regulation
 	Integrated regulation
 

  	High agency
 	12
 	4 (33%)
 	11 (91.6%)
 	11 (91.6%)
 	5 (41.6%)
 

  	Limited agency
 	4
 	4 (100%)
 	3 (75%)
 	4 (100%)
 	1 (25%)
 

  	Total
 	16
 	8 (50%)
 	14 (87.5%)
 	15 (93.8%)
 	6 (37.5%)
 

 



 Of all the respondents, 50% had a statement coded to external regulation, which was further subdivided into responses indicating pursuit of a reward or punishment avoidance (Ryan & Deci, 2020). The most common external regulation subtype was motivation to gain a reward, although two students indicated motivation based on it being a requirement, and one, completing schoolwork to get a high-paying job (see Table 4).

 
  Table 4 

 
  Prevalence of External Regulation in Participants 

   	External regulation code
 	High agency (n = 12)
 	Limited agency (n = 4)
 	Total (n = 16)
 

  	 n (%)
 

  	Tangible reward
 	Grade—2 (16.7) 
 	Grade—4 (100)a
Future earnings—1 (25)a
 	6 (37.5)
 

  	Avoid a threat of punishment
 	Required—2 (16.7)
 	0 (0)
 	2 (12.5)
 

  	Total
 	8 (50)
 

 



 a One student indicated both grade and future earnings.

 
 Introjected regulation was desegregated into an avoidance and approach subtype. In avoidance introjection, an individual attempts to avoid a negative outcome, such as shame or guilt. An individual in another approach subtype is motivated by an attempt to feel pride or increase one’s view of self-worth (Assor et al., 2009). Students were evenly split, with half reporting an avoidance or approach mentality (see Table 5). Most students in this study (87.5%) showed evidence of being motivated through introjected regulation, with the majority either mentioning an avoidance or approach subtype, although a few individuals displayed both.

 
  Table 5 

 
  Prevalence of Introjected Regulation in Participants 

   	Introjected regulation subtype 
 	High agency (n = 12)
 	Limited agency (n = 4)
 	Total (n = 16)
 

  	 n (%)
 

  	Approach
 	7 (58.3)
 	2 (50)
 	9 (56.3)a
 

  	Avoidance
 	7 (58.3)
 	2 (50)
 	9 (56.3)a
 

 


 a Respondents were able to indicate both approach and avoidance. 

 
 The most common extrinsic motivation regulator was identified regulation. Student responses related to four themes: pragmatic skill acquisition, aiding in the acquisition of skills by others, career advancement, and a general feeling that choice and personal interest are motivating. Results are displayed in Table 6. Most students (87.5%) felt motivated to gain skills they saw as being useful. A majority of participants (56.3%) indicated motivation to help others gain knowledge, while nearly a third were motivated by the ability to choose assignments they found interesting. Only a quarter of those interviewed mentioned the project as building skills related to a future career.

 
  Table 6 

 
  Prevalence of Identified Regulation in Participants 

   	 Identified regulation themes
 	High agency (n = 12)
 	Limited agency (n = 4)
 	Total (n = 16)
 

  	 n (%)
 

  	Pragmatic skill acquisition
 	10 (83.3)
 	4 (100)
 	14 (87.5)
 

  	Aid in others’ skill acquisition 
 	8 (66.7)
 	1 (25)
 	9 (56.3)
 

  	Career advancement
 	2 (16.7)
 	2 (50)
 	4 (25)
 

  	Choice and personal interest motivate me
 	4 (33.3)
 	1 (25)
 	5 (31.3)
 

 


 Relatively few students indicated integrated regulation. This is reasonable considering that reaching this level takes “considerable awareness, self-understanding, and maturity” (Vansteenkiste et al., 2018, p. 32). In integrated regulation, an individual performs a behavior not only because of its perceived value but due to its alignment with more deeply held values. As indicated in Table 7, the following values were evident in student responses: (a) helping others aligns with personal values, (b) we should strive to improve ourselves, (c) there is inherent value in individualism and agency, (d) we should be lifelong learners, and (e) truthfulness is central to the concept of self.

 
  Table 7 

 
  Prevalence of Integrated Regulation in Participants 

   	 Integrated regulation themes
 	High agency (n = 12)
 	 Limited agency (n = 4)
 	 Total (n = 16)
 

  	 n (%)
 

  	 Helping others aligns with my personal values
 	3 (25)
 	 0 (0)
 	 3 (18.8)
 

  	 We should strive to improve ourselves
 	2 (16.7)
 	 1 (25)
 	 3 (18.8)
 

  	 I value individualism and agency
 	1 (8.3)
 	 0 (0)
 	 1 (6.3)
 

  	 We should be lifelong learners
 	0 (0)
 	 1 (25)
 	 1 (6.3)
 

  	 Being truthful is central to who I am
 	1 (8.3)
 	 0 (0)
 	 1 (6.3)
 

 



Discussion

 
Implications of Student SDT Characteristics

 
 External Regulation 

 
 This project was intended to provide various motivational elements, particularly identified and integrated regulation, as these result in more autonomously regulated learning and the most positive outcomes (Vallerand et al., 2008). The assignment, however, was graded, meaning external regulation existed. Vansteenkiste et al. (2018) state that students need not progress through SDT elements like stages. Thus, external regulation is not necessary as a first step to intrinsic motivation. They also state that no evidence suggests external pressure will lead to higher levels of integration.

 
 While this study was not designed to assess this dynamic, evidence here suggests that students’ view of the project changed over time from controlled to more autonomous motivation. For example, when asked about his view at the start of class, Student 11 indicated, “I thought that it was, you know, going to be a lot of work, but something I had to get done.” Later during the same interview, the student stated, “We can change somebody’s life or change their ... concept on the whole thing.” Similarly, Student 9 indicated, “At first, I kind of thought it was like busy work ... I was like, this is just, they are trying to find something else to give us a grade on.” But later in the interview, the same student said, “Uhm, yea just most that at first, and then I started doing it and it was kind of like, well it kind of makes you want to think about what you want to do a little bit more.” When reflecting back on the project, both of these students initially indicated external regulation but by the end of class demonstrated higher levels of integration. This does not mean all extrinsically motivated behavior will be internalized, generally or with OER-enabled pedagogy. However, we did see evidence that some students were initially externally regulated but later displayed autonomous regulation.

 
 Introjected Regulation 

 
 A central component of OER-enabled pedagogy is the creation of an NDA. This element had a significant impact on students, manifesting as introjected regulation. Students were split between those who saw this negatively (avoidance) and more positively (approach). In relation to a project being visible publicly, Student 1 stated,

 
Knowing that people are going to see it from all over the place, it makes you want to make it look nicer, have more accurate information stuff, you don’t want to mess something up that potentially globally is going to be viewed ... It makes a difference when you know that someone is going to grade it and give it back to you, like it doesn’t really matter that much, but if everyone is going to see it, definitely makes you want to put ... more work in to it.

 
 On the other hand, Student 12 viewed publicity as a positive motivator:

 
The most interesting part of the project was the whole development of like, how are you going to put this out there? ’Cause at first, it’s like OK, you make a project, throw it out there, done. But then it was like, so this is you, like, like you are labeling yourself with this project. This is a piece of you at UPIKE. This is your first step of showing people what you can do.

 
 Although one of these students felt pressured out of concern for being embarrassed while the other saw the opportunity to establish themselves, neither of these responses indicate a greater likelihood of regulatory transfer and maintenance. While introjected avoidance motivation has a more negative impact than introjected approach motivation, both are less positively correlated with student engagement, well-being, and mastery or goal attainment than integrated regulation (Assor et al., 2009).

 
 Some degree of introjection is inherent in OER-enabled pedagogy in NDA creation. However, to facilitate a more autonomous regulatory pattern, neither external nor introjected regulation should constitute a student’s dominant motivational process. This is particularly important as transfer and maintenance decrease when pressures associated with controlled regulation are removed (Deci & Ryan, 1985), which occurs when students complete an assignment or class.

 
 Identified Regulation 

 
 While controlled motivation (external and introjected regulation) were evident, autonomous forms of motivation (identified and integrated regulation) appeared more dominant. All but one participant had a statement coded to identified regulation, and six students demonstrated integrated regulation. Regarding identified regulation, students viewed the project as helping build skills they saw as valuable. Student 4 stated,

 
It actually helped a pretty good amount because, uh coming to college, I didn’t really know how to study ... so I got a pretty good like, uh, group of information about how to study for certain classes because I went and asked all my teachers, and they tell me how to study for their class, and I asked some students who got good grades, and I talked to them and they told me how they studied, and it actually helped me quite a bit.

 
 Other students saw the project as a way to help colleagues build skills. Thus, even if one does not find an activity enjoyable, it may be viewed as a worthy endeavor (Vansteenkiste et al., 2018). Considering that identified regulation has been correlated with positive student outcomes (Burton et al., 2006; Howard et al., 2020; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992; Vallerand et al., 2008), the number of students indicating this is promising.

 
 Integrated and Intrinsic Regulation 

 
 Relatively few individuals clearly connected the project to deeply held personal beliefs (integrated regulation). When present, the most evident value expressed was that we should help others and that we should continually improve ourselves. Other students had general views about the value of agency and freedom, as Student 12 did:

 
Normally when you get a project for science or something, somebody tells you what to do. It’s like, I’m doing this for them, but seeing that I had the option to pick the topic that I wanted to do, it made me have, like, free will.

 
 The small number of participants displaying integrated regulation is not surprising. Integrated regulation requires a significant amount of self-awareness, self-understanding, and maturity and may be more easily achieved by older individuals (Sheldon & Kasser, 2001; Vansteenkiste et al., 2018). Here, 6 of 16 first-semester students had responses suggesting motivation rooted in deeper personal values.

 
 No individuals had responses coded to intrinsic motivation, defined as behaviors that are engaged in because of a person’s inherent interest and enjoyment of the activity (Ryan & Deci, 2020). While the students displaying integrated regulation demonstrated maturity, there was no indication that if external pressures were removed they would complete the project.

 
 Agency’s Impact on Motivational Characteristics 

 
 While generalizations on the role of agency cannot be drawn from this study alone, it, along with previous research, has implications for open educators. Autonomy is a basic psychological need in SDT that must be encouraged to foster development of intrinsic motivation. Instructors may support student autonomy by giving them choice in activities (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). Students report benefits of autonomy-supporting teachers over controlling instructors, including academics, motivation, engagement, and perseverance (Reeve, 2006).

 
 All the individuals in the limited-agency group, but only 2 of 12 in the high-agency classes, mentioned motivation based on earning a grade. This dynamic existed even though the project constituted a larger part of the final grade for the high-agency cohort. One explanation is that when permitted, students chose a topic that fit their interests. When learners see the meaning, relevance, and value of an assignment, they are more likely to exhibit identified or integrated regulation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2018). This may be easier when students have agency. In relation to introjected regulation, it is not surprising that results for the groups were identical. A major source of introjected regulation in OER-enabled pedagogy is in creating an NDA. This dynamic existed regardless of the level of student agency.

 
 It is encouraging that all but one of the research participants had a response coded to identified regulation. Although more research is warranted to determine if these findings persist, the largest difference between high- and limited-agency classrooms was the number of students who mentioned their project being useful to others (see Table 6). This is interesting as both groups completed projects with the understanding that it would be available to future students. If confirmed, the findings would align with past research suggesting that autonomy support better facilitates self-regulation and engagement in prosocial behaviors (Gagne, 2003). Greater choice in selecting assignment topics may help students see the value of their work in helping others.

 
 Finally, a greater proportion of individuals in the high-agency group displayed integrated regulation. Integration relates to bringing a behavior into congruence with deeply held values. It is plausible that having agency allows someone to select a topic that aligns with their existing values. Those in the limited-agency group were assigned a project aimed at connecting behaviors to career goals. Coherence between career aspirations, interests, and values is believed to enhance integrated regulation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2018). Here, aligning the project to career aspirations did not increase integration over those free to select a topic. This may indicate an interplay between autonomy and competence. Provided with agency, a student may select a topic in which they feel more competent. A first-year student discussing a future career may feel less competent in achieving a lofty goal, however.

 
 Although comparisons based on student agency here are exploratory, results point to a few important considerations. Primary among these is that while OER-enabled and open pedagogy are student-centered approaches, not all activities are equally effective in fostering motivation. The potential for growth in autonomy, competency, and relatedness may differ significantly. If educators wish students to move toward intrinsically motivated behaviors, care must be taken in how activities are designed.


Practical Application

 
 OER-enabled pedagogy may invoke external and introjected regulation. However, when students are encouraged to consider value to self  and to others, an increase in autonomous regulation may occur. Seraphin et al. (2019) note that the use of NDAs provides an opportunity for innovation, which may help students to see greater value to themselves and others.

 
 As mentioned, not all OER-enabled pedagogy is motivationally equal. One example of common NDAs is student-generated test banks, where students write questions to be used in tests within the semester and in future courses. While this activity likely holds higher value than a disposable assignment, if the dominant source of student motivation is the possibility of scoring higher on a later exam, this activity may not facilitate the growth of autonomous motivation.

 
 A second example is the high-agency and limited-agency forms of open pedagogy assessed here. We found differences in how students perceived motivation when they had a high degree of freedom. Similarly, Sheu (2020) highlights how students felt autonomy was desirable when they were allowed to choose between writing test questions (NDA) or a paper (disposable assignment). It seems likely that in both instances, had greater autonomy been given to students, this freedom would have increased the potential for identified and integrated regulation to develop. Faculty engaging in OER-enabled pedagogy should involve students  directly in the assignment process from conception to completion (Sheu, 2020). A more revolutionary approach may be to transition to ungrading, making the grade itself secondary to learning (Stommel, 2014).

 
 Finally, we should be cautious how we use concepts such as value and motivation and realize that not all forms of motivation are equally beneficial. While no form of motivation may be bad, past research indicates that identified regulation is most effective in enhancing student performance and perceived knowledge transferability (Burton et al., 2006; Howard et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020), while more intrinsic forms are better for student psychosocial well-being (Burton et al., 2006; Howard et al., 2020). In addition, as evidenced in this research, students may experience different forms of motivational regulation simultaneously. Taking the test question NDA example, students who engage in this activity may find the assignment valuable. However, while perceived value may increase the likelihood of assignment completion, this may not foster more beneficial forms of motivation. Even students who report being motivated may not refer to forms that transcend an individual class.

 
Limitations

 
 This research has several limitations. The study was conducted with students at one institution. It is unknown if results are transferable to other institutions and student groups. As stated previously, open pedagogy may be implemented differently. Results from assignments constructed another way may yield different results. Finally, while we believe interviews are an effective way to determine student motivation, data in this study are self-reported perceptions.


Conclusion

 
 Student interviews suggest that OER-enabled pedagogy holds promise to engage students and foster autonomously regulated motivation. Decades of research outline academic, social, and psychological benefits of being autonomously regulated as well as how this impacts transfer and maintenance. Our results indicate that even in the presence of external regulation, students experience greater levels of identified and integrated regulation when participating in OER-enabled pedagogy. Moreover, students initially motivated by grades may begin to see greater value to their effort. These are promising findings as recent research suggests that during the first year of college, autonomous regulation may decrease and controlled regulation increase (Henderlong Corpus et al., 2020). OER-enabled pedagogy may be a method for counteracting this trend.

 
 To be most effective, OER-enabled pedagogy must be structured in a way that allows autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Assignments may align to this philosophy but emphasize controlled regulators. Additionally, while OER-enabled pedagogy holds the potential to disrupt hegemony, it may do so most effectively when aligned with the principles espoused by SDT. Finally, specifically addressing how OER-enabled pedagogy and SDT can be used to enhance student motivation in distributed learning environments may further the field’s understanding of how delivery modality impacts student success.

 
 Future research should examine the relationship between student motivation and the use of OER-enabled pedagogy, particularly as it relates to those of diverse backgrounds and the agency given to students. Research should also address the various ways this pedagogical approach is applied and how these strategies impact development of autonomously regulated behavior.
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