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ABSTRACT

Students in private, nonprofit (independent) higher education institutions, particularly
those who are economically disadvantaged, often struggle with the costs of course
materials like textbooks. However, much less is known about these students and how
to assist them with these cost barriers compared to their peers at public institutions.
It is also not well known how students perceive institutional course marking in which
filters are available to identify courses based on the cost of their materials during
registration. To address this lack of knowledge, students at four independent, private
colleges (N = 316) were surveyed about their experiences with the cost of course
materials and initiatives at their institutions. Based on one-way ANOVAs, students
indicated the cost of course materials was moderately important and somewhat
stressful with students who are economically disadvantaged indicating higher levels of
importance and stress than their peers. Nearly all (93.7%) reported searching for cost
saving options for course materials. The majority of students (71.9%) were unaware of
course marking options for finding no/low cost materials courses. These findings may
be used to inform advocacy for private, independent college students and to develop
policy for course marking.
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INTRODUCTION

The challenges of the cost of course materials in college, such as textbooks, have been well
documented for students in public institutions, but less is known about students at private,
nonprofit (independent) institutions (Bay View Analytics, 2024; Florida Virtual Campus, 2022;
VIVA, 2021). This is unfortunate because like their counterpart peers at public institutions, many
private college students also have financial challenges that may interfere with their education
goals (Cuy Castellanos & Holcomb, 2020). Indeed, nearly 30% of students who receive funding
from the United States government due to economic disadvantages attend private institutions
(Hanson, 2024). One method to reduce the financial burden of a postsecondary education
is to offer courses with free and/or low cost learning materials. Often, these materials are
open educational resources (OER), which are generally available without access fees due to
their licensing (Green, 2017). To assist students in identifying courses with no or low cost for
materials, many institutions (generally public) have started course marking initiatives in which
students can use filters to search for no/low cost materials in the course schedule (Ainsworth
et al.,, 2020a). However, despite the use of course marking in many institutions, there is limited
research evidence published about how students use these systems (see McNulty et al., 2023
for an exception). The purpose of this study is to examine private, independent college students’
experiences with the cost of course materials. In addition, student use of a course marking
initiative at private colleges will be examined.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Private college students may be stereotyped as from affluent families, but many struggle
with financial stressors (Cuy Castellanos & Holcomb, 2020). For example, 18.8% of students at
private, nonprofit colleges report food insecurity (McKibben et al., 2023). Most private college
students (83.5%) in the United States receive some form of federal financial aid, and the Council
of Independent Colleges reports that independent colleges and universities offer students seven
times what they receive in Pell Grants (Cameron et al., 2023; Council of Independent Colleges,
2022). However, 75% of private college students have reported that they still do not have
sufficient financial aid to cover the cost of course materials (Appedu et al., 2021). Related to this,
67% of private college students have not purchased a required textbook because of the cost
(VIVA, 2021). Students often forgo purchasing course materials even if they aware of academic
consequences, such as lower grades, because they simply cannot afford the materials (Martin
et al,, 2017; Wittkower & Lo, 2020). Nearly all private college students reported engaging in
cost saving techniques such as looking for less expensive versions online, using campus library
resources, or sharing with classmates (Appedu et al., 2021; Murphy & Rose, 2018; VIVA, 2021).

One method to address the cost of course materials in college is through the adoption of open
educational resources or other no or low-cost materials. Open educational resources (OER)
are teaching and learning resources that have flexible licensing that allows them to be free to
access and edit, retain, and share (Hewlett Foundation, 2024). No cost (also called zero cost)
materials include resources students are able to access without additional cost through their
campus libraries, government materials, and other resources that typically have restrictive
licenses. Low cost materials vary in definition by institution but typically indicate that the
course materials are not free, but are below a certain cost, such as 50 US dollars (Ainsworth
et al., 2020b). Most research evidence has focused on OER specifically with student grades in
OER courses being similar to grades in courses with expensive commercial materials (Clinton &
Khan, 2019; Hilton, 2020; Tlili et al., 2023). Moreover, students who have OER courses appear to
enroll in more credits per term, higher course completion rates, and subsequently have faster
progress towards degree completion than their peers without OER courses (Cho & Permzadian,
2024; Clinton-Lisell, 2023; Griffiths et al.,, 2022). This may be because students are able to
reallocate money towards additional courses that would have been spent on course materials
(Ikahihifo et al., 2017). Indeed, 36% of private college students reported taking fewer courses
because of the cost of course materials (VIVA, 2021).

PELL GRANT RECIPIENTS

The cost of course materials has been understandably shown to impact students who are
economically disadvantaged differently than their more affluent peers. In the United States,
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Pell grant recipient status is considered a useful proxy for socioeconomic status in research
on postsecondary students (e.g., Mead et al.,, 2020; Rosinger et al., 2020; Warshaw et al.,
2021). Pell grants are funding provided to students that do not need to be repaid and are
only awarded to undergraduate college students who have substantial financial need (US
Department of Education, 2022). Pell grant recipients tend to enroll in private institutions at
rates similar to their peers who are not Pell eligible (Carruthers & Welch, 2019). However, their
experiences in these institutions are not the same. Only 56.4% of Pell grant recipients at private
institutions graduate in six years compared to 64% of non-Pell grant recipients (Wright-Kim
et al., 2022). Specific to course materials, more Pell grant recipients (33%) at a private college
reported not purchasing all required materials that term because of the cost compared to their
non-Pell grant recipient peers (25%; Appedu et al., 2021). Not surprising given the differences
in purchasing materials, the same study also found 27% of Pell grant recipients that they
struggled academically because they could not afford course materials compared to 15% of
their non-Pell grant recipient peers (Appedu et al., 2021). Likely due to differences in economic
backgrounds, students who received Pell grants expressed a stronger desire to have OER rather
than commercial textbooks compared to their peers who do not receive Pell grants (Read et
al., 2020). Given the financial barriers to required expensive course materials, it is not surprising
that Pell grant recipients at a selective public university had better grades in courses with OER
than in courses with expensive course materials (Colvard et al., 2018).

COURSE MARKING

It can be challenging for students to know the cost of course materials when they register for
courses (Freed et al., 2018). To alleviate this challenge, some institutions have begun a practice
of indicating courses in the student information system (e.g. Banner) that are no-cost or low-
cost (Ainsworth et al., 2020a) by assigning specific, searchable attributes known as course
marking. This is done in a similar manner to course marking to indicate courses that fulfill
requirements. Institutions with such practice include individual community colleges, individual
public universities, public systems of postsecondary institutions such as the Connecticut State
Colleges & Universities, City University of New York system and University System of Georgia,
and private institutions such as Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University (Affordable Learning
Georgia, n.d.; City University of New York, 2024; Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, 2024;
Piedmont Virginia Community College, n.d.; Portland State University, 2021; see Ainsworth
et al., 2020b for case studies). Notably, several state governments have enacted legislation
or policies mandating the practice of marking courses with no and/or low cost materials
(Ainsworth et al., 2020c; Chae et al., 2019). One study on course marking across multiple public
community colleges and universities in Oregon found that enrollment was somewhat higher
in courses marked as no or low cost compared to courses that did not have such a designation
(McNulty et al., 2023). This study also noted that the percentage of Pell-grant eligible students
was greater in courses designated as no or low cost compared to other courses (McNulty et
al., 2023). However, despite the number of institutions that provide course marking, including
entire states with course marking mandates, there are only a few reports of student use of
course marking (Freed et al., 2018; McNulty et al., 2023). Ultimately, course marking as a
process has the potential to amplify redistributive justice (Rawls, 1971; Lambert, 2018) and
student agency (Dewey,1922; Vygotsky, 1978; Bandura, 1986, 2001) by creating transparent
systems that allow students to easily identify at the point of registration which course sections
utilize OER or other no or low cost learning materials.

Following advice by Ainsworth and colleagues (2020b) a student survey was used to provide
descriptive information about student use of course marking. Such surveys are useful for
understanding student use of course marking and, importantly, why students may not use
course marking. For example, a student survey found that students did not understand the
term OER and subsequently did not use the filter marking courses as OER (Freed et al., 2018).
Another survey found that students mistakenly thought OER indicated an online course and
purposefully avoided courses marked as OER even if they were offered face to face (Dario-
Becker, 2020). Student surveys have also found that students were unaware of the course
marking filter available at their institution (McKinney & Fiddler, 2020).
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Our inquiry into course materials cost and course marking based on cost at private,
independent institutions is grounded in the SCOPE framework (Clinton-Lisell et al., 2023). The
SCOPE framework may be used to organize the concepts of Social justice, Cost, Outcomes,
Perceptions, and Engagement in open education research. The current study incorporates the
components of social justice, cost, and engagement. In terms of social justice, the current
study is particularly focused on redistributive justice, that is, improving access to resources
particularly for those who have historically encountered barriers to these resources (Rawls,
1971; Lambert, 2018). For cost, the financial cost of materials is considered, but cost in a
broader sense is also examined. Namely, the cost of time to find methods of saving money
(Katz, 2019) and the stress due to expensive materials (emotional cost). Finally, engagement
with the course marking based on materials cost will be examined in terms of students’ use of
the filter when registering for courses.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

What were the overall experiences with cost of materials for students at small private colleges
and how did these experiences vary between Pell-eligible and non-Pell eligible students?

How was course marking used and how did use of course marking vary between Pell-eligible
and non-Pell eligible students?

METHODS
CONTEXT

This research was a quantitative survey design (Creswell, 2004 ). This research was commissioned
by the New England Board of Higher Education (NEBHE), a non-profit, regional education
compact that works across the six New England states to help leaders to, among other goals,
promote regional cooperation and programs that encourage the efficient use and sharing
of educational resources; and promote equitable access to free, high-quality postsecondary
learning materials. Faculty and administrators on NEBHE’s regional advisory committee have
stated a need for students to be able to identify courses that utilize OER and other learning
materials that have no associated direct costs (e.g., copyrighted but freely accessible materials
like library resources or other content on the web).

NEHBE received a grant from the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation to fund the
implementation of no-cost course marking at four independent institutions in the Northeast.
Private, independent college were selected because these institutions, which comprise 61%
of all New England’s institutions of higher education, are being left behind in many major
open education initiatives, even though many serve students with significant financial need
(Cameron et al., 2023). Through a re-grant program, NEBHE provided grants of $20,000 each
to four independent postsecondary institutions to fund course marking. Institutions were
asked to voluntarily disseminate an IRB-approved survey to the student body. IRB approval
was obtained at both authors’ institutions (University of North Dakota and Roger Williams
University) and permission to distribute the surveys at each participating institution was also
obtained by each IRB.

PARTICPANTS

College students (N = 316) at the four participating institutions participated in the survey. They
received a $20 gift card as an incentive. In terms of gender identity, 2 indicated they were
gender fluid, 61 indicated they were men or cisgender men, 3 indicated they were nonbinary,
2 indicated they were transgender men, 194 indicated they were women or cisgender women,
and the remaining participants preferred not to answer. Regarding racial and ethnic identity,
9 indicated they were Asian, 19 indicated they were Black/African American, 3 indicated they
were Native American, 8 indicated they were Hispanic/Latino/Latina/Latinx, 210 indicated they
were white, 4 indicated more than one racial/ethnic identity, and the remaining participants
preferred not to answer. Regarding financial aid, 97 indicated they received Pell grants and
219 indicated they did not receive Pell grants. Data are publicly available on Open Science
Framework (Clinton-Lisell, 2024).
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DATA COLLECTIONS TOOLS

The survey instrument had 34 items. It began by asking students to rate the importance of a
variety of factors when considering which courses to register on a Likert scale of 1-5 with one
being not at all important and 5 being extremely important. Participants were then asked if
they searched for options to save money on courses. If they indicated yes, then they indicated
the number of minutes on such activities. Students were also asked how much they spent on
course materials in a given semester about their perceptions of the cost of course materials.
If they indicated they had ever had a course with no or low cost materials, then they were
then prompted to answer three items about the quality of the materials in these courses on a
Likert scale of 1-5 with higher scores indicating higher quality. The survey instrument is publicly
available on Open Science Framework (Clinton-Lisell, 2024).

For the course marking section of the survey, students were shown a screenshot of how course
marking appears in their specific institution’s registration system. They were then asked about
their awareness of course marking. If they were aware, they were asked to indicate how they
were made aware. Students were then asked if they used course marking. If so, they indicated
why. If not, they were asked to indicate why not. Students were asked if they expected to use
course marking in the future and to explain why. Finally, students were asked to report their
demographics and given the opportunity to provide comments about course marking.

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Students were emailed invitations to participate in the survey through their institutions. A link
to the Qualtrics survey was provided in the email. After indicating consent, students completed
the survey. At the end of the survey was a link to request the gift card as a thank you for
participating.

FINDINGS
EXPERIENCES WITH COST OF MATERIALS

To answer the first research question, “What were the overall experiences with cost of materials
for students at small private colleges and how did these experiences vary between Pell-eligible
and non-Pell eligible students” a series of one-way ANOVAs were conducted with continuous
measures relevant to the cost of course materials as the dependent variables and Pell-grant
recipient status (yes or no) as the independent variable. The means across the sample were
compared to examine the overall experiences. ANOVA was chosen because it may be used to
compare group differences (Pell grant recipients and non-Pell grant recipients) on continuous
measures (such as those in Table 1). Levene’s statistic was used to assess homogeneity of
variance with sufficient normality found (all p values were above .05). Outliers were a concern
for the open response minutes and cost measures. With the restricted range of the rating scale
measures (“Importance of course materials cost when registering for courses” and “Stress
of the cost of materials”) there was little concern about outliers. All data were examined for
potential outliers, however, all data points were plausible and there was no indication that
outliers could be driving the noted group differences (e.g., there were similar distributions of
outliers in both groups). Therefore, in the interest of keeping valid responses (Sullivan et al.,
2021), all data were analyzed. Any missing data due to unresponded to items were not used
in analysis.
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Table 1 Descriptive and
inferential statistics of course
materials cost measures by
Pell grant recipient status.

TOTAL PELL-GRANT RECIPIENTS NON-PELL GRANT RECIPIENTS F p
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) STATISTIC VALUE
Importance of course materials cost 3.46(1.15) 3.76(1.05) 3.32(1.17) 9.85 .002
when registering for courses (1-5)
Minutes searching for money saving 61.65(54.01) 67.79(72.75) 58.65(41.84) 1.76 .19
options on course materials
Cost of course materials per semester 277.78(189.17) $271.04(187.79) $281.00(190.21) 18 .67
Stress of the cost of materials (1-10) 6.32(2.36) 6.77(2.22) 6.10(2.40) 5.37 .02




The findings in Table 1 and presented in Figure 1 show that Pell grant recipients perceived
more importance of course materials cost when registering for courses than did non-Pell grant
recipients (p = .002). Additionally, as can be noted in Figure 4, Pell grant recipients reported
higher levels of stress due to the cost of course materials than did non-Pell grant recipients
(p = .02). However, no significant differences were found for the time spent searching for
money-saving options, (p =.19), nor for the cost of course materials per semester (p =.67), see
Figures 2 and 3.
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Figure 1 Bar graph of the
importance of course
materials costs for selecting
courses by Pell grant recipient
status.

Note: Error bars are +1/-1
standard error.

Figure 2 Bar graph of minutes
searching for lower cost
options for course materials by
Pell grant recipient status.

Note: Error bars are +1/-1
standard error.

Figure 3 Bar graph of the
dollars spent on course
materials per semester by Pell
grant recipient status.

Note: Error bars are +1/-1
standard error.



Stress from Cost of Course Materials
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Pell Not Pell

For dichotomous (yes or no) measures, chi-square analyses were conducted to test if distributions
differ for students who were Pell grant recipients compared to students who do not receive Pell
grants. Pearson chi-square was chosen as the statistical test as both the independent variables
(Pell grant recipient status) and dependent variables (see Table 2) were categorical and none of
the cells had fewer than five values. There are no assumptions in chi-square testing regarding
the normality of the data distributions (McHugh, 2013). Students who indicated “I prefer not to
answer” for the response 1were not included in the statistics reported in Table 2.

As can be seen in Table 2, most students (93.7%) reported engaging in cost saving measures
for course materials. Approximately one third of students (32.9%) have purposefully chosen a
course based on the cost of the materials. The use of course marking was rather low (11.7%
of students); however, over half of students plan to use course marking when they register
for classes in the future (53.5%). There were no reliable differences due to Pell grant recipient
status for any of these measures (see Figures 4 and 5 for bar graphs).

TOTAL PELL-GRANT NON-PELL GRANT PEARSON p VALUE
RECIPIENTS RECIPIENTS CHI-SQUARE
Ever search for cost-saving 93.7%  94.8% 93.2% .61 T4
options for course materials
Ever intentionally select a 329%  38.1% 30.4% 1.83 40
course with no or low cost
materials
Used course marking 11.7%  16.9% 9.4% 5.18 .08
Plan to use course marking 53.5% 58.8% 50.9% 2.40 .30

in the future
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Figure & Bar graph of the
stress due to the cost of
course materials by Pell grant
recipient status.

Note: Error bars are +1/-1
standard error.

Table 2 Descriptive and
inferential statistics of
dichotomous measures by Pell
grant recipient status.

Figure 5 Bar graphs of
percentage agreement with
yes/no response measures by
Pell Grant recipient status.

Note: No error bars due to
frequency data.



REASONS FOR NOT USING COURSE MARKING

To further investigate the reasons course marking was not used, the frequencies of responses
were reported in Table 3. Because multiple responses were allowed, chi square analyses
cannot be conducted to test for differences in response frequencies based on student Pell
grant recipient status. Therefore, percentages of responses are reported, but statistical tests
to compare students based on Pell Grant recipient status are not possible. Participants had
the option to indicate “other” and write their responses if they learned about course marking
from a source not mentioned. Examples of “other” responses are provided in Table 3. Because
the student responses for “other” were so varied, percentages of each response were not
calculated and instead the percentage of “other” responses are reported as a group in Table 3.

As can be seen in Table 3, not being aware of the filter for course marking was by far the
most common reason for not using it (71.9% of all students) followed by already knowing the
courses needed for registration (45.6% of all students). Only 9.1% of students indicated they
were not concerned about the cost of course materials, which would imply most students
were indeed concerned. Only a small percentage indicated that they did not understand how
to use the filter (4.3%). However, this number may have been larger had more students known
about the filter and not already knew the classes they needed. Although there is not a method
of testing statistical signficance, there is a notable descriptive differences based on Pell grant
recipient status for how many students indicated they already knew the classes needed. About
one third of Pell grant recipients (33.2%) indicated they already knew their classes needed
compared to slightly over half of non-Pell grant recipients (50.9%).
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Table 3 Reasons why course
marking was not used.

Note: Students could select
multiple options. Totals may
add up to more than 100%.

16

TOTAL  PELL RECIPIENTS

NON-PELL RECIPIENTS

Wasn’t aware of the filter 71.9%  69.5% 71.6%
Didn’t understand how to use 4.3% 4.3% 4.3%
the filter

Not concerned about the cost of 9.1% 8.6% 9.4%
materials

Already knew the classes needed  45.6%  33.2% 50.9%
Other (example responses) 7.5% 5.8% 8.2%

“If the classes are required for graduation, there is no point in
looking for classes with low cost or inexpensive textbooks.”
“My required courses did not offer low cost materials.”

“The classes I needed were not zero
cost.”
“College registered for me.”

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine issues relevant to the cost of course materials for
private college students. In addition, college students’ use of a novel course marking system
to designate courses based on the cost of materials was examined. Of particular interest from
a redistributive justice standpoint was how these issues differed for students based on their
economic backgrounds (see Rawls, 1971; Lambert, 2018). In doing so, the cost of materials
in terms of money, time, and stress were considered. Students who were economically
disadvantaged (based on assumptions with their Pell grant recipient status) indicated higher
importance and levels of stress related to the cost of course materials than did their peers who
were not Pell grant recipients. The financial and time costs of course materials per semester
did not differ reliably based on Pell grant recipient status. There were no reliable differences in
use or planned use of course marking based on Pell grant recipient status. However, over half
of students indicated that they planned to use course marking in the future when they register
for classes (58.8% Pell grant recipient and 50.9% non-Pell grant recipient).

Overall, the findings highlight how course materials incurs notable cost in different manners.
The financial cost is similar to a previous study at a private college in which students reported
not being able to afford materials and incurring academic consequences due to not affording
materials (Appedu et al., 2021). Nearly all students indicated that they spent time searching for
ways to save money on course materials. These findings are consistent with those from a public
university in terms of the cost of time when courses have expensive required materials (Katz,
2019). In addition, students reported a moderate degree of stress due to the cost of course



materials. Notably, the stress from the cost of materials was greater for students who were
Pell grant recipients. This builds on previous findings focused on Pell recipient students in which
Pell grant recipients were less likely to purchase all of their required materials (Appedu et al.,
2021). Moreover, Pell grant recipients had better academic perforrmance in courses with OER
than commercial materials (Colvard et al., 2018), which is likely related to Pell grant recipient
students being more likely to report negative academic consequences (namely lower grades)
due to not being able to afford required materials (Appedu et al., 2021). Taken together, these
findings indicate that relieving the cost of course materials would likely enhance redistributive
justice, particularly for students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. Private,
independent institutions may use these findings to develop policies to promote OER adoption.

In general, only a minority of students used the course marking filter to register for courses.
When asked why it was not used, over two thirds of students indicated that they were not
aware that the filter was an option. Institutions may use this finding to inform policies on
communication about course marking. Without students knowing about course marking,
course marking will not be used and potential benefits will not be achieved. Notably, case
studies of other course marking initiatives have noted difficulty with communicating the feature
to students (Ainsworth et al., 2020d; McKinney & Fiddler, 2020). Another common issue was
that students already knew the courses they needed to take. Relatedly, students commented
that if a course was required, they needed to take it no matter how much the materials cost.
Policy solutions to this would be to encourage more OER adoption or provide more options for
courses that fulfill requirements to graduate. Only a small number reported not knowing how
to use the filter. However, since most students did not know about the filter or already knew
their classes, it is possible that not knowing how to use the filter could be a barrier to using
course marking. Therefore, even though only small percentage reported not knowing how to
the use the filter, institutions should request feedback from students to check the useable of
course marking filters.

CONCLUSION

The cost of course materials continues to be an important issue for college students. The
findings from the current study indicate that private college students have costs of time,
money, and stress due to required course materials. The cost of stress is more pronounced for
students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. Course marking in which the cost of
materials is designated on course schedules may help alleviate this issue. However, students
need to be informed about the option to filter courses based on materials costs and there
needs to be adequate offerings of courses without expensive materials.

DATA ACCESSIBILITY STATEMENT

The survey instrument and the datasets generated and analysed during the current study are
available in the Open Science Framework repository, https://osf.io/zxwgy.

ETHICS AND CONSENT

Please identify whether ethical approval was obtained for the work described in this article. If
not, please identify whether a waiver was received, explain any ethical measures, or if an ethics
review was not applicable.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Liliana Diaz, Annika Many, and Laura Robert-Rivera for helpful feedback on the survey
instrument.

FUNDING INFORMATION

This paper was funded by the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation.

Clinton-Lisell and Gwozdz
Open Praxis

DOI: 10.55982/
openpraxis.17.1.760

17


https://osf.io/zxwgy

COMPETING INTE RESTS Clinton-Lisell and Gwozdz

Open Praxis
DOI: 10.55982/

The authors have no competing interests to declare. openproxis.17.1.760

AUTHOR’S CONTRIBUTIONS (CRediT)

Virginia Clinton-Lisell: Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal Analysis, Investigation,
Methodology, Resources, Writing - original draft, Writing - review & editing. Lindsey Gwozdz:
Conceptualization, Funding acquisition, Investigation, Methodology, Project administration,
Validation, Writing - original draft, Writing - review & editing. All authors have read and agreed
to the published version of the manuscript.

AUTHOR AFFILIATIONS

Virginia Clinton-Lisell “* orcid.org/0000-0002-4705-2217
University of North Dakota, United States

Lindsey Gwozdz " orcid.org/0000-0001-5105-2319
Community College of Rhode Island, United States

REFERENCES

Affordable Learning Georgia. (n.d.). Banner attributes. Retrieved September 18, 2024, from https://www.
affordablelearninggeorgia.org/resources/banner-attributes

Ainsworth, B., Allen, A,, Dai, J., Elder, E., Finkbeiner, N., Freeman, A., Hare, S., Helge, K., Helregel, N.,
Hoover, J., Kirschner, J., Perrin, J., Ray, J., Raye, J., Reed, M., Schoppert, J., & Thompson, L. (2020q).
State and federal legislation. In S. Hare, J. Kirschner, & M. Reed (Eds.), Marking open and affordable
courses: Best practices and case studies. Mavs Open Press. Retrieved from https://uta.pressbooks.pub/
markingopenandaffordablecourses/chapter/state-and-federal-legislation/

Ainsworth, B., Allen, A., Dai, J.,, Elder, E., Finkbeiner, N., Freeman, A., Hare, S., Helge, K., Helregel,
N., Hoover, J., Kirschner, J., Perrin, J., Ray, J., Raye, J., Reed, M., Schoppert, J., & Thompson, L.
(2020b). Assessment. In S. Hare, J. Kirschner, & M. Reed (Eds.), Marking open and affordable courses:
Best practices and case studies. Mavs Open Press. Retrieved from https://uta.pressbooks.pub/
markingopenandaffordablecourses/chapter/assessment/

Ainsworth, B., Allen, A., Dai, J.,, Elder, E., Finkbeiner, N., Freeman, A., Hare, S., Helge, K., Helregel,
N., Hoover, J., Kirschner, J., Perrin, J., Ray, J., Raye, J., Reed, M., Schoppert, J., & Thompson, L.
(2020c). Introduction. In S. Hare, J. Kirschner, & M. Reed (Eds.), Marking open and affordable courses:
Best practices and case studies. Mavs Open Press. Retrieved from https://uta.pressbooks.pub/
markingopenandaffordablecourses/front-matter/introduction

Ainsworth, B., Allen, A., Dai, J., Elder, E., Finkbeiner, N., Freeman, A., Hare, S., Helge, K., Helregel,
N., Hoover, J., Kirschner, J., Perrin, J., Ray, J., Raye, J., Reed, M., Schoppert, J., & Thompson, L.
(2020d). Case studies. In S. Hare, J. Kirschner, & M. Reed (Eds.), Marking open and affordable courses:
Best practices and case studies. Mavs Open Press. Retrieved from https://uta.pressbooks.pub/
markingopenandaffordablecourses/front-matter/introduction

Appeduy, S., ElImquist, M., Wertzberger, J., & Birch, S. (2021). Inequitable impacts of textbook costs
at a small, private college: Results from a textbook survey at Gettysburg College. Open Praxis,
13(1), 69-87. https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.758883671564760; https://doi.org/10.5944/
openpraxis.13.1.1147

Bandura, A. (1986). From thought to action: Mechanisms of personal agency. New Zealand Journal of
Psychology, 15, 1-17.

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of Psychology, 52,
1-26. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1

Bay View Analytics. (2024). Course material affordability. https://www.bayviewanalytics.com/course
materials.html

Cameron, M., Johnson, R, Lacy, T. A, Wu, J., Siegel, P., Holley, J., & Wine, J. (2023). 2019-20 National
Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:20): First Look at Student Financial Aid Estimates for
2019-20 (NCES 2023-466). U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Center for
Education Statistics. Retrieved August 13, 2024 from https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.
asp?pubid=2023466

Carruthers, C. K., & Welch, J. G. (2019). Not whether, but where? Pell grants and college choices. Journal
of Public Economics, 172, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jpubeco.2018.11.006

Chae, B., Corcoran, K., Daly, M., Fiddler, A, Gallant, J., Glapa-Grossklag, J., Hofer, A., & Reed, M. (2019).
Price transparency: state approaches to OER/No cost/Low cost course schedule designators. Mavs
Open Press.

18


https://credit.niso.org/
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4705-2217
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4705-2217
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5105-2319
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5105-2319
https://www.affordablelearninggeorgia.org/resources/banner-attributes
https://www.affordablelearninggeorgia.org/resources/banner-attributes
https://uta.pressbooks.pub/markingopenandaffordablecourses/chapter/state-and-federal-legislation/
https://uta.pressbooks.pub/markingopenandaffordablecourses/chapter/state-and-federal-legislation/
https://uta.pressbooks.pub/markingopenandaffordablecourses/chapter/assessment/
https://uta.pressbooks.pub/markingopenandaffordablecourses/chapter/assessment/
https://uta.pressbooks.pub/markingopenandaffordablecourses/front-matter/introduction
https://uta.pressbooks.pub/markingopenandaffordablecourses/front-matter/introduction
https://uta.pressbooks.pub/markingopenandaffordablecourses/front-matter/introduction
https://uta.pressbooks.pub/markingopenandaffordablecourses/front-matter/introduction
https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.758883671564760
https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.13.1.1147
https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.13.1.1147
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
https://www.bayviewanalytics.com/course_materials.html
https://www.bayviewanalytics.com/course_materials.html
https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2023466
https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2023466
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2018.11.006

Cho, K. W., & Permzadian, V. (2024). The impact of open educational resources on student achievement: Clinton-Lisell and Gwozdz
A meta-analysis. International Journal of Educational Research, 126, art. 102365. https://doi. 83?1%?5@82/
0rg/10.1016/j.ijer.2024.102365 openpraxis.17.1.760

City University of New York (CUNY). (2024). Zero textbook cost guidelines. https://www.cuny.edu/
libraries/open-educational-resources/quidelines-for-zero-textbook-cost-course-designation/

Clinton, V., & Khan, S. (2019). Efficacy of Open Textbook Adoption on Learning Performance and Course
Withdrawal Rates: A Meta-Analysis. AERA Open, 5(3). https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419872212

Clinton-Lisell, V. (2023). How does OER efficacy vary based on student age and course modality? American
Journal of Distance Education, 37(3), 217-233. https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2022.2077061

Clinton-Lisell, V. (2024, October 31). Course marking survey. Retrieved from osf.io/zxwgy

Clinton-Lisell, V. E., Roberts-Crews, J., & Gwozdz, L. (2023). SCOPE of Open Education: A New Framework
for Research. The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 24(4), 135-153.
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v24i4.7356

Colvard, N. B., Watson, C. E., & Park, H. (2018). The impact of open educational resources on various
student success metrics. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 30(2),
262-276. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1184998

Council of Independent Colleges. (2022). Access and Innovation: The use of OER at smaller independent
colleges and universities to support historically underrepresented students. https://cic.edu/research/
oer-report-2022/

Creswell, J. W. (2004). Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, and Evaluating Quantitative and
Qualitative Research. Pearson.

Cuy Castellanos, D., & Holcomb, J. (2020). Food insecurity, financial priority, and nutrition literacy of
university students at a mid-size private university. Journal of American College Health, 68(1), 16-20.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2018.1515762

Dario-Becker, J. (2020). Central Virginia Community College. In S. Hare, J. Kirschner, & M. Reed (Eds.),
Marking open and affordable courses: Best practices and case studies. Mavs Open Press.

Dewey, J. (1922). Human nature and conduct (Vol. 14, pp. 1925-1953). Southern Illinois University Press.

Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University. (2024). No cost/low cost textbook course designation. https://
quides.erau.edu/c.php?g=1370477&p=10127250

Florida Virtual Campus. (2022). Student textbook and course materials survey and information. https://
dlss.flvc.org/research

Freed, B., Friedman, A,, Lawlis, S., & Stapleton, A. (2018). Evaluating Oregon’s open educational resources
designation requirement. Department of Planning, Public Policy, & Management, University of Oregon.
https://hdl.handle.net/1794/26005

Green, C. (2017). Open licensing and open education licensing policy. In R. S. Jhangiani & R. Biswas-Diener
(Eds.), Open: the philosophy and practices that are revolutionizing education and science (pp. 29-41).
Ubiquity Press. https://doi.org/10.5334/bbc.c

Griffiths, R., Mislevy, J., & Wang, S. (2022). Encouraging impacts of an Open Education Resource Degree
Initiative on college students’ progress to degree. Higher Education, 84(5), 1089-1106. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/s10734-022-00817-9

Hanson, M. (2024, January 10). College Enrollment & Student Demographic Statistics. https://
educationdata.org/college-enrollment-statistics

Hewlett Foundation. (2024). Open education. https://hewlett.org/strategy/open-education/

Hilton, J. (2020). Open educational resources, student efficacy, and user perceptions: A synthesis of
research published between 2015 and 2018. Educational Technology Research and Development,
68(3), 853-876. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-019-09700-4

Ikahihifo, T. K., Spring, K. J., Rosecrans, J., & Watson, J. (2017). Assessing the savings from open
educational resources on student academic goals. International Review of Research in Open and
Distributed Learning, 18(7). https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v18i7.2754

Katz, S. (2019). Student textbook purchasing: The hidden cost of time. Journal of Perspectives in Applied
Academic Practice, 7(1), 12-18. https://jpaap.ac.uk/JPAAP/article/view/349

Lambert, S. R. (2018). Changing our (Dis)Course: A Distinctive Social Justice Aligned Definition of Open
Education. Journal of Learning for Development, 5(3). https://doi.org/10.56059/jl4d.v5i3.290

Martin, M. T, Belikov, O. M,, Hilton, J., Wiley, D., & Fischer, L. (2017). Analysis of student and faculty
perceptions of textbook costs in higher education. Open Praxis, 9(1), 79-91. https://search.informit.
org/doi/10.3316/informit.760521798634627; https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.9.1.432

McHugh, M. L. (2013). The Chi-square test of independence. Biochemia Medica, 23(2), 143. https://doi.
org/10.11613/BM.2013.018

McKibben, B., Wu, J., & Abelson, S. (2023, August 3). New federal data confirm that college students face
significant—and unacceptable—basic needs insecurity. The Hope Center. https://hope.temple.edu/
npsas#:~:text=Sector%3A%20Among%20undergraduates%2C%20food%20insecurity,32.9%25)%20
among%?20all%20sectors

McKinney, A., & Fiddler, A. (2020). City University of New York. In S. Hare, J. Kirschner, & M. Reed (Eds.),
Marking open and affordable courses: Best practices and case studies. Mavs Open Press.

19


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2024.102365
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2024.102365
https://www.cuny.edu/libraries/open-educational-resources/guidelines-for-zero-textbook-cost-course-designation/
https://www.cuny.edu/libraries/open-educational-resources/guidelines-for-zero-textbook-cost-course-designation/
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858419872212
https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2022.2077061
https://osf.io/zxwgy/
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v24i4.7356
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1184998
https://cic.edu/research/oer-report-2022/
https://cic.edu/research/oer-report-2022/
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2018.1515762
https://guides.erau.edu/c.php?g=1370477&p=10127250
https://guides.erau.edu/c.php?g=1370477&p=10127250
https://dlss.flvc.org/research
https://dlss.flvc.org/research
https://hdl.handle.net/1794/26005
https://doi.org/10.5334/bbc.c
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00817-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00817-9
https://educationdata.org/college-enrollment-statistics
https://educationdata.org/college-enrollment-statistics
https://hewlett.org/strategy/open-education/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-019-09700-4
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v18i7.2754
https://jpaap.ac.uk/JPAAP/article/view/349
https://doi.org/10.56059/jl4d.v5i3.290
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.760521798634627
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.760521798634627
https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.9.1.432
https://doi.org/10.11613/BM.2013.018
https://doi.org/10.11613/BM.2013.018
https://hope.temple.edu/npsas#:~:text=Sector%3A%20Among%20undergraduates%2C%20food%20insecurity,32.9%25)%20among%20all%20sectors
https://hope.temple.edu/npsas#:~:text=Sector%3A%20Among%20undergraduates%2C%20food%20insecurity,32.9%25)%20among%20all%20sectors
https://hope.temple.edu/npsas#:~:text=Sector%3A%20Among%20undergraduates%2C%20food%20insecurity,32.9%25)%20among%20all%20sectors

McNulty, S. L., Hofer, A. R., & Lantrip, J. C. (2023). No cost and low cost schedule designation and Clinton-Lisell and Gwozdz
student enrollment behavior at Oregon community colleges and public universities. International ggihlpor%xsi;&/
Journal of Open Educational Resources, 5(1), 1-49. https://doi.org/10.18278/ijoer.5.1.4 openpraxis.17.1.760

Mead, C., Supriyaq, K., Zheng, Y., Anbar, A. D,, Collins, J. P., LePore, P., & Brownell, S. E. (2020). Online
biology degree program broadens access for women, first-generation to college, and low-income
students, but grade disparities remain. PLOS ONE, 15(12), Art. e0243916. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0243916

Murphy, L., & Rose, D. (2018). Are Private Universities Exempt from Student Concerns About Textbook
Costs? A Survey of Students at American University. Open Praxis, 10(3), 289-303. https://www.
learntechlib.org/p/187319/. https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.10.3.866

Piedmont Virginia Community College. (n.d.) Zero- and low-cost course designations: Guidelines.
https://www.pvcc.edu/student-services/library/for-faculty-and-staff/zero-and-low-cost-course-
designations-quidelines

Portland State University. (2021). Open educational resources (OERs): No-cost/low-cost. https://guides.
library.pdx.edu/oers/no-cost#:~:text=Open%?20Educational%20Resources%20(OERs) %3A,and%20
re%2Dpurposing%20by%20others

Rawls, J. (1971). A theory of justice. Cambridge. https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674042605

Read, K., Tang, H., Dhamija, A., & Bodily, B. (2020). Understanding the impact of OER courses in relation
to student socioeconomic status and employment. The International Journal of Open Educational
Resources, 3(1). https://doi.org/10.18278/ijoer.3.1.5

Rosinger, K. 0., Sarita Ford, K., & Choi, J. (2020). The role of selective college admissions criteria in
interrupting or reproducing racial and economic inequities. The Journal of Higher Education, 92(1),

31-55. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2020.1795504

Sullivan, J. H., Warkentin, M., & Wallace, L. (2021). So many ways for assessing outliers: What really
works and does it matter? Journal of Business Research, 132, 530-543. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jbusres.2021.03.066

Tlili, A, Garzon, J., Salhq, S., Huang, R, Xu, L., Burgos, D., Denden, M,, Farrell, O., Farrow, R., Bozkurt, A,,

Amiel, T., McGreal, R., LOpez-Serrano, A., & Wiley, D. (2023). Are open educational resources (OER)
and practices (OEP) effective in improving learning achievement? A meta-analysis and research
synthesis. International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education, 20(1), 54. https://doi.
0rg/10.1186/s41239-023-00424-3

US Department of Education. (2022). Federal Pell Grant program. https://www?2.ed.gov/programs/fpg/
index.html

VIVA. (2021). Virginia Course Materials Survey. https://vivalib.org/ld.php?content_id=68792540 TO CITE THIS ARTICLE:

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. Harvard Clinton-Lisell, V., & Gwozdz,

20

University Press. L. (2025). Examining Multiple

Warshaw, J. B., McNaughtan, J., & DeMonbrun, M. (2021). Between two fields: US public master’s Layers of C‘?U"SE Moter.iols
e - . ) . . . o Cost: Experiences of Private
institutions — striving for prestige or equity? Higher Education Policy, 34(2), 344-369. https://doi. College Students. Open

' org/10.1057/s41307-019-00137-1 . Praxis, 17(1), pp. 9-20. DOL:

Wittkower, L. R., & Lo, L. S. (2020). Undergraduate student perspectives on textbook costs and https://doi.org/10.55982/
implications for academic success. Open Praxis, 12(1), 115-130. https://search.informit.org/
doi/10.3316/informit.219347356277982; https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.12.1.1036

Wright-Kim, J., Perna, L. W., & Ruiz, R. (2022). Institutional Characteristics and Bachelor’s Degree
Completion of Pell Grant Recipients. Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory & Practice,
23(4), 1042-1077. https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025119892934

openpraxis.17.1.760

Submitted: 21 September
2024

Published: 15 April 2025

COPYRIGHT:
© 2025 The Author(s). This is

Accepted: 10 November 2024

an

open-access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative

Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (CC-BY

4.0), which permits unrestricted

use, distribution, and

reproduction in any medium,

provided the original author

and source are credited. See

http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.01.

Open Praxis is a peer-reviewed
a open access journal published

by International Council for

Open and Distance Education.


https://doi.org/10.55982/openpraxis.17.1.760
https://doi.org/10.55982/openpraxis.17.1.760
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.18278/ijoer.5.1.4
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243916
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243916
https://www.learntechlib.org/p/187319/
https://www.learntechlib.org/p/187319/
https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.10.3.866
https://www.pvcc.edu/student-services/library/for-faculty-and-staff/zero-and-low-cost-course-designations-guidelines
https://www.pvcc.edu/student-services/library/for-faculty-and-staff/zero-and-low-cost-course-designations-guidelines
https://guides.library.pdx.edu/oers/no-cost#:~:text=Open%20Educational%20Resources%20(OERs)%3A,and%20re%2Dpurposing%20by%20others
https://guides.library.pdx.edu/oers/no-cost#:~:text=Open%20Educational%20Resources%20(OERs)%3A,and%20re%2Dpurposing%20by%20others
https://guides.library.pdx.edu/oers/no-cost#:~:text=Open%20Educational%20Resources%20(OERs)%3A,and%20re%2Dpurposing%20by%20others
https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674042605
https://doi.org/10.18278/ijoer.3.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2020.1795504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.03.066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.03.066
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023-00424-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-023-00424-3
https://www2.ed.gov/programs/fpg/index.html
https://www2.ed.gov/programs/fpg/index.html
https://vivalib.org/ld.php?content_id=68792540
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-019-00137-1
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-019-00137-1
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.219347356277982
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.219347356277982
https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.12.1.1036
https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025119892934

