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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine how Texas community college artist-

educators balance scholarship with the responsibilities of a 15 to 18-hour teaching load 

and non-instructional service to the institution and community.  While art instructors 

share general commonalities with their colleagues across campus, artist-educators’ 

perspectives on scholarship and teaching in the role as community college art instructors 

may be quite different than those of their colleagues in other disciplines.  Whereas the 

focus of the community college is far more on teaching than scholarship, the innate 

nature of the artist demands that the artist-educator remain active in producing art.  This 

study is important in that there is limited research on community college visual arts 

instructors and their pursuit of the dual careers of producing and teaching art. 

 In examining how Texas community college artist-educators balance their 

creative work with teaching and service, a self-administered mailed survey was employed 

as a means of gathering data from a proportional stratified random sample of 128 artist-

educators drawn from a sample frame of 189 full-time art instructors representing 69 

visual arts departments within the 50 Texas public community college districts.  Aspects 

seen as promoting or enhancing artistic production include access to studio space and 

equipment, sabbaticals, financial support for exhibiting artwork and attending workshops, 

and being around like-minded peers.  Teaching was also credited with providing new 

avenues for artistic expression and creative stimulation.  On the other hand, lack of studio 

time for producing one’s artwork and the demands of a heavy teaching load and related 
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responsibilities were cited as hindering artistic production.  While nearly three-quarters of 

the artist-educators indicated that they were successful to some degree in balancing art 

with teaching and service, a large percentage were dissatisfied with their artistic 

productivity.  However, the majority felt they are better teachers when producing art and 

virtually all were satisfied with their teaching performance. 

A significant point from the findings was the perception of identity.  Artist-

educators who saw themselves more as artists or equally as artists and educators were 

more apt to indicate that they were successful in balancing their art than those perceiving 

their identity more as educators.  Likewise, they were generally satisfied to a greater 

degree with their artistic productivity, and were more prone to see their art as having a 

positive impact on teaching.  

This study provided a venue for provoking thought and personal awareness of the 

mechanics involved in actively pursuing art while teaching.  As an initial exploration of 

the roles and practices of Texas community college artist-educators, the information 

contained in the study can serve as a foundation for replication and/or expansion. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Graduate students across the country are studying at predominately cosmopolitan 

oriented universities with hopes of landing a job at a research institution and the 

opportunity to remain actively involved in scholarship (Green, 2001).  However, many of 

these budding instructors may find themselves employed as faculty members among the 

nation’s local two-year institutions with several new faculty seeing their options within 

these institutions as limited, and merely a temporary fix until something better comes 

along (Green, 2001).  Have these graduates made the right decision?  Take for example 

the case of the Master of Fine Arts (MFA) candidate with a healthy painting portfolio and 

exhibition record who is potentially facing the employment prospect of a 15 to 18-hour 

teaching load at a community college.  Is this the right mix or setting for pursuing the 

dual roles of making and teaching art? 

There is little doubt that teaching is the primary emphasis on the community 

college campus (Cohen & Brawer, 2002; Outcalt, 2000).  However, the traditionally large 

teaching loads, coupled with related responsibilities, tend to overburden the instructor, 

restricting the time for scholarship.  Huber (1998) underscores the priority of teaching 

over research stating “community college faculty stand out from many of their 

professorial colleagues not only because of the size and diversity of their sector in higher 

education, but also because teaching—far more than research or service—is the heart of 

their profession” (p. 12). 
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Though revered, the commitment to excellence in teaching does not preclude one 

from engaging in scholarship.  It is the very role of the faculty member actively 

embracing the challenge of meeting the needs of students and the community that elicits 

scholarship.  In order to maintain the energy, vitality, and focus in providing freshman 

and sophomore level instruction, it is imperative that instructors engage in scholarship 

(Ford, 1999; Vaughan, 1988).  In fact, teaching without scholarship may quickly become 

stale (Hale, 1999), particularly within the arts. 

Given the focus of teaching as the heart of the community college profession, 

many community college instructors consider scholarship and research as secondary to 

teaching rather than an integral part of their role (Fugate & Amey, 2000).  Brudney 

(2001) states that to succeed in a career as a community college faculty member, one 

must see him or herself primarily as a teacher.  Regardless, anyone thinking about 

applying for a teaching position at a community college (or any other instructional 

position) needs to give careful consideration as to whether or not this option will allow 

for the achievement of long-term personal goals.  Individuals accepting a full-time 

position at a community college “until something better comes along” will probably not 

be happy, and to their dismay will find that the experience has done little to build their 

resumes (Brudney, 2001, p. 149). 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine how the community college artist-

educator balances scholarship as a practicing artist with the responsibilities of a 15 to 18-
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hour teaching load and non-instructional service to the institution and community.  While 

art instructors share general commonalities with their colleagues across campus, artist-

educators’ perspectives on scholarship and teaching in the role of community college art 

instructors may be quite different than those of their colleagues in other disciplines.  

Creating and exhibiting artwork are often seen as first and foremost concerns of the artist-

educator—a mindset embedded early on in one’s educational pursuit in the studio arts. 

Though the majority of community college instructors are focused far more on teaching 

than scholarship (Cohen & Brawer, 2002; Outcalt, 2000), the innate nature of the artist 

demands that the artist-educator remain active in producing art. 

 

Foundational Research 

 An examination of introductory or preliminary research sets the stage for this 

study by (a) providing a brief history of the union of art with higher education, (b) 

outlining the factors in defining the identity of the artist-educator, (c) touching on the 

importance of aligning career goals and expectations with institutional culture, and (d) an 

overview of scholarship and its place in the community college environment. 

 

Modern Art’s Patron - Higher Education 

Through his aristocratic education, classical learning, courtier’s manner, and 

diplomacy (not to mention his brilliance with the brush), Peter Paul Rubens (1577-1640) 

became court painter to the dukes of Mantua, friend of the King of Spain, painter to 

Charles I of England and Maria de’ Medici of France, as well as permanent court painter 
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to the Spanish governors of Flanders (de la Croix & Tansey, 1986 p. 736).  Likewise, 

Ruben’s younger Spanish contemporary and friend, Diego Velazquez (1599-1660), 

caught the eye of Philip IV and served as court painter in Madrid throughout his career.  

Even the irascible personalities of Michelangelo (1475-1564) and Caravaggio (1571-

1610) found numerous sympathetic patrons in both church and state (de la Croix & 

Tansey, 1986).  American artists on the other hand have never really had what might be 

viewed as a natural class of patrons (Shahn, 1957) unless you consider community 

colleges and universities as present day patrons who, through their support, provide a 

means for artists to create art and earn a living.  Not unlike the patrons of the past, strings 

are attached and a price is to be paid making it appropriate to wonder whether the 

demands of higher education are counterproductive to the making of art.  This is not a 

new question as it was anticipated nearly 50 years ago when the marriage between art and 

academe was still a matter of debate and speculation (Mannheimer, 1998).  In 1956 and 

1957, artist Ben Shahn delivered a series of lectures in the humanities at Harvard, which 

were published as The Shape of Content, an influential treatise on the primacy of 

recognizable content in art (Mannheimer, 1998, p. 15).  In the treatise Shahn (1957) 

states: 

Within the past few years there has developed an increased interest in art within 
the universities with the promise—the possibility at least—that they may come to 
constitute the new art community.  Such a prospect has much to recommend it, so 
much in the way of intellectual stimulation for art, in the way of values and 
perhaps of sympathetic climate, that one hopes it may be realized.  At the same 
time, there is always the possibility that art may be utterly stifled within the 
university [college] atmosphere, that the creative impulse may be wholly 
obliterated by the pre-eminence of criticism and scholarship. (p. 2) 
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Two decades later, Adler (1979) expands Shahn’s perspective by describing 

colleges and universities “not only as sources of instruction but as employers, patrons, 

curators, and impresarios . . . rivals of the old cultural capitals as centers of artistic 

production and heirs of the court and church as corporate patrons” (p. 4).  Akin to their 

historical counterparts, artists today may find the demands of their patrons constraining 

or they might choose to see the perceived limitations as challenges that will drive their 

work to higher elevations of creativity.  That aside, the “patronage” relationship with 

higher education as described by Mannheimer (1998) has: 

provided economic security for an unprecedented number of artists and has 
 vindicated a 500-year struggle by the visual arts to shed the stigma of mere 
 artisanship and finally achieve intellectual credibility, taking its place beside 
 mathematics, poetry, history, and the liberal arts in general. (p. 16) 

Whether or not the marriage of art to higher education sheds the stigma of 

artisanship and brings about intellectual credibility, the act of aligning the visual arts with 

established institutions or disciplines for the purpose of elevating the role of the artist 

finds its precedent dating to the formation of the art academies during the Italian 

Renaissance.  Nearly to the exclusion of his abilities as an artist, Leonardo da Vinci 

(1452-1519), in offering his services to the Duke of Milan, first extolled his skills as an 

engineer, architect, and military arts inventor, afterwards with an “oh, by-the-way,” made 

known his artistic prominence stating “I can execute sculpture in marble, bronze or 

terracotta; and in painting, no one can surpass me” (Biagi, 1999, p. 20).  Was this an 

attempt by Leonardo to place his art on common ground with the aforementioned 

“intellectual” disciplines, or was this simply a case of supporting one’s art through more 

saleable skills?  Ironically, Leonardo was sought after more as a military architect and 
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engineer than an artist.  While Leonardo was a prominent figure in the formation of the 

academy of art and the intellectual basis for art during the Italian Renaissance (which laid 

the intellectual foundation for the inclusion of the visual arts in higher education), 

Michelangelo was instrumental in elevating the social standing of the artist.  “Indeed, it is 

Michelangelo who fostered the personality cult of the artist, ensured that the ‘artist-as-

divinely-inspired’ concept was firmly rooted in societal thought and practice, and 

dispelled any lingering thoughts that stigmatized the artist (as opposed to the artisan)” 

(Kenneday-Corathers, 1996, p. 31).  Possessing the Renaissance ideals of the “inspired 

genius” and “universal man” (de la Croix & Tansey, 1986, p. 614-615), Michelangelo’s 

works and artistic philosophy in combination with the historic academy of art can be seen 

as supporting the concept of the separation of art produced in an academic setting (as 

“high” or “fine” art) from the manual arts practiced by artisans in workshops (Kenneday-

Corathers, 1996).  Kenneday-Corathers finds that the contemporary artists’ desire for 

academic affiliation, validation, uniqueness, and prestige, as well as their scorn for 

commercial and industrial artforms are rooted in the founding of the Renaissance art 

academy. 

During the Seventeenth Century, Rubens and Velazquez achieved heightened 

stature and prominence as both were knighted by Philip IV with Rubens also being 

knighted by Charles I (Chilvers, 1996; de la Croix & Tansey, 1986).  Knighthood was an 

ennoblement that Velasquez sought throughout his career and achieved only near the end 

of his life by papal dispensation (de la Croix & Tansey, 1986, p. 734).  Did Velasquez 

envision knighthood as a means of adding credibility to his art and stature as a painter?  
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And, could an analogy be drawn between knighthood and the possession of a doctorate or 

MFA in garnering respect from one’s colleagues and elevating the visual arts?  Given 

their artistic stature, would Rubens or Velasquez need the patronage of higher education 

or would they enjoy the stardom of a Pablo Picasso, Jackson Pollock or Andy Warhol?  

Perhaps, but for the majority of visual artists, the university or college is a welcome 

patron.  Adler (1976) finds:   

For the majority of artists who do not become stars, the university [college] 
 holds one powerful appeal as a source of employment . . . offering costly facilities 
 and more security . . . promis[ing] professional autonomy . . . freedom from the 
 tyranny of audience or customer taste. (p. 48) 

 For centuries, the apprentice system positioned artists in the capacity as artist-

educators.  Leonardo was Verrocchio’s assistant (Biagi, 1999; Schwartz, 1975), Rubens 

had scores of associates and apprentices helping him crank out works for international 

clientele (de la Croix & Tansey, 1986, p. 736), and for a brief time, Brancusi studied 

under Rodin (Grant, 1995).  Fast forward to the present, the setting is different, as is the 

apprentice versus the student/teacher relationship, but the general concept is the same—

creating art and teaching artists, which adds strength to the statement that teaching and 

scholarship (producing art) are not mutually exclusive and one cannot exist without the 

other in the academic art arena (Hale, 1999).  It is the balance between teaching and 

producing art that the artist-educator will find most challenging and ultimately most 

beneficial in creating the best educational experience for students.  Students learn by the 

artist-educator’s example, identifying what practices lead to success, both in and outside 

the classroom. 
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 As art takes its place in higher education beside mathematics, science, literature, 

history, and the liberal arts in general (Mannheimer, 1998), there is an expectation of 

responsibility on the part of the American academic art world to address issues such as 

professional development, teaching, service to the institution, and service to the 

community.  It is this very expectation of responsibility that pulls at the artist-educator in 

the most demanding way—time away from the artistic endeavors that are deeply rooted 

in the artistic temperament, self-worth, and, most significantly, validation as an artist.  

Yes, to be an artist, one must produce art.  However, only a small minority of present day 

studio artists have ever practiced art as a sole profession; most are college educated and 

earn their livings from classroom teaching (Behrens, 2002).  The most notable upside of 

this present-day patronage is financial freedom (they do not have to rely on selling 

artwork to eat), and the fact that the artist-educator’s work is not bound by the whims of 

the market.  This arrangement provides an atmosphere of artistic freedom and creativity, 

as well as a means of supplemental income if desired.  As artist-educators, teaching 

responsibilities must also share some warmth in the spotlight.  Whether one is an artist-

teacher, artist-cab driver, or a court painter, there are responsibilities that will from time 

to time take one away from the studio.  Even Velazquez, indisputably one of the greatest 

painters of the Spanish Baroque School (Chilvers, 1996) had duties outside of the studio 

that his patron, Philip IV, deemed necessary.  This then becomes the challenge—how to 

balance the drive to produce art and simultaneously create a passion for the hand that 

supports it—teaching. 
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So what does an artist-educator need to consider in relation to long-term goals 

prior to accepting a teaching position at a community college?  One might ask, “Is this 

the right mix or setting for my abilities, skills, and aspirations?”  “Is it the ‘right’ fit for 

me?”  “How do my views of teaching, research (scholarship), and service parallel those 

of the 2-year institution?”  In considering these questions, one should examine the 

characteristics of the organizational identities, cosmopolitans and locals, as well as 

organizational culture. 

 

Cosmopolitans and Locals:  Defining the Identity  
of the Artist-Educator 

Nearly 50 years ago sociologist Alvin Gouldner (1957) carried out what would 

become a classic study and exploration of organizational identities and roles.  Gouldner’s 

research examined the existence of latent roles or identities that are central to and have 

bearing on the real life of an institution (Shapiro, 1998).  After reviewing case studies in 

his research, Gouldner (1957) identified three significant variables for analyzing latent 

identities in organizations:  

1. Loyalty to the employing organization; 
2. Commitment to specialized or professional skills; and 
3. Reference group orientations. (p. 290) 

Further, Gouldner’s (1957) review and analysis led him to hypothesize two latent 

organizational identities: 

1. Cosmopolitans:  those low on loyalty to the employing organization [college or 
university], high on commitment to specialized role skills [academic discipline – 
visual arts], and likely to use an outer reference group orientation [professionals 
outside the institution; College Art Association; Texas Association of Schools of 
Art]. 
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2. Locals:  those high on loyalty to the employing organization [college], low on 

commitment to specialized role skills [teacher first/applied research], and likely to 
use an inner reference group orientation [faculty within the same institution]. (p. 
290) 

Robert Merton (1957), Gouldner’s contemporary, saw cosmopolitans (artist-

educators) as individuals who are focused on the world outside the local community with 

a tendency to be driven by skills and accomplishments, as opposed to locals, who are 

oriented toward the community and typically influenced by interpersonal contacts 

developed over time within the community (Cannon & Yaprak, 2001, p. 3).  Gouldner’s 

(1957) work is as relevant today as it was in the 1950s, and has proved to be readily 

adaptable to academe, whereby: 

 groups [are] distinguished between ‘insiders’ [locals] and ‘outsiders,’ 
 [cosmopolitans] . . . whether or not individuals [faculty] orient themselves to 
 certain ‘schools of thought’ [disciplines and reference groups] or people, share 
 familiarity with prestigious literature, or utilize certain styles of research. (p. 
 292)  

An examination of more recent literature on the subject (Cannon & Yaprak, 2001; 

Green, 2001; Shapiro, 1998; Thompson, 1999) shows a commonality among scholars in 

relating Gouldner’s concepts to the academic community.  Cosmopolitans, a category in 

which artist-educators can firmly be placed, are identified as those members of campus 

oriented more toward their discipline than the institution with a commitment to achieving 

recognition or making a contribution in their respective field (Shapiro, 1998).  While 

cosmopolitans (artist-educators) may work at a community college (which are typically 

classified as local institutions), they are first and foremost painters, sculptors, 

printmakers, photographers, filmmakers, etc., whose primary reference group are 
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colleagues in their discipline, and more likely than not, from other institutions.  By 

contrast, locals are focused more on the institution, involved more with campus affairs, 

and tend to place less emphasis on scholarship and research.  Locals are also more likely 

to work at community colleges, whereas cosmopolitans gravitate toward four-year liberal 

arts colleges and research universities (Green, 2001; Shapiro, 1998). 

 

Organizational Culture:  Determining the Right Fit 

 Organizational roles and identities are integral components of an institution’s 

culture.  Tierney (1988) perceives organizational culture as being “reflected in what is 

done, how it is done, and who is involved in doing it” (p. 135).  Masland (1985) defines 

culture as inducing purpose, commitment, order, social cohesion, and clarifying and 

explaining behavioral expectations.  A key consideration for the “job-seeking” MFA 

graduate will be to get a feel for the prospective campus and a sense of what is at the 

heart of the institution.  Murray and Cunningham (2004) find that individuals tend to 

experience greater job satisfaction and career fit when their expectations are more closely 

aligned with that of the employing institution.  Further, Murray and Cunningham warn of 

the potentially serious issue of a new faculty transitioning from a heavily research 

oriented discipline (visual arts) to a community college devoted exclusively to teaching. 

 

Scholarship Assessed:  Its Place in the Community College 

 Prior to examining teaching art at a community college, a review of some of the 

literature on scholarship will provide an understanding of its significance, or lack thereof, 
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in the community college environment.  While it may be easier to recognize the need for 

artist-educators to be actively involved in scholarship, they do not operate in an 

educational vacuum and it is beneficial to be part of a community dedicated to 

scholarship.  According to Fugate and Amey (2000), scholarship is considered secondary 

to the majority of community college teachers,  and excellence in teaching is not only 

expected, but acknowledged and rewarded (Rice, 2002).  Though community college 

administrators and faculty state that they value scholarship and believe it should be 

pursued (Mahaffey & Welsh, 1993; Padovan & Whittington, 1998), there is an 

overwhelming lack of participation.  Palmer (2002) finds that: 

the proportion of [community college] faculty members engaged in 
 “professional research, proposal writing, creative writing, or creative works” is 
 higher in fine arts and humanities than in business, engineering, computer 
 sciences, health sciences, and vocational programs. [In addition, Palmer 
 concludes that] fine arts and humanities instructors are more likely to engage in 
 other creative work [such as basic research and artistic creation] than their 
 colleagues in other disciplines. (p. 16) 

 Using the unique teaching mission as an exemption from the scholarly obligations 

and responsibilities only serves to restrict the contribution of the community college 

voice in higher education (Prager, 2003) and diminishes its potential in maintaining 

successful teaching over an extended period of time (Oromaner, 1986; Vaughan, 1988).  

Ironically, the prominent focus on teaching (without scholarship) may lead to the very 

decline in teaching quality (Oromaner, 1986).  However, by encouraging scholarship that 

is shared with others, that is subject to the scrutiny of peers qualified to judge (i.e., juried 

art exhibitions), and that contributes to the field (Vaughan, 1988), “community colleges 



 

13

can provide their faculty with legitimate higher education citizenship beyond the 

institution” (Prager, 2003, p. 579).  

The commitment to knowledge for the sake of knowledge, a tenet held in high 

regard within the academy and central to “research” (Boyer, 1990), is analogous to the 

artist-educator’s pursuit of “art for the sake of art” and the innate need to confront the 

unknown and the discovery of new ideas.  “Above all, [the teacher must] be well 

informed, and steeped in the knowledge of their fields” (Boyer, 1990, p. 23).  As such, 

teaching requires that scholars (artist-educators) are also learners, where through reading, 

collaboration, and classroom interaction, they are pushed creatively and in turn become 

more inspired as teachers.  “In the end, [it is] inspired teaching [that] keeps the flame of 

scholarship alive” (Boyer, 1990, p. 24).  In promoting the scholarship of teaching within 

the community college context, Sperling (2003) adds the caveat that the goal of the 

scholarship of teaching and learning is the enhancement of student learning and that 

instructors need to be lifelong learners because students “deserve the best that our 

faculty’s ongoing scholarship can provide” (p. 601).  The community college focus on 

teaching and student learning actually positions scholarship as a supportive component of 

the college mission (Levinson, 2003).  Scholarship, as postured by Padovan and 

Whittington (1998), provides the opportunity for continual learning about one’s 

discipline (art), thereby serving to generate excitement and enthusiasm for teaching and 

the enrichment of the instructional process.  Scholarship, relative to the artist-educator, is 

an inherent component of one’s identity, defining one’s credibility and worth within the 
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profession, and viewed as the catalyst or passion central to the artist-educator’s teaching 

career.   

   

Significance of the Study 

Examining how community college artist-educators balance scholarship and 

teaching provides valuable insights for students and instructors in evaluating and 

preparing career paths for the practicing artist.  This study is important in that there is 

limited research on community college visual arts instructors and their pursuit of the dual 

careers of producing and teaching art.  With increasing numbers of individuals beginning 

their education at community colleges, the number of MFAs teaching at two-year 

institutions will also increase.  Given the importance of artistic production to the artist-

educator and the vast differences between universities and community colleges, MFAs 

need to be prepared to not only secure a teaching position, but enter the profession armed 

with the knowledge as to how to best handle the roles and challenges they will face in 

continuing their artwork as a community college instructor.  Additionally, this research 

can be beneficial in assisting those already within the ranks of community college artist-

educators to more effectively unify the dual roles, increase artistic production, and 

advocate for policy changes recognizing the importance and need for practicing art while 

teaching.  
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Research Questions 

This study is guided by four research questions: 

1. What aspects or qualities of the community college do artist-educators believe 

promote their artistic production? 

2. What are the areas of conflict within the community college that artist-educators 

believe hinder or are barriers to supporting their artistic production? 

3. How effective do community college artist-educators perceive themselves to be in 

balancing the role of scholarship with teaching and service? 

4. How do community college artist-educators perceive the relationship between 

scholarship and the quality of their teaching? 

 

Delimitations 

There are three delimitations in the study: 

1. The scope of this study focused on the artistic scholarship of Texas community 

college art instructors.  

2. Visual arts was categorized as ceramics, digital media, drawing, fibers, 

film/video, glass, graphic design, metalsmithing, painting, photography, 

printmaking, and sculpture. 

3. Only full-time studio art instructors within two-year visual arts departments were 

surveyed. 
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Limitations 

Limitations of the study were: 

1. It focused only on community colleges in Texas.  As such, the generalizability of 

the findings may be restricted across state lines depending on demographics and 

geographic location. 

2. The descriptive survey relied on the willingness and thoroughness of individuals 

who have limited time to interpret and respond to the questions.  Whereas a 

qualitative study may have provided deeper insight into practices and beliefs of 

the artist-educator, the survey instrument depended on the individual’s ability to 

interpret the questions and their willingness and the degree to which they shared 

their perspective. 

 

Definition of Terms 

Art – A visual or conceptual expression that clarifies, intensifies, or enlarges the 

experience of life.  Not necessarily pleasing to the eye of the beholder, works of art may 

collectively represent two and three-dimensional media, such as painting, sculpture, 

drawing, ceramics, film, etc., and are often governed by accepted principles and 

standards.  The task of defining art is nearly as large as the task of defining life (Canaday, 

1980). 

Art academy – An official school of art primarily founded in Italy during the 16th 

Century and France from the 17th to 19th centuries endorsing a sanctioned style. 

Academies dictated established conventions and aesthetic doctrines for the manufacture 
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of works of art, with the term “academic” representing conservative and traditional 

approaches rather than creative individuality (Canaday, 1980; infoplease, 2005; Preble & 

Preble, 1985). 

Artisanship – Skilled workmanship in an applied art. Craftsmanship. 

Artist – A person who visually or conceptually expresses his/her thoughts, ideas, 

or beliefs in any of a multitude of media and disciplines that are generally governed by 

recognized and established criteria. 

Artist-educator – An artist with responsibilities for instruction. 

Conceptual Art – A style of the 1960s that typically involved presenting ideas or 

concepts in diagrams or descriptions, as apposed to the physical presentation of painting, 

sculpture, photography, etc.  This style can be seen as a philosophical presentation of art. 

Cosmopolitan – “Those low on loyalty to the employing organization, high on 

commitment to specialized role skills, and likely to use an outer reference group 

orientation” (Gouldner, 1957, p. 290). 

Creative – The ability or power to bring into existence something new; resulting 

from originality and individuality of thought, expression, etc.; imaginative (infoplease, 

2005; Merriam-Webster, 2005).  The creative process is largely an intellectual and 

experimental process—a mode of thought (Rosenberg, 1965; Swinton, 1959). 

Discipline – Refers to a preferred method of producing art (e.g., painting, 

ceramics, sculpture, photography, etc.). 
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Generalizability – Is the “extent to which you can come to conclusions about one 

thing [often, a population] based on information about another [often, a sample]” (Vogt, 

1999, p. 121). 

Latent – “Applies to a power or quality that has not yet come forth but may 

emerge and develop; capable of becoming though not now visible, obvious, or active” 

(Merriam-Webster, 2005). 

Locals – “Those high on loyalty to the employing organization, low on 

commitment to specialized role skills, and likely to use an inner reference group 

orientation” (Gouldner, 1957, p. 290). 

MFA – The Master of Fine Arts Degree (MFA) in Art “is used as a guarantee of a 

high level of professional competence in the visual arts . . . accepted as an indication that 

the recipient has reached the end of the formal aspects of his/her education in the making 

of art . . . it is the terminal degree in visual arts education and thus equivalent to terminal 

degrees in other fields, such as the Ph.D. or Ed.D.” (CAA, 1977, ¶ 1).  The MFA is a 60-

hour degree and typically takes two to three years to complete. 

Operationalization – Is when one defines a concept or variable in such a way that 

it can be identified or measured (May, 1997; Vogt, 1999). 

Patron – A person, organization, or entity (church, college, foundation, etc.) that 

provides influential support (money, gifts, endorsement, employment, etc.) to an artist.  

Practicing artist – An individual actively producing his/her art. 

Renaissance – “Period in Europe from the fourteenth through the sixteenth 

centuries that was characterized by a renewed interest in human-centered classical art, 
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literature, and learning” (Preble & Preble, 1985, p. 459).  Artists most notably associated 

with the Renaissance are Michelangelo and Leonardo. 

Research – “The formal, systematic application of scientific and disciplined 

inquiry approach to the study of problems” (Gay & Airasian, 2003, p. 591).  Educational 

research provides “trustworthy information about educational problems, issues, and 

topics.  Most researchers undertake inquiry to gain an understanding about some problem 

or topic” (p. 3). 

Scholarship – The systematic pursuit of a topic and an objective, rational inquiry 

involving precise observation, organization, and the recording of information (Vaughan, 

1988).  A more liberal light of scholarship includes professional activities, conference 

papers and speeches, book reviews and review of existing research, instructional 

materials/pedagogy, technical innovations, and artistic endeavors (Boyer, 1991; Brown, 

1997; Marshood, 1995; Padovan, 1993; Palmer, 1994; Pellino, Blackburn, & Boberg, 

1984; Vaughan, 1991, 1992). 

School – An artistic movement to which visual artists working in a prescribed 

style are associated (i.e., Cubists, Abstract Expressionists, Conceptual Art, etc.). 

Service – Refers to non-instructional and community service 

Sunday painter – “A nonprofessional painter (hobby artist, enthusiastic amateur), 

usually unschooled and generally painting during spare time” (infoplease, 2005). 

Visual Arts – Visual arts in this study will represent the studio arts, such as 

ceramics, digital media, drawing, fibers, film/video, glass, graphic design, metalsmithing, 

painting, photography, printmaking, and sculpture. 
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Chapter Summary 

 The relationship between the artist-educator and higher education has provided 

economic security for an unprecedented number of artists and established a place for Art 

beside the other academic disciplines.  With this elevation to intellectual credibility, there 

comes a responsibility to address issues of scholarship, teaching and professional 

development, program integrity, and the mission of the institution and department.  As a 

member of the higher education family, artist-educators must respond to challenges 

across the campus and collaborate with faculty in varying disciplines.  Perhaps most 

important in serving the students (and the institution) is to maintain a balance between 

ongoing scholarship, which provides the best (in example and instruction) of what 

students deserve (Sperling, 2003), and teaching, which “keeps the flame of scholarship 

alive” (Boyer, 1990, p. 24).  To this end, issues pertaining to practicing one’s art while 

fulfilling teaching and campus related responsibilities should be recognized, examined, 

and practical applications for maintaining a successful balance recommended. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Introduction 

This chapter provides an examination of the role and environment of the 

practicing artist as a professional educator in higher education.  While most of the 

literature is dedicated to research on artists in universities and four-year colleges, 

inferences can be made to the applicability of the literature to the community college 

environment.  The literature focuses primarily on areas of “conflict and accord” (Bacon, 

1979) encountered by the artist-educator with attention given to the underlying attraction 

of artists to higher education, the feasibility of balancing dual careers of making and 

teaching art, the responsibilities, challenges, and opportunities of an artist-educator, and 

the role of research in maintaining one’s creative practice. 

A common bond between most artists at universities, four-year institutions, and 

community colleges is the attainment of the Master of Fine Arts (MFA) degree, 

representing the qualifying factor for artists wishing to teach the studio arts in higher 

education.  Earning an MFA can be equated to the medieval journeyman’s admittance to 

the guild and attainment of “master status,” which attested to his knowledge and skills 

(Raleigh, 1972).  Adopted through a resolution by the Midwest College Art Conference 

in 1959 (and subsequently by the College Art Association in 1960), the MFA was 

approved as the terminal degree for graduate work in the studio area as opposed to the 

Ph.D. (Weller et al., 1965).  The MFA Standards, adopted by the College Art Association 
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(CAA) Board of Directors (CAA, 1977) guarantees that the recipient of the MFA has 

mastered a high level of professional competence and certifiable technical proficiency in 

the visual arts through intense residential involvement culminating in an exhibition of 

works acceptable to the graduate faculty (Schwartz, 1975).  However, earning the degree 

is no guarantee of one’s ability to teach this proficiency to others, though it should 

indicate a “complete professional mastery of that medium” (CAA, 1977, ¶ 2). 

 The relationship between research (producing art) and teaching varies greatly by 

discipline, and according to Schmitt (1965), very few institutions of higher education 

nationwide require that faculties engage in research, a point he contends is harmful to 

good teaching.  Schmitt (1965) finds a greater evidence of good teaching among students 

coming from colleges that encourage on-going research (art production).  Therefore, 

instructors (artist-educators) wanting to be good instructors must continuously keep 

producing (art) to stay “intellectually [artistically] trim” (p. 424).  It is an increasingly 

difficult task to “bring about the happy coexistence of two complementary pursuits 

[teaching and producing art]” (p. 424).  Furthering the artistic analogy to Schmitt’s 

(1965) writings, one could interject: 

Scholarly [artistic] preoccupations are induced by a concern that is entirely 
personal and individual. . . . people do research [create art] because they want    
to. . . . [and] persist, like an artist, because he [they] cannot do otherwise . . . the 
urge of discovery [to create] has come to dominate . . . to the point where nothing 
else matters. (p. 425) 

One can posit from Schmitt’s work that the output and energy required in 

teaching, together with its repetition, wears an instructor out and can kill him/her 

artistically if there is no input (artistic production), which in turn begs the question: Does 
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art production provide “an indispensable release?” (p. 426).  Schmitt (1965) answers:  

“Research [artistic output] becomes a broad path to regeneration and resurrection. . . . 

Only the scholar [practicing artist] . . . can find continuous meaning and satisfaction in a 

teaching career” (p. 426). 

 

Artists and Higher Education:  An Overview 

Artists in some numbers rejected the idea of regular employment as an erosion of 
their freedom to create in their own imagery.  Others found the processes of 
eating regularly, working under institutional roofs, raising families with 
comparative security, and even, in a few places, occupying studios rent free a not 
too stultifying experience. (Morrison, 1973, p. 27) 

Indeed, rent free studios and costly technologies based on machine rather than 

handicraft (Adler, 1976) have paved the path of the artist to higher education, along with 

a sense of security, middle-class status, and the “promises [of] professional autonomy—

[and the] freedom from the tyranny of an audience or customer taste” (p. 48).  It is this 

sense of freedom that has initially drawn many to art, and in the words of Marcel 

Duchamp, “one is a painter because one wants so-called freedom:  one doesn’t want to go 

to the office every morning” (Cabanne, 1971, p. 25).  With the exception of a brief period 

in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries where the image of the artist was that of a 

proud, defiant, uncompromising individual, as well as the romanticized “starving artist,” 

Adler (1976) describes how artists since the mid-20th century have: 

return[ed] to a dependency like that of the seventeenth century organist upon the 
 church, which housed the instrument; [and] of the eighteenth century French 
 history painter upon the academy, which enjoyed and exclusive legal monopoly 
 over the teaching of life drawing and state patronage; or of the twentieth century  
 Soviet sculptor upon the union holding a legal monopoly on the purchase of his 
 materials. (p. 46).   
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Singerman (1999) sees the portrayal of the 19th century artist, one that is driven, 

alienated, and reclusive, as clashing directly with the idea of the university-trained 

professional artist. 

Artists have traveled the road to academe as Morrison (1973) states, “without 

losing their identity as professionals” (p. 29).  Is this in fact the case?  Swinton (1959) 

broaches the question as to whether or not the artist-educator is “capable of fulfilling the 

role he so eagerly desires to play . . . and should play” (p. 144); and suggests that 

answering this question begins by an examination of why artists in higher education are 

where they are.  Larrabee (1970) observes that “artists are drawn to academia much as 

they are drawn to artists colonies, and for many of the same reasons . . . economic 

security . . . and living among like-minded people” (p. 43).  This draw to academia 

resulted in unprecedented numbers of artist-educators making their way into the 

universities in the 1960s, bringing forth the question whether or not the universities were 

the right fit for artists (Risenhoover & Blackburn, 1976).  Lowry (1963) states:  

A few [artist-educators] enjoy teaching as a second vocation and believe their 
own creativity does not suffer from it.  Some enjoy teaching while believing their 
own work does suffer.  The great majority endure teaching as a means of 
livelihood, suffer the fact that there may be only two or three students a year in 
whom they glimpse any potentialities of talent. (p. 10) 

After interviewing numerous painters, printmakers and sculptors, Risenhoover 

and Blackburn (1976) found that “for the most part, a happy union had taken place 

between artists and universities” (p. 12), one in which a mutually beneficial relationship 

could exist between the artist-educator and traditional academician.  According to 

Risenhoover and Blackburn (1976), satisfying aspects of the university include collegial 
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relationships across disciplines, cultural opportunities, the mix of art and non-art majors, 

departments of active, practicing artists and likeminded colleagues, and perhaps most 

significant, financial support, security, studio space, equipment, and encouragement to 

produce art.  Lack of time for producing art and the drain of teaching on the creative 

process were the two main areas of discontent.  Adler (1976) points to the salaried 

position in higher education as the key to eliminating the financial dependence on the lay 

audience and the marketplace, freeing the artist-educator to engage in “pure research,” 

and the opportunity to ascend to “professional seriousness” (p.48).  

In meeting the instructional responsibilities at the college or university, the artist-

educator draws on perceptions and experiences combining the duality of interests as an 

artist and a teacher (Brandstadter, 1969; Distler, 1984).  According to Leepa (1960):   

The way the teacher guides the student’s experience will be affected by the depth 
of his perceptions, insights and experiences as both artist and teacher. . . . the art 
teacher is obligated to be as professional an artist as he can be, i.e., achiev[ing] a 
high degree of development in his own creative work, and the professional artist 
is obligated to be as developed a teacher as he can be, i.e., understand[ing] the 
problems and techniques of teaching. (p. 167) 

Rosenberg (1965) suggests that the artist-educator must possess a mindset as a 

teacher of artists— “a maker of the maker of pictures—a midwife, to use Socrates’ term, 

of creative minds” (p. 138). By contrast, Singerman (1999) simply argues “artists teach 

artists” (p. 3), a situation where the artist is simultaneously the teacher, the student, the 

content, and the goal within the university art department (Pearse, 1999).  However, 

Steppat’s (1951) perspective on teaching art in higher education is far more problematic:  

“Can creative art be taught in college[?] . . . can creative art be taught at all?  There exists 

a widely held opinion that it cannot be done successfully, that all one can teach are 



 

26

techniques, but that artistry is completely a matter of endowment and self-induced 

personal growth” (p. 385).  In his essay Educating Artists, New York critic Harold 

Rosenberg  (as cited in Mannheimer, 1998) warned that what we can and cannot teach to 

artists in a college needs to be analyzed not only by educators, but also by artists and 

others who understand the intellectual nature of art.  Rosenberg’s (1972) essay is 

restrictive in the sense that it focuses only on teaching those individuals serious about the 

pursuit of art (excluding non-art majors) and is placed in the setting of a university. 

Brandstadter (1969) envisions the artist-educator teaching as a specialist, where 

the primary interest is the subject being taught, and not the students.  The ideal situation 

in higher education is for the professional artist and art educator to be one, a role built on 

the “artist-in-residence” concept, combining the duality of personal creativity and a 

concern with problems and processes of education (Brandstadter, 1969; Leepa, 1960).  

The trend of employing practicing, professional artists is largely a post WWII 

phenomenon, which by the 1960s was a well articulated practice following the logic that 

the “real introduction to the arts [is] from artists, not from historians or appreciators of 

the arts” (Risenhoover & Blackburn, 1976, p. 9).  According to Daniel (2000):  

Artist-teachers are professionals who are trained first as artists, and most often 
still work in their arts discipline.  But artist-teachers should also have a passion 
and a gift for teaching.  They readily combine their love for their art form with 
their love for sharing and teaching.  The combination produces teachers with great 
skill, experience in their art form, and teaching ability that allows them to share 
their knowledge with their students. (p. 36) 

Eric Larrabee (1970) likened the arts in the university (or college) to that of a 

teaching hospital, where medical staff practices and teaches and are key to the system, 

caring as much about the library, research, and admissions, as about a patient’s health 
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(Morrison, 1985).  This model defuses the myth . . . he who can, does; he who can’t, 

teaches.  “The teaching hospital . . . does not consider the faculty member a split 

personality . . . rather he is an integrated personality with a unified pattern” (Morrison, 

1985, p. 94).  Morrison sees this as a very doable, realizable approach within the 

university art department, maintaining an effective faculty through practice, research, 

teaching, and service.  

 

The Small College Environment:  Can the Artist Survive? 

In his essay on small colleges, Herstand (1962) supports a mutually beneficial 

relationship in higher education where the artist needs the college and the college needs 

the artist.  Likening the artist to a “fish out of water” (p. 164), he poses the question as to 

how the artist-educator feels in a small (or rural) college environment.  If the 

environment affects the work of an artist, and if one’s art is nurtured by the art of other 

artists, as per Malraux’s theory (Herstand, 1962, p. 165), then where is the art to nurture 

the college artist in a small college or rural environment?  Rosenberg’s (1965) response 

places this responsibility squarely on the shoulders of the artist, stating that if a person is 

to be an artist, then the “poverty of his environment will be no excuse” (p. 35).  However, 

in his essay, Educating Artists, Rosenberg (1972) questions:  “Where are art departments 

to obtain first-rate artists willing to spend their time teaching, especially in colleges 

remote from art centers?  And, thus isolated, how long would these artists remain first-

rate?” (p. 41).  As long as a campus is conducive to creativity and imagination, 

encouraging freedom of expression, and there exists a continuous opportunity for 
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association with artistic peers (Perkins, 1965), the artist-educator can thrive and grow in 

the small college environment.  And as such, the teacher and the art department must 

serve as the nucleus of the art community making the “gap of place grow constantly 

smaller—to make provincialism anywhere a thing of the past” (Rosenberg, 1965, p. 138). 

Artists-educators Albers and Leger, both instrumental in the rise of art in higher 

education in the 20th century, “felt that contact with students was a critical and 

stimulating experience for the artist” (Herstand, 1962, p. 165).  Herstand (1962) views 

teaching as the most important aspect of the small college environment and the 

interaction with students as a means of generating fresh ideas and encountering the 

unexpected.  Through teaching, art quality may even grow as one’s income increases 

(contrary to the belief of the 19th century romantics); eliminating the worry of making a 

living and supporting a family, a strain which can emotionally drain the energy out of the 

artist (Herstand, 1962).  “Teaching keeps a painter [artistic-self] alive spiritually and 

artistically [creatively],” in ways different from the experience of doing art (Herstand, 

1962, p. 165). 

As in much of the literature, Herstand (1962) finds the most frequent complaint 

about teaching is the time it takes away from one’s work; however, one must ask, “would 

more time make better painters [artists]?” (p. 165).  The artist-educator often feels guilt 

when not working or producing a certain amount of hours per week (Brandstadter, 1969).  

But, perhaps the growth and maturity enhanced by teaching over a period of time might 

make for better art (Herstand, 1962), whether one be in a metropolitan or rural 

environment. 
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Artist-Educators:  Defining Their Role in Higher Education 

The marriage of the artist and the institution of higher education has problems and 

academe is definitely not the place for all artists (Perkins, 1965).  Individuals not willing 

to simultaneously embrace the production of new works of art and good teaching should 

establish roots elsewhere (Morrison, 1975).  The very nature of the role of the artist in 

higher education presents both challenges and opportunities.  For instance, by working in 

a non-verbal media, artists may encounter problems due to the heavy reliance of the 

written word prevalent in academe (Perkins, 1965; Risenhoover & Blackburn, 1976).  

Risenhoover and Blackburn (1976) state that “the university is a verbal tradition whereas 

artists claim their creations are not reducible to words, that analysis can destroy beauty” 

(p. 11).   However, being an artist-educator does mean that one should be able to “bridge 

the gap between making art and understanding how art functions” (Ball, 1990, p. 55).  

Wronski (1992) advises that “while it may be true that our ability to dream goes beyond 

our ability to explain, perhaps by explaining at least in part of our artistic dream, we 

might be given the resources to dream more boldly in the future” (p. 12). 

Most scholars try to erase the bias of their own individuality, whereas artists 

implant their personality within the creative process, producing an “explicit stamp” of 

their own personality on their work (Perkins, 1965).  Perkins (1965) observes that the 

very difference in style between artist and scholar requires the application of dissimilar 

standards of judgments to their work.  The scholar must embrace and accept the unique 

system of communication of the visual artist, and not see it as inferior or a stepchild 

within the system—nor should the artist to the scholar (Kelly, 1972).  Morrison (1975) 
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finds that true collegiality, the acceptance and interest in one another’s professional work 

and personal well-being can be one of the great rewards from college and university 

teaching and an avenue for sparking productivity and collaboration.  Recognizing the 

need for isolation and long periods of time to create works of art (Bacon, 1979; Herstand, 

1962: Perkins, 1965) and continuous association with fellow artists in one’s field, the 

visual arts should be viewed with the same prestige of other academic disciplines 

(Perkins, 1965).  It is important that the college supports the artist’s creative freedom, 

respects him/her professionally, and demonstrates confidence in the integrity with which 

artwork is pursued (Brandstadter, 1969).  In protecting the creative spirit, Perkins (1965) 

cautions:   

We know that periods of concentration are needed by the creative artist who 
would maintain his creativity.  Can we be sure that the routines we have 
established for student and faculty may not be exquisitely but unconsciously 
calculated to weed out and suppress creativity rather than encourage it? (p. 71) 

Schmitt’s (1965) writings on teaching and research can readily be viewed through 

the lens of the artist-educator.  For example, “there is more prestige in research [artistic 

production]. . . . and [the artist’s] loyalty is to the laboratory [studio], not the classroom” 

(p. 419).  Schmitt’s statement represents a common point of conflict between the two 

pursuits (teaching and producing art) faced by university professors (artist-educators) and 

is certainly relevant to Brandstadter’s (1969) perspective portraying the professional artist 

as primarily concerned with the creation of art, whereas the professional art teacher is 

concerned with the art of teaching.  To the artist, creative work is first and foremost 

where the passion lies, although teaching pays the bills.  According to Brandstadter 

(1969), most noted artists-educators were artists first, acquiring teaching skills later.  
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Unfortunately, far too many will succumb to the obstacles of the university situation, and 

gradually develop into something else:  “the teacher who was formerly an artist” (p. 45). 

Brandstadter (1969) cautions that the “danger is that the artist will produce less art while 

still preserving the attitude that teaching is of secondary importance [to art].  There is also 

the possibility that art within the university atmosphere may be stifled, that the creative 

impulse may be wholly obliterated” (p. 45). 

The chief cause of stress and concern in teaching art in higher education is that 

the artist-educator be precisely that—an artist and an educator—all rolled into one 

(Schwartz, 1975).  This scenario invites the following questions:  

1. Does being artistically productive equate to being able to teach? 

2. Are artists too involved in their own work to give adequate time and attention 

to their students?  (While this question could be asked of all researchers 

teaching at the university level, within the community college environment, it 

may be more restricted to the artist-educator). 

Schwartz (1975) cautions how some students can draw the instructor into a 

parasitic relationship, literally sucking their creative life out, and consciously or 

unconsciously plagiarizing their work.  Instructors with limited time to produce their art 

might unwittingly put themselves in this situation by using students as surrogates for their 

creative ideas.  In this situation, teaching becomes the sole creative act—a situation that 

is neither good for the student nor the instructor (Risenhoover & Blackburn, 1976).  

Schwartz warns that the arts can become isolated and impotent within the educational 

establishment, and as such, higher education has an obligation to broaden student 
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contacts with the art world—an act that is difficult to achieve if one is not a practicing 

artist.  Putting the cautions of teaching aside, a position in a college or university offers 

opportunities, protections, and rewards that artists outside of education do not enjoy—a 

support that has its historical roots in the church and secular patronages (Schwartz, 1975). 

Larrabee (1970) equates the pressure to produce art with the pressure to remain 

alive and cautions that many promising painters fall prey to tenure and end up rotting, 

reaping what Morrison (1975) calls deleterious results due to considering college 

teaching a “safe harbor” (p. 339).  More pointedly, Larrabee argues that first-rate painters 

do not need the university as a refuge and that “artists on campuses may turn out to be 

there because they can’t survive anywhere else” (p. 45).  Considering this perspective 

requires answering the following two questions:  Have the academically trained artists on 

campus tried to survive in the art world prior to joining academe, and how important is 

professional experience in the studio-classroom?  Kelly (1972) asserts that universities 

have become victims of their own systems by directly hiring MFAs upon completion of 

their schooling, creating “a particular kind of inbred philosophy toward art and art 

education” (p. 29).   Irving and Weinberg (as cited in Wang, 2001) state that it is not the 

relationship between the university and the artist-teacher that is the problem, but the lack 

of balance between the roles of the “artist”–“teacher”—an imbalance stemming from the 

lack of “real” experience outside the classroom.  Throughout their interviews with 

numerous artist-professors, Risenhoover and Blackburn (1976) found that many recent 

MFA graduates do not experience the world as practicing artists before securing positions 

as college or university instructors.  
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As art has gained respectability from academe, the degree credential (MFA), 

which is becoming more common, has been confused with artistic or teaching 

competence (Morrison, 1973). Morrison (1973) describes this as: 

a case of colleges succumbing to their own propaganda:  students have been 
 guided toward degree programs; have moved toward intellectualization; and art 
 generally has produced a new generation of idea-oriented artists, capable of 
 thinking art-as-object right out of existence. (p. 29)   

Adler (1976) defines the situation as the reformulation of the artist’s role to that of a 

philosopher, dispensing with the craft of object making in favor of ideas, a concept which 

gave rise to the Conceptual Art movement of the 1960s in which intellect was celebrated 

over dexterity and the need for patrons instead of collectors. 

 

The Community College Art Department: 
Serving Two Populations 

The transition from a graduate teaching assistant to full-time community college 

instructor can be abrupt and challenging to say the least with little or no preparation 

whatsoever for the educational environment one is about to enter.  

Today's graduate students, groomed by graduate advisers steeped in university 
culture, aren't likely to gravitate to a community college on their own . . . many 
just stumble upon the route. Graduate schools generally don’t supply teachers-in-
training with the tools they’ll need to succeed in the two-year college world.  And 
they don’t show any signs of doing so in the near future, though many experts are 
now calling for community colleges and universities to work more closely 
together to train two-year-college-level instructors. (Evelyn, 2001, ¶s 2 & 3) 

 Though community college teaching is emerging as a distinct profession, there 

are limited examples of community college-university partnerships where students are 

placed in teaching internships (Magner, 2000; Miller 1997).  The lack of these 
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partnerships points to a failure on the part of graduate institutions in preparing students 

for the trials and tribulations of community college teaching (Fugate & Amey, 2000).  

Examining instruction in the realm of the community college reveals a new and diverse 

population of students—the adult/community students, who are often simultaneously 

enrolled with traditional art students, creating a dichotomous mission of a community 

college art department providing on the one hand, a curriculum designed to facilitate 

student transfer to 4-year institutions, and on the other, the need to serve the growing 

adult population (Cooper, 2002).  While one could posit that exposure to art instruction at 

a university, both as a student and a graduate assistant, is devoid of any sizeable body of 

“Sunday painters,” the concept of studio art classes as leisure time activities (serving non-

traditional populations), is squarely within the mission of the community college.  

Anymore, one must be willing to forfeit the privilege of teaching only the 

dedicated art student and work with the amateur (Morrison, 1973), giving rise to 

questions:  Have the visual arts been sacrificed for mass involvement; is there truly merit 

in studio preparation for the non-art major; and does the democratization of the arts 

jeopardize and dilute the in-depth educational needs of true majors? (Kelly, 1972; 

Morrison, 1975).  Morrison (1975) supports broadening the base of the arts and does not 

see this as a situation of either “mass education or excellence” (p. 339), but as an avenue 

for growth and change, and an opportunity to garner campus and community support 

essential for acquiring additional funds.  On the other hand, Kelly (1972) argues that 

excellence in the visual arts has been sacrificed through mass involvement and seriously 

questions the worth of studio participation by non-art majors.  Still others may find the 
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recreational slant of providing visual arts opportunities to the non-art major threatening to 

their occupational identity and pride (Adler, 1976, p. 49).  After all, for the art instructor, 

this is a chosen profession that has been refined and tooled through years of instruction, 

countless hours in the studio, and building an exhibition record and portfolio worthy of 

gaining employment at a college or university.  Does pairing one’s profession with 

another’s leisure negate the worth of instruction? 

The aforementioned scenario is actually quite complex with philosophical 

undertones that may or may not become clearer or resolved as one embarks on a 

community college teaching career.  We should then ask—Is the mission to teach art 

majors, to provide creative leisure time activities for adults, or both?  Many community 

college art instructors may see teaching art to adults as a necessary cross to bear, a means 

of boosting departmental enrollment and establishing good relations with the tax paying 

community.  In time, the intrinsic value of providing art instruction to adults (or any other 

non-art major) may surface as one finds that the standards set by many leisure oriented 

painters provide benchmarks traditional students may find difficult to achieve.  

  

Perspectives on Artists in Higher Education:  Addressing  
the Issue of Practicing Art While Teaching 

Artist-educators share a common problem—“the difficulty of being a practicing 

artist while teaching” (Speight, 1974, p. 46).  Speight identifies two basic objectives of a 

teacher of art:  the pursuit of an effective program and personal growth as an artist.  The 

struggles and creative crises in producing one’s art positions the artist-educator in an 

instructionally favorable position as a living example of the ideas and problems being 
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introduced to students (Ball, 1990; Brandstadter, 1969; Cusick, 2002; Pearse, 1999; 

Singerman, 1999).  Even if the instructor does little personal work in the university or 

college studio, it is important for students to see the instructor encountering problems and 

overcoming challenges (e.g., what works and does not work, meeting deadlines, 

achieving goals). (Cusick, 2002; Hammer, 1984).  

 Anderson (1981) finds that art educators are typically categorized in roles as 

either a professional artist or a professional teacher (non-producing artist), with the two 

roles clearly separated in terms of education, technical training, philosophy, and 

professional prerequisites.  This pre-conceived notion that the artist-educator must 

identify with “one or the other” promotes creative, intellectual, personal, and professional 

stagnation, when in fact the two roles should promote “interdisciplinary fusion” (p. 45). 

Whereas artist value learning but focus on product, teachers focus on the cognitive with a 

primary concern for learning (Anderson, 1981).  However, as Anderson (1981) argues, 

teachers must practice what they preach.  To do otherwise only strengthens the perception 

that teaching art is inferior to the making of art.  The artist-educator must be competent, 

both as an artist and an educator, with technical skills in both (Anderson, 1981).  In 

resolving one’s professional identity, whether it be a professor of studio art or a senior 

high school art teacher, Smith (as quoted in Anderson, 1981) states:   

The matter of professional identity could be resolved if teachers thought of 
themselves first and foremost as pedagogues . . . concerned with the art and 
science of teaching a given subject, in the instance at hand the subject of  
art. . . . [however] artists are not fundamentally pedagogues. (p. 46) 

In establishing personal identity as an artist-educator, one runs the risk of losing 

one’s artistic identity.  Rasanen (1999) posits that the multi-role, self-identity of the 
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artist-educator can be experienced as a threat or opportunity, and that in order for identity 

to develop, one must consider at least four role requirements; that of “a teacher, a cultural 

worker, an artist, and a researcher” (p. 3).  In considering the combination of these roles, 

a search for links between the teacher and the artist are necessary.  The relationship 

between artistic practice and teaching practice is dependent upon maintaining one’s 

creative practice as an artist (Adams, 2003; Ball, 1990).  Yeomans (as quoted in Adams, 

2003) states:  “We [artist-educators] are not mere distributors of second-hand curriculum 

theory. . . . practice informs teaching and if you do not practice, your teaching becomes 

progressively less well informed” (p. 185). 

The Artist-Teacher Scheme, an initiative developed by the Arts Council of 

England, was established to revive and maintain creative practice of visual arts teachers 

by encouraging and supporting creative practice once artists become teachers (Adams, 

2003).  Adams finds that artist-educators have an overwhelming desire to continue their 

art while teaching, and exhibit great anxiety over being non-productive, a state often 

attributable to the demanding nature of teaching.  But artist-educators should also have a 

passion for teaching, readily combining their love for their art with their desire for 

sharing and teaching (Adams, 2003; Daniel, 2000; Yeomans, 1996).  As supported by the 

literature, the effectiveness of sharing knowledge in the classroom and studio is 

dependent on to two points:  (a) the artist-educator who is trained first as an artist, and (b) 

the drive to maintain the role of a practicing artist while teaching (Adams, 2003; Daniel, 

2000; Yeomans, 1996).  Perhaps Carroll (2003) offers the most succinct view of the link 
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between the practicing artist and teaching stating:  “Artistic practice . . . informs the 

pedagogy of artists who teach” (p. 1). 

Teaching provides the opportunities to clarify artistic ideas, engage in human 

contact (life of an artist is solitary), and open relationships not available when one is 

confined to the studio (Ball, 1990; Cusick, 2002; Hammer, 1984).  While teaching can 

serve as a means for keeping one’s “artistic-self alive” (Hammer, 1984, p. 181), the main 

problem identified in the dual roles of making art and teaching art is an issue of time 

(Hammer, 1984).  Finding studio time can be a challenge, particularly at a community 

college, where, like a four-year college or university, one typically needs chunks of time 

to work (Bacon, 1979; Cusick, 2002; Hammer, 1984).  Given that producing art places 

one more in touch with the creative process, teachers are typically not at their best 

instructionally when not producing artwork (Cusick, 2002).  Contrary to this belief, 

Hammer (1984) concludes that it is not necessary to create personal work while teaching 

full time.  In fact, she suggests the opposite.  “When teaching, teach; when making art, 

don’t teach” (p. 186).  Her logic for this statement is based on her view that “art needs a 

place to gestate, a private space to begin, grow, and complete” (p. 186), free from 

physical, emotional and psychological interruptions by students.  Hammer (1984) sees 

the role of the creative teacher as fully devoting body, mind, spirit, and physicality, 

toward teaching.  However, if the goal of the artist is to express him/herself aesthetically 

at the “highest human level” (Michael, 1980, p. 16), how can the non-practicing artist 

(even temporarily) raise his/her students to this level? (Day, 1986)  
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The struggle to survive as an artist while trying to develop as a teacher requires 

that the individual understands his/her own personal responses to art; not impose them on 

students; and be knowledgeable in a wide variety of media and techniques—a task that 

can be difficult in a small department (Ball, 1990; Raleigh, 1972).  Is it asking too much 

that the artist-educator invest time and energy in artistic approaches and techniques that 

are not within their professional repertoire just so their students can have broad 

instructional studio exposure to art?  Do instructors run the risk of becoming a “jack-of-

all-trades” and a master of none?  And does a broad understanding and general 

application of technique required for teaching move beyond or hinder the scope of 

mastery within the MFA?  Centuries ago the master craftsman’s work was considered the 

visual standard which the apprentice strived to emulate (Raleigh, 1972).  However, this 

instructional practice has changed dramatically, and to paraphrase Raleigh (1972), “for 

the first time in history, the contemporary artist is prohibited by his own choice from 

teaching what he believes and practices, and must bring to the table a range of approaches 

and techniques pertinent to many styles” (pp. 422-423).  Raleigh (1972) sees this as “the 

modern penalty of freedom, a result of this [20th] century’s liberation [unrestricted artistic 

expression] of art” (p. 423).  But, does unrestricted artistic expression really exist? 

Raleigh (1972) concludes that some direction from the instructor is imposed on the 

student, particularly from strong artists.  In his essay on the teaching career of Oskar 

Kokoschka (1886-1980), Smith (1991) questions whether the obvious stylistic influence 

of Kokoschka was the best course for his students: 

Kokoschka’s strong drive to create a very personal art would be likely to have 
behavioral traits that would steer students into making art stylistically similar to 
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his own work. . . . . The conviction that one’s own way of doing art is the only 
right way may be helpful to the artist fighting to find a niche in an often hostile art 
world, but it is perhaps too narrow to be helpful in the teaching of art. (pp. 244-
245) 

LaChapelle (1999) finds a general consensus for professional artists as role 

models in the classroom and at the same time concludes that “little attention has been 

given to determining whether or not such individuals can effectively and appropriately 

serve in this educational capacity” (p. 160).  Sommer (1999) sees the problem stemming 

from the fact that studio faculty, though they are paid as teachers, are not recruited or 

trained to teach lecture courses, but instead are selected on their artistic achievements and 

expected to produce.  Again, within the university environment, actively pursuing 

scholarship would be true of most disciplines.  However, within the community college 

arena, the active pursuit of scholarship would be manifested more so within the fine arts 

and humanities disciplines (Palmer, 2002).  The often dichotomous relationship between 

producing art and meeting the demands of teaching stems from the fact that the training 

for the artist-educator is heavily grounded in studio arts and developed around the role of 

the fine artist, where the constant focus on art can be both obsessive and addictive (Day, 

1986).  

Given that the studio arts emphasize an exceedingly strong commitment to art and 

aesthetic values, and “a correspondingly lesser concern for economic and social values” 

(Day, 1986, p. 39), some art departments place the value of art and “the pursuit of artistic 

excellence above other commitments” (p. 39).  In the opinion of this researcher, Day’s 

statement is applicable to non-research universities, four-year colleges, and community 

colleges alike.  From this perspective, the art student has no higher calling than an 
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overwhelming dedication to art, and in order to succeed as an artist, must pursue artistic 

goals at all costs.  The concept of “art as a calling” is duly illustrated in Rosenberg’s 

(1952) description of the American Abstract Expressionists, where he deemed the new 

movement “essentially a religious movement” (p. 48).  With strong individualism 

promoted in the arts, the artist-educator is often at odds with teaching.  Sommer (1999) 

finds that visual arts faculty often lack socialization to institutional practices, resulting in 

resentment and resistance to faculty participation.  Constantly pulled toward cultural 

centers and away from campus, “art faculty are oriented to the world of art galleries, 

dealers, agents, and patrons” (p. 43).  Sommer (1999) states: 

Community cannot be mandated or forced on such individualistic people, 
particularly because they find their rewards beyond campus. . . . [Institutions can] 
attempt to move the [art] department’s center of gravity closer to the campus [by] 
encourage[ing] new faculty to live nearby, providing incentives, such as studio 
space and access to kilns, presses, and other facilities. (p. 44) 

Hans Hofmann (as cited in Day, 1986) advised that “everyone should be as 

different as possible.  There is nothing that is common to all of us except our creative 

urge” (p. 40).  Often at odds with “acceptable” norms, the urge to create, the desire to be 

on the edge and do something new—being a non-conformist, are values held close by 

artist-educators and art students.  While not compatible with most teaching disciplines, 

non-conformity practiced by artists may be synonymous with “rejection of commonly 

accepted standards for speech, dress, and social behavior” (Day, 1986, p. 40), actions 

which may shield students (and prospective college art instructors) from awareness of the 

real world.  
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In contemplating the role of the artist-teacher within the college or university 

campus, Day (1986) offers the following questions: 

1. Does the term (artist-teacher), which places the artist before the teacher, place 
teaching in a position of secondary importance? 

2. Does the term imply that a person must first be an artist in order to qualify as a 
teacher?  This implication is contradicted by commonplace instances of good 
artists who are poor teachers and excellent art teachers who do not engage in art 
production. 

3. Does the physical, emotional, and time demands of teaching detract from the 
artist-teachers production?  Does the distraction of teaching responsibilities tend 
to be resented by the artist-teacher? 

4. Is the inward focus of the artist on personal creative expression incompatible with 
the outward focus on the welfare of students required of the teacher? 

5. Does the artist-teacher receive primary personal and professional satisfactions 
from the production of art or from the educational growth of pupils?  If the artist 
role provides primary satisfaction, isn’t this a conflict of interest in light of the 
source of remuneration? 

6. Why is art the only field or subject in education that employs a hyphenated image 
for the teacher? (p. 41) 

 

Artist-Educators:  Selected Studies 

Brawer’s (1976) findings from a national survey of humanities faculty in two-year 

colleges provides a descriptive analysis of instructor characteristics.  The survey gathered 

distinctive traits about art instructors, to include:  background as a community college 

student; highest degrees held; gender and age; pursuit of additional education; 

professional development/creative work; full/part-time status; reference group 

identification, and job satisfaction.  Findings also provide data concerning faculty 

attitudes toward students, the number of hours per week teaching and doing studio work, 

and the desire for a position at a 4-year institution or university.  Brawer’s (1976) survey 

of art instructors found that in relation to her broad sample of humanities instructors, 
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fewer artists had previous careers in secondary education as teachers or administrators 

and tended to spend more time in classroom teaching, due in large part to the time 

demands of studio art. 

Intended as a source of information for generating a master plan at its 

Metropolitan Campus, a 25-item questionnaire designed by Cuyahoga Community 

College and administered to 30 urban community college art departments (Buckner, 

1979) provides limited insight into instructor characteristics, focusing primarily on 

student and program characteristics.  Information solicited included the type of college 

environment (urban, suburban, other); enrollment statistics, degrees, curriculum, and 

subject categories offered; student background and academic preparedness for entrance 

and success within the art programs; use of performance objectives and the percentage of 

students transferring to 4-year programs, and transferability of coursework.  Also 

included in the findings was instructor information about academic background and 

effectiveness, faculty participation at professional development opportunities, and faculty 

complaints about students. 

Western’s (1982) examination of 51 Illinois community junior college art 

departments was designed to determine the characteristics of these art programs and 

instructors, with comparisons of these characteristics drawn to studies by Dent (1971) 

and Brawer (1976).  Similar to the Brawer study, Western provides a more in-depth 

review of many of the same characteristics as covered by Brawer.  Common amongst 

much of the literature was the cry from many artist-educators voicing concerns over “too 

many hours of teaching; too many committee meetings, paper shuffling, etc.; and no 
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studio [space provided] or studio time allowed for instructor to be a producing artist” 

(Western, 1982, p. 93).  

A qualitative study by Bacon (1979) examined the sources of conflict and accord 

between the visual artist’s role and the “three primary roles [teaching, research, faculty] 

that the artist enacts or encounters in the university” (p. 15).  Part of a broad study 

encompassing faculty members in the humanities (artists, musicians, thespians, and 

creative writers), the visual artists, or artist-makers as described by Bacon, were seen as 

having more conflict than accord as compared to the other disciplines.  The amount of 

time required to carry out teaching duties was reported as seriously curbing artistic 

production, with half of the visual artists polled stating that they “did not like teaching or 

felt that the teaching activity sapped creative energy” (p. 185).  As with the Cuyahoga 

Community College study (Buckner, 1979), the artists in  Bacon’s study were frustrated 

with the lack of quality and drive from their students.  Interestingly, most of the visual 

artists studied by Bacon (1979) “preferred teaching over other jobs. . . . . [given that] the 

professorial appointment gave them artistic freedom to create what they wished, 

irrespective of the demands of the commercial market” (p. 217).  Perhaps most important, 

the teaching position paid the rent and put food on their tables.  However, the financial 

lure by teaching additional classes, together with a heavy instructional load and poor 

student quality, were identified as elements of conflict.  Additionally, operating within 

the faculty role, the artist-educators found committee work to be a huge infringement on 

their studio time, and socially exhibited little exchange across campus. 
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Beyond the security of a university teaching position, potential areas of accord 

included making a unique contribution to students, feeling needed by students, teaching 

as a means of propelling the artist’s professional growth, and the feeling that teaching 

provided enough time for producing artwork (Bacon, 1979), which in itself is 

contradictory within the study.  Bacon’s study provides parallels to Shahn’s (1957), 

Adler’s (1976), and Mannheimer’s (1998) perspectives on the artist/patron relationship:  

While artists in the study were not willing to admit that the university was their 
patron because they felt they earned every bit of their way by teaching, there is 
certainly some patronage of the artist in that the artist can earn release time and 
can win grants . . . that do support art making.  The artist also has use of foundries 
and presses. . . . . And there is certainly patronage of the arts in the sense that the 
university sponsors, as did the courts and churches of Europe . . . places where the 
arts are accepted and practiced and where those who wish to partake of them do 
have the opportunity that would otherwise be lacking. (Bacon, 1979, p. 248) 

 In the end, the artist-educators profiled by Bacon (1979) complained of the 

struggle to create art while teaching, placing the heaviest blame on the time factor, which 

provides an easy target for one’s failure to produce art, when in fact “the real problem is 

[or could be] something else” (p. 236).  

Rothove’s (1993) findings in her study of the art production of full-time art 

teachers in Missouri public schools indicate that art teachers consider art production not 

only important to themselves personally and professionally, but their teaching as well, 

and continue to produce art as time, energy, and opportunity allow.  Drawing similar 

conclusions, a study by Taylor (1995) examining art education faculty in institutions of 

higher education finds that a large percentage of art educators continue to produce 

artwork and exhibit professionally, value artistic production for its intrinsic worth and 
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enhancement of teaching, and allocate a large amount of time to artistic production, 

ranking it just behind teaching and course preparation in importance.  

Zwirn’s (2002) study addressed questions concerning artist/teacher hierarchy 

(position of importance) by examining the concept of being an artist first, the demands of 

teaching and the resulting effects on art production, and whether or not producing and 

exhibiting artwork is the artist-educator’s primary means of personal and professional 

satisfaction.  Findings from Zwirn’s dissertation indicate that art education students are 

educated as artists first and teachers second, creating an inner struggle and contradictions 

in their career development that can seriously impact their dual role identity as practicing 

artists and educators.  Zwirn (2002) reveals that career satisfaction is contingent on the 

ability to fulfill goals in the dual careers, with mitigating factors being one’s college 

preparation, opportunities for professional development, mentors, role conflict resolution, 

gender, and time.  Women in Zwirn’s study found more difficulty than men in 

establishing an artistic identity.  Whereas men described being an artist as core to their 

identity and impermeable to change, women encountered struggles in achieving artistic 

identity and sought empowerment from mentors (Zwirn, 2002). 

 

Chapter Summary 

    A review of the literature supports that the majority of practicing artists pursue 

careers in higher education largely for financial reasons.  The patron-like association 

between the artist and higher education has afforded the artist-educator the opportunity to 

produce their art with a freedom from the market place and the demands of the lay 
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audience.  While many artists find campuses conducive to creativity and teaching as a 

source of energy and inspiration, lack of time for producing one’s art and the drain on 

creativity brought about by the demands of teaching and faculty responsibilities are seen 

as areas of discontent.  Securing adequate studio time is a challenge and a concern for the 

artist-educator, and balancing the dual careers is dependent upon maintaining one’s 

creative practice as an artist. 

Artist-educators typically have an overwhelming desire to continue their art while 

teaching, exhibiting great anxiety and guilt over being non-productive.  Though paid as 

teachers, they are (like most professors) not recruited or trained to teach lecture courses.  

Instead, they are selected on artistic abilities and achievements.  However, what also may 

separate artist-educators from their colleagues, particularly in the case of the community 

college, is the innate need to pursue creative works, which in turn will more than likely 

have a direct bearing on the quality of their instruction.  

In addition to the overwhelming consensus that the artist-educator should be 

trained first as an artist, obtaining experience as a practicing artist is preferable before 

entering the realm of higher education.  Upon entering the teaching profession, the artist-

educator will encounter the need to verbalize about the artistic processes, exhibit a 

command over a range of artistic approaches, establish relationships with students, and 

embrace the democratization or mass involvement in the arts.  While producing art may 

seemingly offer the most benefit to the artist-educator, doing so also provides a better 

understanding of how to make art, study art, and teach art, which in turn benefits the 
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student.  All in all, an instructional combination weighted more heavily towards the 

artist-educator being a practicing artist seems to best benefit the student and the artist. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 Developing a method for assessing the perceived artistic and instructional 

performance of Texas community college artist-educators was the primary focus of this 

study.  In accomplishing this task, procedures were examined and evaluated for the 

design and implementation of a descriptive, self-administered mailed survey.  The 

components of the chapter are as follows: (a) restatement of the purpose, (b) restatement 

of the significance of the study, (c) restatement of research questions, (d) research design, 

(e) instrumentation, (f) population and sample, (g) data collection procedures, and (h) 

data analysis. 

 

Restatement of the Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine how the community college artist-

educator balances artistic productivity with the responsibilities of a 15 to 18-hour 

teaching load and non-instructional service to the institution and the community.  A 

review of the literature supports that creating and exhibiting artwork are often seen as 

first and foremost concern of the artist-educator—a mindset embedded early on in one’s 

educational pursuit in the studio arts.  Art departments typically place the value of art and 

“the pursuit of artistic excellence above other commitments” (Day, 1986, p. 39).  From 

this perspective, the art student, and in turn, the artist-educator, have no perceived higher 

calling than an overwhelming dedication to art, and an understanding that in order to 
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succeed as an artist, they must pursue artistic goals at all costs.  Borrowing from 

Rosenberg’s description of the American Abstract Expressionists (as cited in Day, 1986), 

being an artist is essentially equivalent to a religious calling, one with a strong 

individualism, often placing the artist-educator at odds with teaching.  Adams (2003) 

finds that artist-educators have an overwhelming desire to continue their art while 

teaching, and exhibit great anxiety over being non-productive, a state often attributable to 

the demanding nature of teaching and service.  While art instructors share general 

commonalities with their colleagues across campus, artist-educators’ perspectives on 

scholarship and teaching in the role as community college instructors are in conflict with 

their colleagues in other disciplines.  Whereas the majority of community college 

instructors are focused far more on teaching than scholarship (Cohen & Brawer, 2002; 

Outcalt, 2000), the innate nature of the artist demands that the artist-educator remain 

active in producing art. 

According to Morrison (1973), artists have faired the road to academe “without 

losing their identity as professionals” (p. 29).  While Risenhoover and Blackburn (1976) 

concur with Morrison, seeing the union between artists and universities as “happy” (p. 

12), the lack of time for producing art and the drain of teaching on the creative process 

were two areas they cited as causing discontent for the artist-educator.  Speight (1974) 

sees artist-educators sharing a common problem —“the difficulty of being a practicing 

artist while teaching” (p. 46).  In addressing this difficulty, it is necessary to revive and 

maintain the creative output of visual arts teachers by encouraging and supporting 

creative practice once artists become teachers (Adams, 2003).  
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Restatement of the Significance of the Study 

Examining how community college artist-educators balance their creative work 

with teaching and service can provide valuable insights for students and instructors in 

evaluating and preparing career paths for the practicing artist.  This study was important 

in that there is limited research on community college visual arts instructors and their 

pursuit of the dual careers of producing and teaching art.  With increasing numbers of 

individuals beginning their education at community colleges, the number of MFAs (full 

and part-time) teaching at the two-year institutions will also increase.  Given the 

importance of artistic production to the artist-educator, and the vast differences between 

universities and community colleges, MFAs need to be prepared to not only secure a 

teaching position, but also enter the profession armed with the knowledge as to how to 

best handle the roles and challenges they will face in continuing their artwork as a 

community college instructor.  Additionally, this research can be beneficial in assisting 

those already within the community college ranks to more effectively unify the dual 

roles, increase artistic production, and advocate for policy changes recognizing the 

importance and need for practicing art while teaching.                                           

 

Restatement of the Research Questions 

 The research questions were the impetus for exploring how community college 

artist-educators fulfill instructional roles and responsibilities while pursuing their 

artwork.  The development of these questions along with stating the purpose of the study 

and its significance were the first steps in operationalizing the research process.  
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Operationalization is when one defines a concept or variable in such a way that it can be 

identified or measured (May, 1997; Vogt, 1999).  In the case of this study, Maneuvering 

the role as a community college artist-educator: Scholarship assessed, “scholarship” was 

operationalized as artwork, and “artist-educator” was operationalized as an artist with 

responsibilities for instruction.  Artwork can in turn be further operationalized within 

disciplines (e.g., painting, drawing, ceramics, printmaking, etc.).  The research questions 

were as follows: 

1. What aspects or qualities of the community college do artist-educators believe 

promote their artistic production? 

2. What are the areas of conflict within the community college that artist-educators 

believe hinder or are barriers to supporting their artistic production? 

3. How effective do community college artist-educators perceive themselves to be in 

balancing the role of scholarship with teaching and service? 

4. How do community college artist-educators perceive the relationship between 

scholarship and the quality of their teaching? 

 

Research Design 

 The fundamental purpose of educational research is to increase the understanding 

of educational processes, practices, topics, and issues (Gay & Airasian, 2003).  Through 

the use of a self-reported mailed survey, this quantitative study described the nature of 

existing attitudes and preferences illustrating how Texas community college art 

instructors balance their art with instructional responsibilities.  While surveys are 
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generally collected by questionnaire, interview, telephone, or observation, self-

administered mailed surveys are recognized as the most frequently used and 

economically efficient modes of observation (Babbie, 1995; Gay & Airasian, 2003; May, 

1997).  The advantage of a self-administered mailed survey is that it generally requires 

less time than interviews or observations and provides a quick turn around of data.  

Further, it offers a relatively inexpensive method to collect data from a large, widely 

dispersed population or sample that may be difficult to reach by telephone or in person.  

The size and geographical spread of the sample population of this study were determinant 

factors in choosing a self-administered mailed survey as a means for collecting data.  

This type of a survey is also more suited to complying with issues of anonymity or 

confidentiality, can be accomplished with minimal staff, and is less subjective than an 

interview (Creswell, 2003; Fowler, 2002; Gay & Airasian, 2003; May, 1997).  

 In identifying the disadvantages of a self-administered mailed survey, Dillman 

(1983) cites the potential for poor or low response rates, the absence of an interviewer, 

and misread or misinterpreted questions.  May (1997) identifies the disadvantages as lack 

of control over how individuals interpret questions or who answers them, and the 

inability to probe the respondent after a question is answered.  However, by carefully 

following a standardized approach to mail survey methods, response rates as high as 70% 

(after the second mailing) are attainable (Babbie, 1995; Gay & Airasian, 2003).  

 Though a Web-based or email survey is a viable method for collecting data 

(Creswell, 2003; Gay & Airasian, 2003), mailing a questionnaire was perceived by this 

writer as being more personal than emailing respondents.  Given the invasive nature of 
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emails (similar to telemarketers contacting an individual on their cell phone) and the 

profusion of SPAM, not to mention the tendency to hit the “delete” key, the mailed 

questionnaire was seen as offering more opportunity for personalizing the survey for the 

respondent, providing effective incentives, and guaranteeing confidentiality.  

 Burns (2000) recommends the following steps in conducting survey research: (a)  

determine the topic and the population to be studied; (b) define the sample and method of 

sampling; (c) construct the data-gathering instrument by writing questions and formatting 

the instrument; (d) pretest and distribute the survey instrument; and (e) process data. 

 In collecting information from the sample population, this study employed a 

cross-sectional approach providing a snapshot of the present status of artist-educators 

within the Texas public community and technical college system.  The approach, as the 

name implies, involves surveying a cross-section of the population at one point in time 

(Burns, 2000; Creswell, 2003).  

 Self-reported questionnaires require the collection of standardized, quantifiable 

information from a population or sample where inferences about characteristics, attitudes 

or behaviors of those surveyed can be generalized to other relative research situations 

(Creswell, 2003; Gay & Airasian, 2003).  Generalizability is the “extent to which you can 

come to conclusions about one thing [often, a population] based on information about 

another [often, a sample]” (Vogt, 1999, p. 121).  Randomization of the sample is required 

for statistical accuracy and generalizability of the data to the population, which is 

accomplished through simple random sampling or stratified sampling.  Either approach 

will most likely yield a representative sample (Fowler, 2002).  
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 Fowler (2002) offers five guiding principles for easy to use self-administered 

questionnaires:  They should be (a) self explanatory; (b) restricted to close-ended 

questions; (c) comprised of only a few question formats to avoid confusion; (d) project a 

clear and uncluttered layout; and (e) provide written and visual information that convey 

the same message as to how to proceed through the questionnaire.  Most surveys consist 

of close-ended questions because they provide greater uniformity of responses, are more 

easily processed, and permit comparability between survey participants, which is a 

requirement for the use of descriptive statistics (Burns, 2000).  Closed-ended questions 

ask the survey participant to choose from two or more fixed alternatives with the 

advantage being greater uniformity of measurement, greater reliability, and easier coding 

(Salant & Dillman, 1994).  Weaknesses of closed-ended questions, such as superficiality, 

limited choices resulting in participant frustration, and inappropriate responses, can be 

overcome if written with care.  A provision for the participant to share their written 

comments at the end of the survey will invariably tell the researcher something new.  To 

do otherwise, the researcher would “miss what would likely come as a matter of course 

during a telephone or face-to-face interview” (Salant & Dillman, 1994, p. 107). 

Babbie (1995) sees the chief shortcoming of closed-ended questions being the 

researcher’s structuring of responses, which should be both exhaustive (providing all 

responses expected), and mutually exclusive (the participant should not feel compelled to 

select more than one answer).  With the single most important outcome from the survey 

being the data obtained, questionnaire construction is of the utmost importance (Peterson, 

2000):  “The quality of the information obtained from a questionnaire is directly 
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proportional to the quality of the questionnaire, which in turn is directly proportional to 

the quality of the question construction process” (p. 11). 

After developing and assessing research questions, three considerations should be 

addressed when determining the types of questions to be asked in the survey (Peterson, 

2000): 

1. Can study participants understand the question? 
2. Can study participants answer the question? 
3. Will study participants answer the question? (p. 17) 

Peterson’s acronym, “BRUSO” (p. 50), represents five useful and easy to apply criteria 

for designing survey questions:  (a) be brief; (b) relevant; (c) unambiguous; (d) specific; 

and (e) objective.  When designing questionnaires, all efforts should be directed toward 

potential respondents, keeping in mind that the questionnaire is for the respondent 

(Dillman, 1983; Salant & Dillman, 1994). 

 

Survey Instrument 

The questionnaire design for this study was rooted in a number of studies, articles, 

and texts focusing on the role of the visual artist in higher education.  A review of the 

literature and an examination of texts specifically addressing the design and 

implementation of self-administered mailed surveys informed the development of the 

questionnaire.  Studies by Bacon (1979), Western (1982), Rothove (1993), and Zwirn 

(2002), and in particular Risenhoover’s and Blackburn’s (1976) text, Artists as 

professors:  Conversations with musicians, painters, sculptors, served as resources in 

determining the content of the questionnaire.  Bacon’s (1979) qualitative study, along 
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with Risenhoover’s and Blackburn’s (1976) interviews with artist-educators addressed 

the qualities and/or barriers encountered within the university environment that art 

faculty see as promoting or hindering their artistic production.  Additionally, a 

combination of articles, such as those by Adler (1976), Day (1986), Dallow (2003), and 

Adams (2003), provided direction and insight in framing survey questions.  Perhaps most 

significant in the survey design process was access to texts by Babbie (1995), Burns 

(2000), Dillman (2000), Salant & Dillman (1994), Fowler (2002), and Peterson (2000), 

offering illustrated examples of the content and form of questionnaires, and providing 

blueprints on how to pattern and  build a questionnaire, as well as guidelines for ensuring 

adequate reliability of the instrument. 

The range of measurement for this study encompassed an attitudinal spectrum of 

responses (Babbie, 1995), from favoring very much in one direction, to opposing very 

much in another direction, with varying degrees between spectrums.  The format for 

responding to the questions was built on a Likert-type model based on what Burns (2000) 

refers to as attitude scales, whereby the respondent indicates a degree of favorability 

through agreement or disagreement regarding scaled, verbal items.  Selecting answers 

from an attitude continuum (May, 1997) provided a way to measure the interplay 

between balancing the creative work of the artist-educator with the dynamics of teaching 

and related responsibilities.   
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Survey Design 

In designing the appearance and order of the questionnaire, it was important to not 

only focus on the visual aspects that motivated and created interest, but the ease at which 

the respondents read and move through the questions.  Key to significantly improving 

mail surveys is a respondent-friendly questionnaire (Dillman, 2000).  Participants tend to 

holistically judge the questionnaire much like one reacts to a piece of art in a museum, 

and since the mailed questionnaire was the only contact respondents had with the 

researcher, the cosmetic aspects were important (Alreck & Settle, 1995).  As such, a clear 

and uncluttered design was an important hook in not just attracting attention to the 

survey, but visually facilitating its completion.  The questionnaire order flowed from the 

most interesting, topic-related questions, to those most likely to be considered 

objectionable (Salant & Dillman, 1994).  As with a painting, it was important to bring the 

participant along, carefully unveiling elements or topics throughout the questionnaire. 

A three-part design sequence was used in the questionnaire.  The respondents 

were first introduced to a section of non-threatening, interest provoking questions.  These 

in turn were followed by a section of “meat and potato” questions designed to get at the 

heart of the study, with demographic or classification questions providing items for 

drawing comparisons (Burns, 2000; Peterson, 2000).  Last of all, but of great importance, 

the respondents were given the option to further voice their opinions through written 

responses. 

Transitions were used throughout the questionnaire to help make sense, connect 

the sections, and put the participants in the frame of mind for answering questions 
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(Babbie, 1995).  Using a music analogy, transitions from one movement to the next were 

essential in guiding the participants through the questionnaire.  Just like changing 

subjects in a face-to-face interview, the transitions were used to create a conversational 

tone and convey the importance of the questions, as well as make the personal questions 

appear less threatening (Salant & Dillman, 1994). 

 

Validity and Reliability 

While validity states the appropriateness of the answers to a questionnaire, 

reliability underscores their consistency (Gay & Airasian, 2003).  Peterson (2000) defines 

reliability as “the extent to which a scale produces identical results if a particular 

construct is measured repeatedly.  Simply put, the reliability of a scale is its consistency 

or dependability in measuring whatever it is designed to measure” (p. 79). 

This study drew upon the consistency of measurement inherent in the Likert scale 

as a means for increasing reliability.  According to Fowler (2002), providing respondents 

with the same set of closed ended questions and response alternatives results in more 

reliable answers to the questions, as well as greater reliability in the researcher’s 

interpretations of the data.  Differences in answers stemmed from differences among 

respondents (e.g., differences between painters and sculptors or rural or metropolitan 

campuses) rather than from varying stimuli to which respondents were exposed.  To 

control stimuli and increase reliability, three community college artist-educators 

examined the wording of the questionnaire for ambiguities, vagueness in the response 

forms, and standardized presentation.  While it is important to ensure that the response 
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alternatives dealt with only one issue, it is found that more categories of responses 

provide greater precision than fewer categories, thus resulting in increased validity 

(Fowler, 2002).  

Validity is whether or not the questionnaire measures what it is supposed to 

measure and the extent to which the answer provided is a true measure of what was 

expected within the intended content area (Burns, 2000; Fowler, 2002; Gay & Airasian, 

2003).  Though there is no formula or statistic for computing content validity nor a way 

to express it quantitatively (Gay & Airasian, 2003), the content validity of the 

questionnaire was assessed by competent colleagues who are experts in the field and 

familiar with the study.  Two noted factors in determining the level of validity are the 

importance of the topic to the respondents and the degree of anonymity.  One can expect 

more valid responses from individuals interested in the topic, and greater truthfulness 

when anonymity is assured (Burns, 2000).  While this study did not guarantee anonymity, 

it was felt that assuring confidentiality would have a similar, if not stronger impact on 

validity (Dillman, 2000).  

Reliability and validity were both important in determining the appropriateness of 

this survey.  However, it should be noted that reliability in and of itself does not 

guarantee validity.  A questionnaire can be reliable by consistently asking the wrong 

questions (Gay & Airasian, 2003).  However, “a valid test is always reliable—In other 

words, if [the] questionnaire is measuring what it is suppose to be measuring, it will be 

reliable” (p. 141).  
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Pretesting 

Pretesting the instrument was accomplished by enlisting a panel of community 

college artist-educators to assist the researcher in determining if the desired data could be 

obtained from the survey.  It should be noted that these individuals were not a part of the 

sample.  Following the “retrospective” technique prescribed by Dillman (2000), the 

researcher watched the participants complete the questionnaire rather than mailing it to 

them.  This in turn created an opportunity for the researcher to directly observe any 

puzzled faces, some perhaps suggesting misread or misunderstood instructions, or other 

gestures indicating problems, frustrations, or concerns (Salant & Dillman, 1994).  The 

visual observations were followed by an immediate debriefing with the researcher asking 

participants about the clarity of the instructions and questions, whether or not the 

questions were interpreted the same, and did the visual layout and question order of the 

questionnaire create an interesting, positive impression that motivated the participants to 

respond (i.e., how did the questionnaire appear as a whole, did the parts fit together, were 

the transitions smooth and logical).  The debriefing also provided the opportunity to ask 

if there were any problems in understanding the answering format or in answering the 

questions, and did any part of the questionnaire offend the participants or imply bias from 

the researcher? (Dillman, 2000; Fowler, 2002; Salant & Dillman, 1994).  Suggestions for 

improving the instrument were considered and appropriate changes were made to the 

final version of the questionnaire.  
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Confidentiality 

Prior to utilizing the instrument for formal data collection, the researcher obtained 

approval from the Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board Protection of 

Human Subjects Committee ensuring that the data collection procedures and the survey 

instrument met Federal regulation by not jeopardizing the rights and welfare of human 

subjects (Appendix A).  Confidentiality was guaranteed and institutional names and 

names of respondents were used for mailing purposes only.  The decision to protect the 

confidentiality of the respondents was selected over anonymity because of its practical 

use in follow-up (Burns, 2000), as well as the fact that assuring anonymity is more costly 

and might create a false sense of concern that the respondents are being tricked in some 

way, thereby discouraging response (Dillman, 2000).  The researcher placed (in plain 

sight) an identifying number on each questionnaire instead of names or asking subjects to 

fill in their names.  This process permitted a means to track returns and engage in 

additional contacts if warranted.  The respondents were assured that neither their name 

nor their institution’s would be used in any printouts or reports and that their answers 

were completely confidential and would be released only as summaries (Dillman, 2000).  

Upon return of the completed questionnaire, the respondent’s names were deleted from 

the mailing list and never connected to their answers in anyway. 

 

Population and Sample 

A stratified proportional random sample was used in this study to ensure that art 

instructors coming from colleges designated as “rural” were fully represented in the 
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sample (Creswell, 2003; May, 1997).  While the rural impact was not the major emphasis 

of the study, it was perceived as being significant enough to warrant comparisons 

between artists-educators from rural and metropolitan campuses.  In examining the needs 

of rural community college faculty, Murray (2005) states that rural community colleges 

may be at the greatest disadvantage of the 2-year institutions in that “rural community 

colleges cannot offer potential faculty the financial, cultural, and social advantages of 

more urban institutions . . . [and] are often the only higher-education institution available 

in communities that are often severely depressed economically and educationally” (p. 

218). 

 Murray (2005) concludes that the instructor’s expectations “tended to revolve 

around teaching responsibilities. . . . [and] teaching was what attracted them [instructors] 

to a community college” (p. 221).  However, since most artist-educators were at least 

initially attracted to teaching as a means of supporting their creative works (Adler, 1979; 

Risenhoover & Blackburn, 1976), it was assumed that the rural environment might 

surface as a hindrance to achieving their expectations.  

In 2002, 19 rural Texas community colleges were categorized by the Texas 

Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) “as those community college districts 

located in counties whose urbanization status was specified as non-metropolitan (i.e., 

rural)” (TRCCN, 2005, p. 5).  Metropolitan counties, as referenced in the Texas Rural 

Community College Network (TRCCN) Strategic Plan (2005) are those counties “defined 

by the Federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and are generally either:  (1) 

large central city counties with residents of 50,000 or more, or (2) suburban counties 
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adjacent to such central city counties that have large numbers of workers migrating to the 

central city county for work” (p. 5). 

 As assumptions within this study have been made about the impact of geographic 

location on the artist-educator, it was important to draw comparisons of geographic 

locations and population densities between rural and metropolitan Texas community 

college campuses.  A map listing the 19 rural community colleges and illustrating their 

service areas (Figure 3.1) shows that most institution’s service area spans hundreds of 

miles across multiple counties as compared to the dense population comprising the 

metropolitan areas (TRCCN, 2002).  For statistical comparisons of selected rural and 

metropolitan colleges see Appendix B. 

The sample of this study was stratified into four categories mirroring THECB 

peer groupings of Texas community and technical colleges by size and rural/metropolitan 

designation (THECB, 2004).  Using the THECB (2004) groupings as a guide, art 

departments, and in turn faculty, were stratified as follows (See Table 3.1, page 66, for 

college listings by rural/metropolitan designation):  

Group A – FTE above 10,000 and institution in Metropolitan  
 Statistical Area (MSA) 
Group B – FTE between 5,000 and 10,000 in MSA 
Group C – FTE less than 5,000 and institution in MSA 
Group D – FTE less than 5,000 and institution in rural area  
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1 Angelina College 
2 Blinn College 
3 Cisco Junior College 
4 Clarendon College 
5 Coastal Bend College 
6 Frank Phillips College 
7 Hill College 
8 Howard College 
9 Kilgore College 
10 Navarro College 

11 Northeast Texas Community College 
12 Panola College 
13 Paris Junior College 
14 Ranger College 
15 South Plains College 
16 Southwest Texas Junior College 
17 Vernon College 
18 Western Texas College 
19 Wharton County Junior College

 
Figure 3.1. Map of  the Texas Rural Community College Network Colleges 
Source: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 06/2002 
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Table 3.1: Peer Groupings for Texas Community/State/Technical Colleges By Size  
  and Rural/Metro Designation 
  
 
Group A – FTE above 10,000 and institution in MSA 
Group B – FTE between 5,000 and 10,000 in MSA 
Group C – FTE less than 5,000 and institution in MSA 
Group D – FTE less than 5,000 and institution in rural area 
  

Group A 
Alamo Community College District  
Austin Community College  
Dallas County Community College District  
El Paso Community College  
Houston Community College System  
North Harris Montgomery Community 
College District  
San Jacinto Community College  
Tarrant County College District 

Group B 
Amarillo College  
Blinn College (Bryan Campus)** 
Central Texas College  
Collin County Community College District  
Del Mar College  
Laredo Community College  
South Texas Community College  
Texas Southmost College  
Tyler Junior College

 
Group C 
Alvin Community College District  
Brazosport College  
College of Mainland  
Galveston College  
Grayson County College  
Lee College  
McLennan Community College  
Midland College  
Odessa College  
Temple College  
Texarkana College  
Trinity Valley Community College  
The Victoria College  
Weatherford College 
 
 
  
*FTE greater than 5,000 
**Art programs at both campuses (split 
based on city population) 

Group D 
Angelina College 
Blinn College (Brenham campus)** 
Cisco Junior College  
Clarendon College  
Coastal Bend College  
Frank Phillips College  
Hill College  
Howard County Junior College District  
Kilgore College 
Navarro College  
North Central Texas College  
Northeast Texas Community College  
Panola Junior College  
Paris Junior College  
Ranger College  
South Plains College* 
Southwest Texas Junior College  
Vernon College  
Western Texas College  
Wharton County Junior College 

  
 
Source: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 
http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/InteractiveTools/Accountability_2004/cc_def_RuralMetro.htm 
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Survey Population and Sample Frame 

The survey population for this study comprised all full-time art department 

faculty within the Texas public community and technical college system.  A query of the 

THECB website was used to identify art departments within public two-year institutions.  

Coupling this query with an extensive Internet search of art department faculty within 

these institutions resulted in a sample frame (list) of 69 art departments (including 

departments within multi-campus districts) and 189 full-time instructors.  Based on a 

sample size table developed by Krejcie and Morgan (1970), a stratified proportional 

sample size of 128 was used in the study representing the total number of selected 

participants from the peer groupings.  A stratified proportional sampling reflects the true 

proportion of individuals or groups within the population, reduces error, and provides 

results in greater precision (Crano & Brewer, 2002).  While these attributes are valued, 

stratified sampling also necessitates acquiring the names of all individuals within the 

survey population (Gay & Airasian, 2003).  The sample frame of all full-time art 

instructors from the population was compiled and separated into the four groups.  Each 

instructor within the four strata was assigned a number.  The samples were then selected 

using Microsoft Excel’s data analysis random number generation tool.  According to 

Creswell (2003), using random numbers provides the most rigorous method in the sample 

selection process.  The percentage breakdown and number of individuals selected to be 

surveyed from each group was as follows: 

 Group A – 49%; 63 artist-educators (FTE > 10,000 and in MSA) 
 Group B – 22%; 28 artist-educators (FTE between 5,000 and 10,000 and in MSA) 
 Group C – 16%; 20 artist-educators (FTE < 5,000 and in MSA) 
 Group D – 13%; 17 artist-educators (FTE < 5,000 and rural)
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Data Collection Procedures 

The literature supports that adhering to a standard set of procedures for mailed 

questionnaires can result in high response rates (Burns, 2000; Creswell, 2003; Dillman, 

1983; Fowler, 2002; Salant & Dillman, 1994).  Often, the main difference between high 

and low response rates rests on the extent with which the researcher makes repeated 

contact with nonrespondents (Fowler, 2002).  Salant and Dillman (1994) recommend 

using an advance-notice letter in increasing the acceptance of multiple contacts, and also 

found that providing small financial incentives (one to two dollars) with the first 

questionnaire brought increased response rates by as much as 5 to 8 percent. 

In implementing this survey, it was important to keep in mind the principles of 

social exchange theory in determining why people do or do not respond to surveys 

(Dillman, 2000).  Social exchange theory can be defined as: 

a theory of human behavior used to explain the development and continuation of 
human interaction.  The theory asserts that actions of individuals are motivated by 
the return these actions are expected to bring, and in fact usually do bring, from 
others.  Three elements are critical for predicting a particular action:  rewards, 
costs, and trust. (p. 14) 

Addressing these elements, Dillman (2000, pp. 14-21) provides several examples 

of incorporating social exchange theory into survey implementation.  The small financial 

incentive accompanying the first questionnaire fulfills the reward requirement, as would 

the promise to provide survey results, or simply saying thank you.  Cost, or its reduction 

relative to the respondent, can be accomplished by making the survey more interesting, 

user-friendly, and easy to complete.  Not inconveniencing or embarrassing the 

respondent, or using subordinate language can also reduce the cost.  Trust, like reward, 
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can be established through providing a small prepaid financial token of appreciation, 

which in turn serves as a symbolic gesture of trust on the part of the researcher toward the 

respondent to not just pocket the money, but to complete the survey.  Providing first-class 

return postage works in a similar manner, and both personalized letters and the 

researcher’s connection to a reputable institution are also perceived as building trust. 

To ensure a mailed survey with a high response rate, this study not only followed 

Creswell’s (2003) suggestion to implement the four-phased data collection sequence 

outlined by Salant and Dillman (1994), but enhanced the sequence by including 

Dillman’s (2000) fifth phase, “invoking of special procedures” (p. 184).  Key to the 

success of the survey were repeated, well-timed, contacts with members of the sample 

through an inoffensive, pleasant manner, encouraging engagement in the survey and 

conveying the importance of the individual to the study through their contribution.  First-

class postage was used for all mail contacts with the exception of the fifth and final 

contact, which was delivered via Priority Mail.  Additionally, each subsequent contact 

presented a different look and feel from the previous one, which in turn “convey[ed] a 

sense of appropriate renewal of an effort to communicate” (Dillman, 2000, p. 151).  For 

example, the pre-notice letter (Phase I) indicating that a questionnaire was forthcoming, 

asked for no immediate response, whereas, the first mailing of the questionnaire (Phase 

II) explained the study and asked for a response.  A postcard follow-up (Phase III) to the 

mailing of the questionnaire provided a visual variation from the previous letter and a 

way of saying thanks or providing a friendly reminder that the participant’s survey has 

not yet been received.  Phase IV, the mailing of a replacement questionnaire, 
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communicated a more personal and pronounced tone that the completed survey had not 

yet been received, and Phase V, in part through Priority Mail delivery, underscored the 

individual’s importance to the survey and the need for them to respond.  As mail surveys 

require a considerable amount of advanced planning and on-going work throughout the 

process, envelopes, postcard reminders, and follow-up letters were prepared in advance, 

freeing time to devote to tracking and follow-ups. 

Phase I:  A brief pre-notice introductory letter (Appendix C) was mailed on 

October 3, 2005 to all art instructors within the survey population informing them that a 

questionnaire for an important survey would arrive within a few days, and that their 

participation would be greatly valued.  As with all mail-outs related to the questionnaire, 

individual names, handwritten signatures, and first-class postage were standard protocol.  

Referencing Fox, Crask, and Kim (1988), Edwards (2003) states that “a simple pre-

notification could increase the response rate by as much as 47.4%” (p. 62).  Following 

Dillman’s  (2000) recommendation, study participants were also notified that a small 

token of appreciation would be included with the questionnaire as a way of saying 

thanks. 

Phase II:  On October 7, 2005, a personalized cover letter (Appendix D), 

questionnaire (Appendix E), and a self-addressed stamped envelope were mailed to 

members of the sample.  Again, following Dillman’s (2000) recommendation, the cover 

letter included a two-dollar bill, which was explained as a token of appreciation and a 

way of saying thanks for their help with the survey.  Alreck and Settle (1995) see cash 

inducements or incentives as a means of catching the attention of the recipient, putting 
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them in a more positive frame of mind, and for some, creating a sense of obligation to 

respond when sent with the original mailing.  The literature supports that a two-dollar 

prepayment is a strikingly powerful and effective incentive (Dillman, 2000), whereas 

post-payments or incentives provide minimal increase in response rates (Alreck & Settle, 

1995; Dillman, 2000).  Fowler (2002) concurs, stating that “it is only advance payment 

that has been shown to affect responses.  Delaying payments, offers to give money to 

charities, and enrollments in drawings have not been shown to increase response rates” 

(p. 49). 

The cover letter included a statement that the identification number on the survey 

(in plain view) was for mailing purposes only, providing a means of tracking who had 

completed the survey and eliminating unnecessary reminders.  The participants were 

guaranteed complete confidentiality and that their names would never be used or 

connected with answers to the questionnaire.  The statement on confidentiality was brief, 

as lengthy detailed explanations can give rise to suspicions and discourage individuals 

from responding (Dillman, 2000).  According to Salant and Dillman (1994), having the 

identification number on the questionnaires has little if any adverse affect on response 

rates. 

Phase III:  A postcard follow-up (Appendix F) was mailed on October 14, 2005 to 

all artist-educators within the sample serving as a thank-you for those who had responded 

and a friendly reminder for those who had not.  As with the other mailings, the tone and 

style of the correspondence was businesslike and personalized. 
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Phase IV:  On October 27, 2005, a revised personalized cover letter (Appendix 

G), the questionnaire, and a stamped, return envelope were mailed to all nonrespondents 

in hopes of soliciting a response.  This letter conveyed the significance of the study, as 

well as the importance of the contribution from the pending participant.  

Phase V:  As a final follow-up after the fourth mail-out, all nonrespondents were 

mailed (November 10, 2005) another personalized cover letter (Appendix H), a 

replacement questionnaire, and a stamped return envelope via US Priority Mail.  While 

Gay and Airasian (2003) state that mailings beyond a second questionnaire are generally 

not cost effective, it was the intent of the researcher that the use of Priority Mail would 

further convey the importance of the project, thus convincing nonrespondents to complete 

the questionnaire.  Care was taken not to offend individuals, but persuade them of the 

importance of their contribution to the study.  These efforts garnered nearly a 10% 

increase in survey returns. 

 

Bias:  Coverage, Sampling, Measurement, 
 and Nonresponse Error 

Bias is the pushing or pulling of survey results in some specific direction due to 

the effects of extraneous factors on answers to questionnaires or survey results in general 

(Alreck & Settle, 1995; Lister, 2002).  In avoiding bias, the researcher took steps to 

ensure that a representative group was sampled and questions were designed to 

discourage any undue sway in the opinion of the respondent, thus minimizing the affects 

of coverage error, sampling error, measurement error, and nonresponse error.  

Coverage error results from every unit in the survey population not having a known, 
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non-zero chance of being included in the sample (Dillman, 2000).  In this study, it was 

speculated that most coverage error stemmed from the assumption that some artist-

educators in the population weren’t included in the sample frame (or list), due in part to 

the timeframe of their hiring, which in turn did not permit their inclusion in the college 

catalog or on the departmental Website.  Likewise, catalogs or Websites might 

erroneously list art instructors who had left the institutions.  However, given that 

departmental Websites can be more readily updated than catalogs, an extensive review of 

Texas public community and technical college websites, to include Fall 2005 academic 

schedules, ensured a relatively reliable sample frame.  

Gay and Airasian (2003) define sampling error  as an occurrence that “is beyond 

the control of the researcher [and] is a reality of random sampling” (p. 114).  Sampling 

error results in an under representation of a segment within the population, which in turn 

skews the results.  This study employed stratified proportional random sampling to 

address this issue and an attempt to ensure that subgroups were represented.  

Measurement error is a result of “poor question wording or questions being 

presented in such a way (biased) that inaccurate or uninterpretable answers are obtained” 

(Dillman, 2000, p. 11).  Pretesting was utilized to reduce the possibility of measurement 

error. 

When response is low, nonresponse bias or error becomes a concern given the 

fact that the responses of nonrespondents could significantly change the survey results 

(Creswell, 2003).  Leslie (1972) finds that when populations surveyed are homogeneous 

(having a common group identity such as artist-educators), “significant response-rate bias 
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is probably unlikely…[because] persons having strong identification with the group tend 

to respond more as members of the group than as members of some social classification” 

(p. 323).  However, this researcher contends that due to the diversity of art disciplines, as 

well as other mitigating factors, such as age, experience, and gender, this study will in 

fact represent several subgroups (under the umbrella of artist-educators), all of which 

have the potential for creating response bias in a low response situation. 

Another way to look at nonresponse bias is when one group within a sample is 

more prone to respond than another group.  A common experience with mail 

questionnaires is that people who have a particular interest in the subject or research are 

more likely to return a completed survey instrument than those with less interest (Fowler, 

2002).  When checking for response bias, this study followed Creswell’s (2003) 

recommendation by conducting a wave analysis.  Conducting a wave analysis entails 

examining selected questionnaire items on a weekly basis to determine if average 

responses change (Leslie, 1972) and if the potential for nonresponse bias exists.  Nearing 

the final weeks of the survey, if responses began to noticeably change, it was assumed 

that a potential for response bias existed.  According to Creswell (2003), those 

individuals late in responding are nearly nonrespondents, and therefore, their responses 

may be indicative of actual nonrespondents.  

 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis for this study was descriptive in nature and employed frequency 

distributions for the questions.  The researcher was interested in exploring relationships 
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or correlations between questions from the body of the survey, as well as with 

demographic data through crosstabulations.  For instance, the degree to which an artist-

educator is dependent upon the college’s facilities for use in creating one’s personal 

artwork may vary significantly based on whether the individual is a painter or potter. 

Likewise, a painter may rely more heavily on the teaching position as his/her major 

source of income than those coming from the advertising design field, which tends to 

provide more readily accessible alternative income sources.  Age and marital status could 

also be factors affecting dependence on the teaching salary. 

 

Chi-Square Tests 

Since the majority of the data obtained in this study was categorical, chi-square 

tests were employed as the appropriate means in determining if an event or response 

occurred more frequently in one group than in another, and if the observed frequencies 

differed from the expected frequencies for reasons other than sampling error or by chance 

(Burns, 2000; Gay & Airasian, 2003).  Classified as a nonparametric test, a chi-square 

test requires fewer assumptions than parametric tests.  Whereas a parametric test assumes 

that variables are normally distributed and are measured on an interval or ratio scale, the 

chi-square test measures data on an a nominal or ordinal scale and makes no assumptions 

about the shape of the distribution, only that the subjects selected are independently 

sampled (Harris, 1998).  A parametric test also requires that the variances of the 

population comparison groups are equal, or at least that the ratio of the variances is 

known (Gay & Airasian, 2003).  While parametric tests represent more powerful and 
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generally preferred tests, the data for this study violated three of the four parametric 

assumptions (all but independently sampled participants).  Thus, a nonparametric test of 

significance was used.  SPSS 11.0 for Windows was used in analyzing data obtained 

from the survey instrument. 

 

Research Questions 1 and 2 

1. What aspects or qualities of the community college do artist-educators believe 

promote their artistic production? 

2. What are the areas of conflict within the community college that artist-educators 

believe hinder or are barriers to supporting their artistic production? 

 To answer Research Questions 1 and 2, attention was focused on questions 

concerning studio space, academic encouragement and support, access to equipment and 

materials, geographic location, peer support, impact of teaching on artistic output and 

creativity, class scheduling, and time and balance issues between teaching/service and 

artistic production.  Frequency distributions were created for comparative purposes and 

crosstabulations drawn to determine if any significance existed between responses. 

 

Research Question 3 

3. How effective do community college artist-educators perceive themselves to be in 

balancing the role of scholarship with teaching and service? 

Frequency distributions dealing with issues concerning artistic productivity, 

studio time, teaching/service obligations, identity perceptions, and credibility issues were 
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used in answering research question three.  In further evaluating these issues, cross 

comparisons were drawn to determine if any significance existed between responses to 

questions (e.g., responses to one’s identity crosstabulated with responses to the 

effectiveness in balancing one’s art with teaching and service).  

 

Research Question 4 

4. How do community college artist-educators perceive the relationship between 

scholarship and the quality of their teaching? 

In answering Research Question 4, frequency distributions were utilized in 

evaluating the overall perception of one’s success in balancing teaching with artistic 

productivity, and more specifically, the impact of art on teaching and teaching on art.  

Additionally, artist-educator interactions with students and peers, and performance 

satisfaction were considered.  Crosstabulations were then drawn to teaching and studio 

disciplines, degree of artistic productivity, experience, location, and other demographic 

categories. 

 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter explained the steps and cited supporting literature used by this 

researcher in measuring how community college artist-educators balance their creative 

work with teaching and service.  A self-administered questionnaire was employed 

providing data from a sample frame of 189 art instructors representing 69 visual arts 

departments within the 50 Texas public community college districts.  Of the 189 art 
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instructors, 128 were selected as potential study participants through stratified random 

sampling.  A five-phase data collection process was implemented during the months of 

October through early December 2005.  Data analysis focused on answering four 

research questions, as well as drawing comparisons between subgroups, which in turn 

provided valuable insights for students and instructors in addressing the challenges and 

opportunities in successfully intertwining the dual roles of practicing art and teaching in a 

community college environment. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF THE RESEARCH 

 

Chapter IV presents the findings from the research examining how Texas 

community college artist-educators balance their creative work with teaching and service.  

Following the data collection procedures as outlined in Chapter III, a self-reported mailed 

survey was used as a means for gathering data on the insights and perspectives of a 

randomly selected, stratified proportional sample of Texas community college art 

instructors.  While not all survey findings (frequency distributions) are illustrated or 

discussed in this chapter, a full accounting is provided in Appendix I.  

Data analysis for this study was descriptive and employed frequency distributions. 

Given that the data obtained in this study were categorical, chi-square tests were used as 

the appropriate means in determining if an event or response occurred more frequently in 

one group than in another or if questionnaire items were significantly related.  In testing 

for significance and meeting the chi-square minimum count within a cell of not less than 

5, categories for the majority of the questionnaire items were collapsed from 5 categories 

to 2 or 3 categories (e.g., a 5 category Likert type scale—“strongly agrees to strongly 

disagrees,” was collapsed to “agrees, neither agrees/disagrees, disagrees”).  In some 

instances, similar groupings were combined to facilitate chi-square minimum cell size 

requirements (e.g., combined studio disciplines into three groupings: drawing and 

painting; ceramics, metals, and sculpture; and digital media, graphics, film/video, 

photography, and printmaking). 
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This chapter is organized into seven sections: (a) response rates from the surveyed 

population, (b) addressing nonresponse bias through a wave analysis, (c) descriptive 

analysis of the research participants, (d) data analysis for the research questions and 

statements, (e) demographic analysis, (f) review of the written comments, and (g) the 

chapter summary. 

 

Response Rates from the Surveyed Population 

Of the 128 artist-educators surveyed, 100 responded, yielding a return rate of 

78.1%.  However, it was determined that two of the participants were not full-time artist-

educators, and, therefore, were removed from the study rendering a revised response rate 

of 76.6%.  Interestingly, the percentages of individuals responding closely mirrored the 

percentages of participants within the proportional stratified sample (Table 4.1).  In 

examining gender participation, 61.2% of the respondents were male with 38.8% female.  

This compares to the gender make-up within the sample of 57% male and 43% female.  

Table 4.1:  Summary of Survey Results of the Proportional Stratified Random Sample 
Group Survey 

Population 
Population 
Percentages 

Sample 
Numbers

Sample 
Percentages 

Survey 
Responses

Response 
Percentages 

Response Differences from               
Sample Percentages 

1 93 0.492 63 0.492 47 0.480  -0.013 
2 42 0.222 28 0.219 21 0.214  -0.004 
3 29 0.153 20 0.156 17 0.173  0.017 
4 25 0.132 17 0.133 13 0.133  0.000 

Total 189 1.000 128 1.000 98 1.000  0.000 
Gender Representation & Participation 

 Gender 
 Sample 
Numbers 
Group 1 

Sample 
Numbers 
Group 2 

Sample 
Numbers 
Group 3 

Sample 
Numbers 
Group 4 

Total 
Sample 

Numbers 

Gender 
Percentage 
Make-Up 

from Sample

Survey 
Responses 

Gender  % 
Make-Up 

from 
Responses 

Response 
Percentage 

Differences from 
Sample 

Males 40 18 9 6 73 0.570 60 0.612 0.042 

Females 23 10 11 11 55 0.430 38 0.388 -0.042 

Totals 63 28 20 17 128 1.000 98 1.000 0.000 
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Table 4.2 provides a summary of response rates and percentage alignments with 

proportional stratified group samplings at designated intervals.  As noted in the table, 

there was a flood of responses within the first couple of weeks with 60.2% of the sample 

responding within three weeks of the initial survey mail out.  The remaining responses 

(16.4%) trickled in over the next month.  These individuals were designated as late 

responders and became the focus of a wave analysis. 

Table 4.2:  Survey Response Rates at Specified Intervals - Final Returns (N=98) 
Date Received Group Total  

Received 
Actual % 
Received 

Targeted  
Percentage 

Difference from 
Sample 

Group Return 
Rate 

Percent 
Returned 

First responders - 18-Oct 1 16 0.485 0.49 -0.005 0.254  

18-Oct 2 7 0.212 0.22 -0.008 0.250  

18-Oct 3 6 0.182 0.16 0.022 0.300  

   18-Oct 4 4 0.121 0.13 -0.009 0.235  

Total to date   33         0.258 

21-Oct 1 29 0.483 0.49 -0.007 0.460  

21-Oct 2 13 0.217 0.22 -0.003 0.464  

21-Oct 3 11 0.183 0.16 0.023 0.550  

21-Oct 4 7 0.117 0.13 -0.013 0.412  

Total to date   60         0.469 

Middle responders - 28-Oct 1 38 0.494 0.49 0.004 0.603  

28-Oct 2 17 0.221 0.22 0.001 0.607  

   28-Oct 3 12 0.156 0.16 -0.004 0.600  

    28-Oct 4 10 0.130 0.13 0.000 0.588  

Total to date   77         0.602 

Late responders - 5-Dec 1 49 0.490 0.49 0.000 0.778  

5-Dec 2 21 0.210 0.22 -0.010 0.750  

5-Dec 3 17 0.170 0.16 0.010 0.850  

5-Dec 4 13 0.130 0.13 0.000 0.765  

Total to date   100         0.781 

REVISED 1 47 0.480 0.49 -0.010 0.746  

 (12/05/05) 2 21 0.214 0.22 -0.006 0.750  

(2 participants 3 17 0.173 0.16 0.013 0.850  

removed – adjuncts) 4 13 0.133 0.13 0.003 0.765  

Total responses   98         0.766 
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Addressing Nonresponse Bias: Employing 
 a Wave Analysis 

In light of the 76.6% response rate and the participants’ near perfect alignment 

with the stratified proportional groupings, the threat of nonresponse bias or error, which 

generally is a factor when response is low (Creswell, 2003), became much less a concern 

for this study.  Nonetheless, addressing this issue required that a wave analysis be 

conducted at designated intervals to determine if responses to selected questions 

noticeably changed from early to late responders to determine if the potential for 

nonresponse bias existed.  Comparisons between the first responders (10/18/2005), 

middle responders (10/28/2005), and late responders (through 12/05/05) focused on 

questions concerning (a) artistic identity, (b) the impact of college affiliation on an 

instructor’s artistic output, (c) effectiveness in balancing art with teaching and service, 

and (d) the perceived impact of artistic productivity on teaching performance.  (Refer to 

Table 4.2 for response and percentage comparisons of stratified groupings). 

Chi-square tests were used to determine if any significant differences to responses 

of the selected questions existed between response periods (Tables 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6). 

Results from the first and middle responders were compared with no significant 

differences noted.  Most importantly, comparisons between late responders and first 

responders yielded no significant differences, further supporting the unlikely occurrence 

of nonresponse bias.  As noted in Chapter III, individuals late in responding are nearly 

nonrespondents, and as such, their responses may be indicative of actual nonrespondents 

(Creswell, 2003).  Wave analysis of response rates for gender, studio disciplines, and 

geographical groupings also showed non-significance between first and late responders. 



 

 83

Table 4.3:  Wave Analysis of Responses to Q3 – Identity (Chi-Square Test Results) 
Responders Date of returns N χ² Value df Asymp. Sig. (2 sided) 

First Responders 10/18/05 33 
Middle Responders 10/28/05 44 2.772ª 2 .250 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.29. 
 
First Responders 10/21/05 60 
Late Responders 12/05/05 21 4.102ª 2 .129 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.44. 
 

Table 4.4: Wave Analysis of Responses to Q23 – Impact of College Affiliation 
(teaching and service) on Artistic Output  
(Chi-Square test results: computed only for 2x2 table) 

Responders Date of returns N χ² Value df Asymp. Sig. (2 sided) 
First Responders 10/18/05 33 
Middle Responders 10/28/05 43 .176ª 1 .675 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.89. 
 
First Responders 10/21/05 59 
Late Responders 12/05/05 21 .009ª 1 .923 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.19. 
 

Table 4.5: Wave Analysis of Responses to Q31 – Successfully Balancing Art with 
Teaching and Service (Chi-Square test results) 

Responders Date of returns N χ² Value df Asymp. Sig. (2 sided) 
First Responders 10/18/05 33 
Middle Responders 10/28/05 44 2.613ª 2 .271 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.14. 
 
First Responders 10/21/05 60 
Late Responders 12/05/05 21 2.192ª 2 .334 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.19. 
 

Table 4.6: Wave Analysis of Responses to Q40 – Impact of Art Productivity on 
Teaching Performance (Chi-Square test results: only for 2x2 table) 

Responders Date of returns N χ² Value df Asymp. Sig. (2 sided) 
First Responders 10/18/05 33 
Middle Responders 10/28/05 44 1.627ª 1 .202 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.57. 
 
First Responders 10/21/05 60 
Late Responders 12/05/05 21 .012ª 1 .913 

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.19. 
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Descriptive Analysis of the Research Participants 

Prior to addressing the research questions, a descriptive analysis of the 

participants will help provide a better understanding of the respondents and insights into 

the responses gathered.  Table 4.7 identifies the mix of the Texas community college 

artist-educators as an approximate 60/40 split between males and females, with 50% of 

the participants between the ages of 50 and 59, predominately Caucasian, and married.  

The educational level of the artist-educators finds 86.8% holding MFA’s, and of those, 

18.4% have both an MA and an MFA.  No respondents had doctorates. 

Table 4.7:  Descriptive Analysis of Survey Participants 
 Q42 - Gender Q43 - Age Q44 - Ethnicity Q45 - Marital 

Status 
Q46.3 – Education:  

Masters Level 
N    Valid 98 98 98 96 98 

Missing 0 0 0 2 0 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Male 60 61.2 61.2 61.2 
Female 38 38.8 38.8 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
Age Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Below 30 3 3.1 3.1 3.1 
30-39 14 14.3 14.3 17.3 
40-49 17 17.3 17.3 34.7 
50-59 49 50.0 50.0 84.7 
60-69 15 15.3 15.3 100.0 
Total 98 100.0 100.0  

Ethnicity/Race Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
White/Caucasian 80 81.6 81.6 81.6 

African American 2 2.0 2.0 83.7 
Asian 1 1.0 1.0 84.7 

Hispanic American 10 10.2 10.2 94.9 
Biracial 3 3.1 3.1 98.0 

Multiracial 2 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Total 98 100.0 100.0  

Marital Status Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Never Married 14 14.3 14.6 14.6 

Married 64 65.3 66.7 81.3 
Divorced 18 18.4 18.8 100.0 

Total 96 98.0 100.0  
Missing 2 2.0   

Total 98 100.0   
Education – 
Masters Level 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

MA 11 11.2 11.2 11.2 
MFA 67 68.4 68.4 79.6 

MFA/MA 18 18.4 18.4 98.0 
Med 1 1.0 1.0 99.0 
MS 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Of the 12 studio disciplines in which the participants were categorized, 44.9% 

came from the drawing and painting disciplines, 20.4% from ceramics, 10.2 % from 

photography, 9.2% from printmaking, 7.1% from sculpture, with the remaining 

individuals representing combined categories of less than 8% of the total disciplines. 

Over 50% of the participants have taught full-time in higher education for 10 

years or less and 28.9% have served in the capacity as artist-educators for 21 or more 

years. The data supports that most of the full-time instructional years logged by the artist-

educators have been in a community college with 89.7% of the respondents indicating 

that all of their community college experience has been at the same institution.  On 

average, instructors have a 16-hour teaching load per semester and are responsible for 4 

instructional subject areas.  Nearly 46% of the participants categorized their identity 

equally as an artist and an educator, with a slight balance of participants leaning more 

towards “educator” (Table 4.8).  This perception of identity is important in that it goes to 

the state of mind or the perspective from which many of the questions on the survey were 

answered.  Perspectives on “identity” will be further discussed in Chapter V. 

Table 4.8:  Q3 – Artist-Educator Identity 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Primarily as an artist 7 7.1 7.1 7.1 
Slightly more as an artist 17 17.3 17.3 24.5 
Equally as an artist & 
educator 

45 45.9 45.9 70.4 

Slightly more as an educator 17 17.3 17.3 87.8 
Primarily as an educator 12 12.2 12.2 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
 

While the literature supports that many MFA graduates immediately enter the 

teaching profession after graduate school without first experiencing the world as 
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practicing artists (Risenhoover & Blackburn, 1976), data collected from this study found 

that 61.2% of the instructors supported themselves through other means prior to landing a 

full-time teaching position, with 33.3% of these individuals teaching part-time, 30% 

holding art-related jobs, and 20% holding non-art related jobs (Table 4.9).  Years of 

experience prior to gaining full-time employment ranged from 21.1% of the participants 

at 1 to 2 years to 45.6% at 7 or more years. 

Table 4.9:  Q33 - Experience Prior to Teaching Full-time in Higher Education 
Years of experience before teaching Experience prior to teaching full-time Count Percent Valid % of 

Experience 1-2 yrs 3-4 yrs 5-6 yrs 7  +  Total 
Entered teaching immediately out of grad school  38 NA       
Supported myself solely on my art 4 4.1 6.7 2   2 4 
Taught part-time and supported myself on my art  20 20.4 33.3 5 3 4 7 19 
Had art related job and pursed my art 18 18.4 30.0 1 5 2 10 18 
Had non-art related job and pursued art 12 12.2 20.0 2 3 1 5 11 
I had other means of financial support 
and pursued art 

1 1.0 1.7      

Job did not allow time to pursue my art 3 3.1 5.0 1 1  1 3 
Other 2 2.0 3.3 1   1 2 

Total 98 61.2 100.0 12 12 7 26 57* 
* N=57; 3 missing Percentages of year’s exp.  - 21.1 21.1 12.2 45.6 100.0 

 

 

Data Analysis for the Research Questions 

Research Questions 1 and 2 

1. What aspects or qualities of the community college do artist-educators believe 
promote their artistic production? 

2. What are the areas of conflict within the community college that artist-educators 
believe hinder or are barriers to supporting their artistic production? 

Since data analysis for Research Questions 1 and 2 examines the same set of 

questions from the survey instrument, they have been combined as a matter of 

convenience.  A combination of Research Questions 1 and 2 reads as follows: 

What perceived aspects, qualities, or barriers of the community college do artist-
educators believe promote or hinder their artistic production? 
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Relevant data for this question are tied to questionnaire items found in Part I.A 

and B of the survey instrument (Appendix E).  In better serving the reader and making 

the analysis more user friendly, survey questions (designated with a “Q”) will be stated 

first and then followed by a brief response and a reference (when appropriate) to a table.  

Results from chi-square tests will be provided when applicable. 

Q1 Which response best describes the amount of time you have to produce 
your artwork during the fall and spring semesters? 

Nearly 83% of the individuals responding to the questionnaire indicated that the 

amount of time to produce their artwork was not adequate or was restricted during the fall 

and spring semesters (Table 4.10).  While 63.3% of the survey participants teach 

overload (Q25), there was no significance found (α = .229) between the responses to 

teaching overload and the amount of time to produce artwork.  However, a chi-square 

comparison of Q1 to Q32 (satisfaction with artistic productivity) was significant at  

α = .001, with 94.6% of those who were dissatisfied with their artistic productivity also 

claiming to not have adequate studio time (Table 4.11). 

Table 4.10:  Q1 – Amount of Time to Produce Artwork (Fall & Spring Semesters) 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

All the time needed 1 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Adequate time 15 15.3 15.3 16.3 
Not adequate time 31 31.6 31.6 48.0 
Restricted 50 51.0 51.0 99.0 
Not applicable 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Table 4.11: Crosstabulation of Q1 - Amount of Time to Produce Artwork * Q32 

Artistic Productivity Satisfaction Level  
   

N=98 0 missing  
Q32 – Art Productivity Satisfaction 

Level 
   Satisfied/neutral Dissatisfied 

 
 

Total 
Adequate time Count   

% within Q32 
13 

31.0% 
3 

5.4% 
42 

16.3% 
Q1 – Amount 
of Time to 
Produce 
Artwork 

Not adequate 
time 

Count  
% within Q32 

29 
69.0% 

53 
94.6% 

56 
83.7% 

Total  Count  
% within Q32 
% of Total 

42 
100.0% 

42.9% 

56 
100.0% 

57.1% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q1 & Q32 (computed for 2x2 table only) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 11.509ª 1 .001 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.86. 
 

Q12 To what extent do you depend on the art department’s equipment (e.g., 
kilns, presses, darkrooms, computers, video equipment, foundries, etc.) in 
producing your artwork? 

Q13 How important is it to you as an artist for the college to make studio space 
available for producing your artwork? 

Chi-square testing shows a highly significant correlation (α = .000) between an 

individual’s studio discipline and dependence on departmental equipment (Table 4.12).  

Over 60% of all artist-educators responding to the study and 78.6% of the individuals in 

ceramics, sculpture, and metals indicated that they relied on the department’s equipment 

in some capacity between “strong dependence” and “slight dependence,” while 59.1% of 

those in painting and drawing indicated no dependence.  Likewise, significance              

(α = .017) was found when relating the need for departmental studio space to studio 

disciplines, with those in ceramics, metals, and sculpture (71.4%), as well as 

graphics/digital media, photography, printmaking, and video/filmmaking (84.6%) 
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expressing the importance of studio space, as compared to those in drawing and painting 

(47.7%) indicating that departmental studio space was not important.  

Table 4.12: Crosstabulation of Q12 – Equipment Dependence * Q6 – Primary Studio 
Discipline  

   Q6 – Primary Studio Discipline 
N=98 0 missing  Ceramics 

Sculpture 
Metals 

Digital/Photo 
Printmaking 

Graphics 

Drawing 
Painting 

 
 

Total 

Strong/moderate 
dependence 

Count 
 % within Q6 

15 
53.6% 

12 
46.2% 

3 
6.8% 

30 
30.6% 

Slight 
dependence 

Count 
% within Q6 

7 
25.0% 

7 
26.9% 

15 
34.1% 

29 
29.6% 

Q12 – 
Equipment 
Dependence 

No dependence Count  
% within Q6 

6 
21.4% 

7 
26.9% 

26 
59.1% 

39 
39.8% 

Total  Count  
% within Q6 
% of Total 

28 
100.0% 

28.6% 

26 
100.0% 

26.5% 

44 
100.0% 

44.9% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q6 & Q12 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 23.146ª 4 .000 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.69. 
 

Q14 If your college offers support, does it provide any of the following? 

Over 85% of the participants responded that their institutions provided support, 

with 33% stating that they had received sabbaticals, 27% receiving support for exhibiting 

their art, and 65% indicating that funding was provided for workshops and conferences. 

Q15 Being around like-minded peers is important to your work. 

Peer support was cited as an important aspect within community college teaching 

by 84.7% of respondents (Table 4.13). 

Table 4.13:  Q15 – Importance of Peer Support 
N=98 0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 53 54.1 54.1 54.1 
Agree 30 30.6 30.6 84.7 
Neither agree/disagree 13 13.3 13.3 98.0 
Disagree 1 1.0 1.0 99.0 
Strongly disagree 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q17 To what extent does your institution’s geographic location affect your 
 work as an artist? (artwork and exhibits) 

Roughly a third of the artist-educators claimed that their institution’s geographic 

location enhanced both their artwork and exhibits with the remaining two-thirds 

indicating no influence or that location was a hindrance.  Chi-square testing addressing 

the influences of geographic location on artwork was significant at α = .015.  In order to 

test for significance and meet the minimum expected chi-square cell count of not less 

than 5, Groups 2, 3, and 4 were combined and compared to Group 1.  This combination 

made sense from a practical standpoint in that Group 1 represents institutions from the 

major central metropolitan areas (Dallas/Ft. Worth, Austin, Houston, San Antonio and El 

Paso), which are typically associated with greater artistic opportunities than the smaller 

metropolitan areas and rural locations.  Table 4.14 illustrates that 40.4% of the artist-

educators in Group 1 indicated their geographic location enhanced their artwork with 

10.6% citing it as a hindrance.  This compares to 27.5% of the artist-educators from the 

combined groups (2, 3, 4) who saw their location as an enhancement to artwork, while 

35.3% claimed it was a hindrance. 

Table 4.14:  Crosstabulation of Q17 – Geographic Influence on Artwork * Groups 
   Group 

N = 98 0 missing  1 2, 3 & 4 
Total 

Enhances Count  
% within Group 

19 
40.4% 

14 
27.5% 

33 
33.7% 

Q17a  – 
Geographic 
Influence on 
Art 

No influence Count 
% within Group 

23 
48.9% 

19 
37.3% 

42 
42.9% 

 Hinders Count 
% within Group 

5 
10.6% 

18 
35.3% 

23 
23.5% 

Total  Count  
% within Group 
% of Total 

47 
100.0% 
48.0% 

51 
100.0% 
52.0% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q17 & Groups 1 & 2, 3, 4  (combined) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.337ª 2 .015 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.03. 
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In examining the affects of geographic location on one’s art exhibits, a 

comparison of responses between the groups rendered significance at α = .025 with 

43.5% and 47.6% of the artist-educators from Groups 1 and 2 seeing their location as 

enhancing their exhibits as compared to 14.8% of those from Groups 3 and 4 (Table 

14.5).  Groups 3 and 4 were combined to meet the minimum cell count for chi-square 

testing.  Nearly 52% of the artist-educators from Groups 3 and 4 indicated that their 

geographic locations hindered exhibits as compared to 26.1% from Group 1. 

 
Table 4.15:  Crosstabulation of Q17b – Geographic Influence on Exhibits * Groups 

N=94 4 missing  Groups 
95.9% 4.1%  1 2 3 & 4 

Total 

Enhances Count  
% within Group 

20 
43.5% 

10 
47.6% 

4 
14.8% 

34 
36.2% 

Q17b – 
Geographic 
Influence on 
Exhibits 

No influence Count  
% within Group 

14 
30.4% 

2 
9.5% 

9 
33.3% 

25 
26.6% 

 Hinders Count  
% within Group 

12 
26.1% 

9 
42.9% 

14 
51.9% 

35 
37.2% 

Total  Count  
% within Group 
% of Total 

46 
100.0% 

48.9% 

21 
100.0% 

22.4% 

27 
100.0% 

28.7% 

94 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q17b & Groups 1, 2, [3 & 4] (combined) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 11.125ª 4 .025 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.59. 
 

The following survey questions and statements will be viewed as a whole in 

addressing the impact of teaching on art: 

Q18 Teaching has provided you with new avenues of artistic expression. 

Q19 Your students serve as a source of creative stimulation for your work. 

Q20 What impact does teaching have on your creative energy? 

Q21 You are a better artist because you teach. 
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Q22 In your opinion, would you have more or less studio time if you were 
 employed in a non-teaching profession that provided approximately the 
 same salary and benefits as teaching? 

Q23 How has your affiliation with a community college impacted your output 
as an artist? 

Over 67% of artist-educators perceived teaching as a new source of artistic 

expression (Table 4.16), 59.2% saw students as a source of creative stimulation, and 

45.9% indicated that teaching was both stimulating and draining on their creativity (Table 

4.17).  Crosstabulting Q20 with Q32 (satisfaction with artistic productivity) provided 

significance at α = .015, where 37.5% of those dissatisfied with their artistic productivity 

also saw teaching as a drain on their creativity (Table 4.18).  When asked if one was a 

better artist because of teaching, 61.2% agreed with 14.3% disagreeing (Table 4.19). 

Table 4.16:  Q18 - Teaching as a New Source of Artistic Expression 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 29 29.6 29.6 29.6 
Agree 37 37.8 37.8 67.3 
Neither agree/disagree 21 21.4 21.4 88.8 
Disagree 9 9.2 9.2 98.0 
Strongly disagree 2 2.0 2.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
 

Table 4.17:  Q20 - Impact of Teaching on Instructor’s Creative Energy 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Greatly stimulates creativity 10 10.2 10.2 10.2 
Stimulates creativity 15 15.3 15.3 25.5 
Stimulates/drains creativity 45 45.9 45.9 71.4 
No effect 2 2.0 2.0 73.5 
Drains creativity 19 19.4 19.4 92.9 
Wipes me out 7 7.1 7.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Table 4.18: Crosstabulation of Q20 – Impact of Teaching on Instructor’s Creative 

Energy * Q32 – Artistic Productivity Satisfaction Level 
N=98 0 missing  Q32 – Artistic Productivity 

Satisfaction Level  
   Satisfied or 

neutral 
Dissatisfied 

Total 

Stimulates my creativity Count  
% within Q32 

14 
33.3% 

11 
19.6% 

25 
25.5% 

Both stimulates & 
drains my creativity 

Count  
% within Q32 

23 
54.8% 

24 
42.9% 

47 
48.0% 

Q20 – Impact of 
Teaching on 
Instructor’s Creative 
Energy 

Drains creativity Count  
% within Q32 

5 
11.9% 

21 
37.5% 

26 
26.5% 

Total  Count  
% within Q32 
% of Total 

42 
100.0% 
42.9% 

56 
100.0% 
57.1% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q20 & Q32 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.399ª 2 .015 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.71. 
 

Table 4.19:  Q21 - You Are a Better Artist Because You Teach 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 22 22.4 22.4 22.4 
Agree 38 38.8 38.8 61.2 
Neither agree/disagree 24 24.5 24.5 85.7 
Disagree 9 9.2 9.2 94.9 
Strongly disagree 5 5.1 5.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Over 57% of the respondents felt their affiliation with a community college 

(teaching, related responsibilities, and service) decreased their productivity to some 

degree (Table 4.20), though 46.5% indicated that they would have less studio time if 

employed in a financially comparable non-instructional job, with 21.5% projecting an 

increase in studio time through alternative employment (Table 4.21).   

Table 4.20: Q23 – Impact of College Affiliation (teaching & service) on Artistic 
Output 

N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 
Increased productivity 13 13.3 13.4 13.4 
Slightly increased productivity 14 14.3 14.4 27.8 
No effect 14 14.3 14.4 42.3 
Slightly decreased productivity 27 27.6 27.8 70.1 
Decreased productivity 29 29.6 29.9 100.0 

Total responding 97 99.0 100.0  
Missing 1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0   
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Table 4.21:  Q22 – Studio Time with Alternative Employment 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Much more studio time 13 13.3 13.3 13.3 
Slightly more studio time 8 8.2 8.2 21.4 
About the same 25 25.5 25.5 46.9 
Slightly less studio time 20 20.4 20.4 67.3 
Much less studio time 26 26.5 26.5 93.9 
No opinion 6 6.1 6.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Crosstabulating Q23 with Q32 (satisfaction with artistic productivity) resulted in 

statistical significance of α = .025 (Table 4.22).  Those seeing teaching at a community 

college as increasing their artistic output also indicated that they were either satisfied or 

neutral with their artistic productivity (40.5%).  By contrast, 69% who were dissatisfied 

with their artistic productivity saw teaching as decreasing their artistic output. 

Table 4.22: Crosstabulation of Q23 – Impact of College Affiliation (teaching & 
service) on Artistic Output * Q32–Artistic Productivity Satisfaction Level 

N=97 
99.0% 

1 missing 
1.0% 

 Q32 – Artistic Productivity 
Satisfaction Level  

   Satisfied 
or neutral 

Dissatisfied 
Total 

Increased productivity Count  
% within Q32 

17 
40.5% 

10 
18.2% 

27 
27.8% 

No effect Count 
% within Q32 

7 
16.7% 

7 
12.7% 

14 
14.4% 

Q23 – Impact of 
Teaching and 
Responsibilities 
on Artistic Output 

Decreased my 
productivity 

Count  
% within Q32 

18 
42.9% 

38 
69.1% 

56 
57.7% 

Total  Count  
% within Q32 
% of Total 

42 
100.0% 
43.3% 

55 
100.0% 
56.7% 

97 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q23 & Q32 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.347ª 2 .025 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.06. 

 

Teaching at a community college also proved to have an impact on the artist-

educator’s studio discipline.  Nearly 59% of the respondents indicated that they either 

branched out into new creative directions (while still working in the same discipline as 

when they started teaching) or are no longer working in the same discipline as when they 
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started teaching (Table 4.23).  Of these individuals, 57.9% indicated that the change or 

expansion in discipline (s) was due (in part or in total) to influences from the college 

environment (Table 4.24). 

Table 4.23: Q7 – Still Working in the Same Discipline, Branched Out, or Changed 
Disciplines 
N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes, I am still working in the same discipline 40 40.8 41.2 41.2 
Yes, but I have branched out into other disciplines 40 40.8 41.2 82.5 
No, I am working in another discipline 17 17.3 17.5 100.0 

Total 97 99.0 100.0  
Missing 1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 4.24: Q7b - Discipline Expansion or Change: The Community College 
Environmental Factor 

N=57; 41 missing or not applicable (No expansion or change 
in discipline) 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percentage 

Not applicable – No change in discipline  40 40.8 NA NA 
Yes, college environment did contribute to change 33 33.7 57.9 57.9 
No, college environment did not contributed to change 24 24.5 42.1 100.0 

Total 97 99.0 100.0  
Missing 1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q26 Do you teach in the summer? 

Q27 Describe the amount of time you have to produce your artwork in the 
summer. 

Though there was no significance (α = .229) drawn between the responses to 

teaching overload and adequate studio time during the fall and spring semesters  

(Q25 & Q1), a chi-square test with significance of α = .01 gave credence to the findings 

that 78.4% of the instructors who chose not to teach summer school, indicated that they 

had adequate time to produce their art, while over 47% of those teaching summer school 

stated that they did not have adequate studio time (Table 4.25). 
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Table 4.25: Crosstabulation of Q26 – Summer School Teaching * Q27 – Summer Art 

Production Time 
N=98   Q26 – Summer Teaching  

   Yes No 
Total 

Adequate Time Count 
% within Q26 

32 
52.5% 

29 
78.4 

61 
62.2% 

Q27 – Summer Art 
Production Time 

Not Adequate Time Count  
% within Q26 

29 
47.5% 

8 
21.6% 

37 
37.8% 

Total  Count  
% within Q26 
% of Total 

61 
100.0% 
62.2% 

37 
100.0% 
37.8% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q26 & Q27 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 6.584ª 1 .010 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.97. 

 

Campus hour requirements and non-instructional responsibilities are areas that 

may be seen as limiting time available for producing artwork.  In addressing these issues, 

the following questions were asked: 

Q29 How many hours per week are you required to be on campus? 

Q30 Outside of teaching and related responsibilities, what other 
campus/community responsibilities do you have?  Is release time 
provided? 

The average number of hours an instructor is required to be on campus per week 

is between 25 and 35 hours with 59.2% of the instructors clocking between 31 and 40 

hours.  No statistical significance (α = .152) was found between the responses for the 

time required to be on campus and the amount of studio time an instructor has, nor 

between on-campus hours and art production (α = .642).  However, a chi-square test did 

show significance (α = .034) regarding the number of hours each of the four geographical 

groups were required to be on campus with Groups 2 and 3 clocking fewer on-campus 

hours than Groups 1 and 4 (Table 4.26). 
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Table 4.26:  Crosstabulation of Q29 – On Campus Hours * Groups 1 - 4 

N=97 Missing 1  Q29 – On-Campus Hours  
99.0% 1.0%  30 hours and 

below 
31 hours and 

up 
Total 

Group 1 Count  
% within Group 

14 
30.4% 

32 
69.6% 

46 
47.4% 

Group 

Group 2 Count  
% within Group 

13 
61.9% 

8 
38.1% 

21 
21.6% 

 Group 3 Count  
% within Group 

9 
52.9% 

8 
47.1% 

17 
17.5% 

 Group 4 Count  
% within Group 

3 
23.1% 

10 
76.9% 

13 
13.4% 

Total 
 Count  

% within Group 
% of Total 

39 
100.0% 
40.2% 

58 
100.0% 
59.8% 

97 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q29 & Groups 1 - 4 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.673ª 3 .034 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.23. 

 

A comparison of release time (Q30) to studio time (Q1) was non-significant at     

α  = .445; and when compared to artistic productivity (Q32), non-significance of α = .431 

was obtained through chi-square testing.  Unlike office hours, there was no significant 

difference in release time among the four geographical groups (α = .430). 

 

Research Question 3 

How effective do community college artist-educators perceive themselves to be in 
balancing the role of scholarship with teaching and service? 

Q31 To what degree do you feel you have successfully balanced the 
relationship between producing your art and your responsibilities for 
teaching and service? 

Ranging from “very successful” to “slightly successful,” 73.5% of the 

respondents indicated that they were successful in balancing their art with teaching and 

service (Table 4.27).  In nearly equal increments of 25% each, the majority of the 

responses fell within the range of moderately successful, slightly successful, and not 
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successful.  Correlating the success in balancing one’s art with teaching and service to 

one’s artistic identity (Q3) resulted in statistical significance of α = .015 (Table 4.28), 

with the majority of the artist-educators claiming some level of success to Q31, also 

portraying themselves more as an artist or equally as an artist and educator. 

Table 4.27:  Q31 - Successfully Balanced Art with Teaching and Service 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Very Successful 7 7.1 7.1 7.1 
Successful 15 15.3 15.3 22.4 
Moderately successful 26 26.5 26.5 49.0 
Slightly successful 24 24.5 24.5 73.5 
Not successful 26 26.5 26.5 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 4.28: Crosstabulation of Q31 – Successfully Balancing Art with Teaching & 
Service * Q3 – Artist/Educator Identity 

   Q31 – Successfully Balancing Art with 
Teaching & Service 

N=98 0 missing  Successful Moderately/ 
slightly 

successful 

Not 
successful 

Total 

More as an artist Count  
% within Q31 

7 
31.8% 

12 
24.0% 

5 
19.2% 

24 
24.5% 

Q3 - Identity 

Equally as 
artist/educator 

Count  
% within Q31 

13 
59.1% 

25 
50% 

7 
26.9% 

45 
45.9% 

 More as an 
Educator 

Count  
% within Q31 

2 
9.1% 

13 
26% 

14 
53.8% 

29 
29.6% 

Total  Count  
% within Q31 
% of Total 

22 
100.0% 
22.5% 

50 
100.0% 
51.0% 

26 
100.0% 
26.5% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q31 & Q3  
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 12.348ª 4 .015 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.39. 
 

A chi-square cross comparison of Q31 with Q32 (art productivity) proved to be 

highly significant at α = .000 (Table 4.29).  Nearly 96% of those who indicated that they 

were successful in balancing their art felt satisfied or neutral with their artistic 

productivity.  This compares to 88.5% of those who stated that they were not successful 

in balancing their art, also indicating that they were dissatisfied with their art production.   
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Table 4.29: Crosstabulation of Q31 – Successfully Balancing Art with Teaching & 
Service * Q32 – Artistic Productivity Satisfaction Level 

   Q31 – Successfully Balancing Art with 
Teaching & Service 

N=98 0 missing  Successful Moderately/ 
slightly 

successful 

Not 
successful 

Total 

Satisfied or 
neutral 

Count  
% within Q31 
% within Q32 

21 
95.5% 
50.0% 

18 
36.0% 
42.9% 

3 
11.5% 
7.1% 

42 
42.9% 

100.0% 

Q32 – Artistic 
Productivity 
Satisfaction 
Level Dissatisfied Count  

% within Q31 
% within Q32 

1 
4.5% 
1.8% 

32 
64% 

57.1% 

23 
88.5% 
41.1% 

56 
57.1% 

100.0% 
Total  Count  

% within Q31 
% of Total 

22 
100.0% 
22.5% 

50 
100.0% 
51.0% 

26 
100.0% 
26.5% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q31 & Q3 2 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 36.226ª 2 .000 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.43. 

 

A chi-square comparison of Q31 with Q20 (impact of teaching on creative 

energy) was significant at α = .026 showing that 36.4% of those claiming to be successful 

in balancing their work also saw teaching as stimulating to their creativity (Table 4.30).  

This compares to 50% of those who indicated that they were not successful in balancing 

their art also stating that teaching was a drain on their creative energy. 

Table 4.30: Crosstabulation of Q31 – Successfully Balancing Art with Teaching & 
Service * Q20 – Impact of Teaching on Instructor’s Creative Energy 

   Q31 – Successfully Balancing Art with 
Teaching & Service 

N=98 0 missing  Successful Moderately/ 
slightly successful 

Not 
successful 

Total 

Stimulates 
creativity 

Count  
% w/in Q31 

8 
36.4% 

13 
26.0% 

4 
15.4% 

25 
25.5% 

Stimulates & 
drains creativity 

Count  
% w/in Q31 

11 
50.0% 

27 
54.0% 

9 
34.6% 

47 
48.0% 

Q20 – 
Impact of 
Teaching on 
Instructor’s 
Creative 
Energy 

Drains creativity Count  
% w/in Q31 

3 
13.6% 

10 
20.0% 

13 
50.0% 

26 
26.5% 

Total  Count  
% w/in Q31 
% of Total 

22 
100.0% 
22.5% 

50 
100.0% 
51.0% 

26 
100.0% 
26.5% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q31 & Q20 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 11.011ª 4 .026 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.61. 
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Q32 In general, how satisfied are you with your artistic productivity? 

Data gathered from community college artist-educators reveals that 31.6% were 

satisfied with their artistic productivity with 57.1% dissatisfied, and 11.2% neither 

satisfied nor dissatisfied.  Crosstabulating Q3 (Identity) with Q32 resulted in statistical 

significance of α = .016 (Table 4.31).  In this situation, 41.1% of those dissatisfied with 

their artistic productivity saw themselves more as educators than artists, while 85.8% of 

those rating their artistic satisfaction level as satisfied or neutral either saw themselves 

more as artists or equally as artists and educators.  

Table 4.31: Crosstabulation of Q32 – Artistic Productivity Satisfaction Level * Q3 
Artist/Educator Identity 

   Q32 – Artistic Productivity 
Satisfaction Level  

N=98 0 missing  Satisfied or 
neutral 

Dissatisfied 
Total 

More as an artist Count  
% within Q32 

13 
31.0% 

11 
19.6% 

24 
24.5% 

Q3 - Identity 

Equally 
artist/educator 

Count  
% within Q32 

23 
54.8% 

22 
39.3% 

45 
45.9% 

 More as an educator Count  
% within Q32 

6 
14.3% 

23 
41.1% 

29 
29.6% 

Total  Count  
% within Q32 
% of Total 

42 
100.0% 

42.9% 

56 
100.0% 

57.1% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q32 & Q3 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.324ª 2 .016 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.29 
 

Research Question 4 

How do community college artist-educators perceive the relationship between 
scholarship and the quality of their teaching? 

Survey questions 34 - 41, found in Part II.C of the survey instrument (Appendix 

E), were designed to provide a perception of the relationship between artistic productivity 
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and the quality of teaching.  As with the previous sections, survey questions and 

statements will be presented and followed by data analysis. 

Q34 You feel more confident in the classroom because of your 
accomplishments as an artist.   

Q35 You are a better instructor when you are actively creating and/or 
exhibiting. 

Over 90% of instructors agreed that they are more confident in the classroom 

because of their artistic accomplishments and 88.8% felt they were better teachers when 

producing art.  

Q36 It is important for your students to be exposed to your work. 

Q37 In the eyes of your students, your credibility as an art instructor is based 
on your on-going accomplishments as an artist. 

Artist-educators overwhelmingly agreed (73.5%) on the importance of students 

being exposed to their artwork in support of quality instruction.  Additionally, faculty 

saw (74.5%) their instructional credibility in the eyes of their students as being based on 

their on-going accomplishments as artists.  No significance was identified between 

responses to these statements and artistic productivity (Q32). 

Q38 Your enthusiasm for teaching is dependent on how active you are as an 
artist. 

Q39 You bring more ideas and innovations to the classroom when you are 
doing your art. 

Artistic productivity was seen as supporting enthusiastic teaching and innovative 

classroom ideas by a 67.3% and 86.7% confirmation from art faculty within the study.  

Though a little over 30% were either neutral or disagreed with the statement supporting 

enthusiastic teaching, a chi-square test significantly concurred (α = .019) that enthusiasm 
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for teaching is in part based on the level of artistic production (Table 4.32).  No 

significance (α = .390) between levels of responses was found with respect to Q39 (ideas 

and innovations) and artistic productivity (Q32). 

Table 4.32: Crosstabulation of Q38 – Enthusiasm for Teaching Based on Art 
Productivity * Q32 – Artistic Productivity Satisfaction Level 

   Q32 – Artistic Productivity 
Satisfaction Level 

N=98 0 missing  Satisfied or 
neutral 

Dissatisfied 
Total 

Agree Count  
% within Q32 

29 
69.0% 

37 
66.1% 

66 
67.3% 

Neither agree/ 
disagree 

Count  
% within Q32 

10 
23.8% 

5 
8.9% 

15 
15.3% 

Q38 – Enthusiasm 
for Teaching Based 
on Instructor Art 
Productivity 

Disagree Count  
% within Q32 

3 
7.1% 

14 
25.0% 

17 
17.3% 

Total  Count  
% within Q32 
% of Total 

42 
100.0% 
42.9% 

56 
100.0% 
57.1% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square test results for Q32 & Q38 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.916ª 2 .019 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.43. 

 

Q40 To what extent does your present artistic productivity impact your 
teaching? 

Almost 75% of those surveyed indicated that art productivity had a positive 

impact on their teaching (Table 4.33).  A chi-square test of significance supported this 

view at α = .000 (Table 4.34).  As illustrated in the Table 4.34, nearly 55% of instructors 

categorizing the impact of producing art on teaching as positive, felt satisfied or neutral 

about their art, as compared to 92% of those who saw a negative impact or no impact of 

art productivity on teaching and were also dissatisfied with their art. 

Table 4.33:  Q40 – Impact of Art Productivity on Teaching Performance 
N=98 0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Positively impacts 45 45.9 45.9 45.9 
Slight Positive impact 28 28.6 28.6 74.5 
No effect 15 15.3 15.3 89.8 
Slight negative impact 9 9.2 9.2 99.0 
Negatively impacts 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Table 4.34: Crosstabulation of Q40 – Impact of Art Productivity on Teaching 
Performance * Q32 – Artistic Productivity Satisfaction Level 

   Q40 – Impact of Art Productivity 
on Teaching Performance 

N=98 0 missing  Positively 
impacts 

No effect or 
negative impact 

Total 

Satisfied or 
neutral 

Count  
% within Q40 

40 
54.8% 

2 
8.0% 

42 
42.9% 

Q32 – Artistic 
Productivity 
Satisfaction Level Dissatisfied Count  

% within Q40 
33 

45.2% 
23 

92.0% 
56 

57.1% 
Total  Count  

% within Q40 
% of Total 

73 
100.0% 
74.5% 

25 
100.0% 
25.5% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square test results for Q40 & Q32 (Computed only for a 2x2 table) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 16.651ª 1 .000 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.71. 
 

Crosstabulations of Q23 (impact of teaching, related responsibilities, and service 

on artistic output) with Q40 yielded significance at α = .04 (Table 4.35).  Thirty-three 

percent of the individuals stating that producing art had a positive impact on teaching also 

found teaching to have a positive impact on their art, whereas 88% claiming that art had 

no effect or a negative impact on their teaching also indicated that teaching either had a 

neutral effect or a negative impact on their art. 

Table 4.35: Crosstabulation of Q40 – Impact of Art Productivity on Teaching 
Performance * Q23 – Impact of College Affiliation (teaching & service) 
on Artistic Output 

   Q40 – Impact of Art on Teaching 
Performance 

N=97 
99.0% 

1 missing 
1.0% 

 Positively 
impacts 

No effect or 
negative impact 

Total 

Increased productivity Count  
% within Q40 

24 
33.3% 

3 
12.0% 

27 
27.8% 

Q23 – Impact 
of Teaching on 
Artistic Output Neutral effect or 

decreased productivity 
Count  
% within Q40 

48 
66.7% 

22 
88.0% 

70 
72.2% 

Total  Count  
% within Q40 
% of Total 

72 
100.0% 
74.2% 

25 
100.0% 
25.8% 

97 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square test results for Q40 & Q23 (Computed only for a 2x2 table) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.204ª 1 .040 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.96. 
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Cross comparisons between Q31 (balancing art with teaching and service) and 

Q40 rendered significance at α = .005.  Over 80% of the artist-educators who saw their 

art as positively impacting their teaching indicated that they were successful in balancing 

their art (Table 4.36).  A cross comparison of Q3 (identity) with Q40 resulted in 

statistical significance of α = .017 (Table 4.37) where 78.1% of those who found their art 

productivity to enhance their teaching performance also identified themselves more as an 

artist. This compares to 52% who saw no effect or a negative impact of their art 

productivity on teaching performance and also identified themselves more as educators. 

Table 4.36: Crosstabulation of Q40 – Impact of Artistic Productivity on Teaching 
Performance * Q31 – Successfully Balanced Art with Teaching & Service 

   Q40 – Impact of Artistic Productivity on 
Teaching Performance 

N=98 0 missing  Positively  
impacts 

No effect or 
negatively impacts 

Total 

Successful Count  
% within Q40 

59 
80.8% 

13 
52.0% 

72 
73.5% 

Q31 – Successfully 
Balanced Art with 
Teaching & Service Not Successful Count  

% within Q40 
14 

19.2% 
12 

48.0% 
26 

26.5% 
Total  Count  

% within Q40 
% of Total 

73 
100.0% 

74.5% 

25 
100.0% 

25.5% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q40 & Q31 (computed only for 2x2 table) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.936ª 1 .005 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.63. 

 

Table 4.37: Crosstabulation of Q40 – Impact of Artistic Productivity on Teaching 
Performance * Q3 – Artist/Educator Identity 

   Q40 – Impact of Artistic Productivity on 
Teaching Performance 

N=98 0 missing  Positively  
impacts 

No effect or 
negatively impacts 

Total 

More as an artist Count  
% within Q40 

20 
27.4% 

4 
16.0% 

24 
24.5% 

Q3 - Identity 

Equally as 
artist/educator 

Count  
% within Q40 

37 
50.7% 

8 
32.0% 

45 
45.9% 

 More as an Educator Count  
% within Q40 

16 
21.9% 

13 
52.0% 

29 
29.6% 

Total  Count  
% within Q40 
% of Total 

73 
100.0% 

74.5% 

25 
100.0% 

25.5% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q40 & Q3  
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.099ª 2 .017 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.12. 
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Q41 In general, how satisfied are you with your teaching performance? 

Data gathered from the survey indicated that 95.9% of the respondents were 

satisfied with their teaching performance (Table 4.38).  Crosstabulations produced no 

significant chi-square results to responses between Q41 and that of groups, disciplines, or 

other related questions or statements. 

Table 4.38:  Q41 – Satisfaction with Teaching Performance 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Completely satisfied 15 15.3 15.3 15.3 
Mostly satisfied 79 80.6 80.6 95.9 
Neither satisfied/dissatisfied 2 2.0 2.0 98.0 
Mostly dissatisfied 2 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Completely dissatisfied 0 .0 .0  

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
 

 

Demographic Analysis:  Comparisons with Significance 

Q42 Gender 

Results from response rates between gender and Q23 (impact of college affiliation 

on artistic output) were significant at α = .05.  Fifty percent of the male respondents 

specified that their college affiliation increased or had no effect on their artistic output, 

whereas 70.3% of the female respondents indicated that teaching decreased their art 

productivity (Table 4.39).  A chi-square comparison between gender and Q31 

(effectiveness in balancing one’s art with teaching and service) resulted in significance of 

α = .02, with 42.1% of the females indicating that they were not successful in balancing 

art with teaching and service, as compared to 16.7% males (Table 4.40).  A comparison 

between gender and full-time teaching experience was significant at α = .046.  Nearly 
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58% of the male artist-educators had 21 or more years of teaching experience, as 

compared to 36.87% of the females. 

Table 4.39: Crosstabulation of Q42 – Gender * Q23 – Impact of College Affiliation 
(teaching & service) on Artistic Output 

   Q42 - Gender 
N = 97 1 missing  Male Female 

Total 

Increased productivity/no effect Count  
% within Q42 

30 
50.0% 

11 
29.7% 

41 
42.3% 

Q23 – Impact 
of Teaching on 
Artistic Output Decreased productivity Count  

% within Q42 
30 

50.0% 
26 

70.3% 
56 

57.7% 
Total  Count  

% within Q42 
% of Total 

60 
100.0% 
61.9% 

37 
100.0% 
38.1% 

97 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q42 & Q23 (computed only for 2x2 table) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.864ª 1 .050 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 15.64. 

 

Table 4.40: Crosstabulation of Q31 – Successfully Balancing Art with Teaching & 
Service * Q42 - Gender 

   Q42 - Gender 
N=98 0 missing  male female 

Total 

Successful Count  
% within Q42  

16 
26.7% 

6 
15.8% 

22 
22.4% 

Q31 – Successfully 
Balancing Art with 
Teaching & Service Moderately/ slightly 

successful 
Count  
% within Q42  

34 
56.7% 

16 
42.1% 

50 
51.0% 

 Not successful Count  
% within Q42 

10 
16.7% 

16 
42.1% 

26 
26.5% 

Total  Count  
% within Q42 
% of Total 

60 
100.0% 
61.2% 

38 
100.0% 
38.8% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square test results for Q31 & Q42 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.868ª 2 .020 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.53. 

 

Q43 Age (For crosstabulation purposes, age categories are defined as “below 
  50” & “50 & above”) 

Age played a significant factor in four crosstabulations with the most expected 

occurrence coming from a chi-square test examining responses to Q9 (full-time teaching 

experience).  A significant finding of α = .000 confirmed the obvious that older 

individuals would have more years of teaching experience (and they did; 64.1% of those 
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50 years and older had 21 years or more experience).  However, 35.9% of the senior age 

group also indicated having 10 years or less experience.  In a crosstabulation with Q6 

(primary studio discipline), 54.7% of those from the 50 and up group were in the painting 

and drawing disciplines as compared to 26.5% from the under 50 age group.  Artist-

educators under 50 had a greater percentage representation in the ceramics/metals/ 

sculpture category (41.2% compared to 21.9%), as well as the digital 

media/photo/printmaking category (32.4% compared to 23.4%). 

Examining crosstabluations between age and artistic productivity (Q32) provided 

significance at α = .05, supporting that 70.6% of artist-educators under 50 were 

dissatisfied with their art productivity as compared to a 50% rating of satisfied or neutral 

coming from the 50 and above age group (Table 4.41).  

Table 4.41: Crosstabulation of Q43 – Age * Q32 – Artistic Productivity Satisfaction 
Level 

N = 98 0 missing  Q43 - Age Total 
   Below 50 50 & above  

Satisfied or 
neutral 

Count  
% within Q43  

10 
29.4% 

32 
50.0% 

42 
42.9% 

Q32 – Artistic 
Productivity 
Satisfaction 
Level 

Dissatisfied Count  
% within Q43  

24 
70.6% 

32 
50.0% 

56 
57.1% 

Total  Count  
% within Q43 
% of Total 

34 
100.0% 
34.7% 

64 
100.0% 
65.3% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q43 & Q32  (computed only for 2x2 table) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.843ª 1 .050 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.57. 

 

The last crosstabulation to “age” finds a significance of α = .035 when comparing 

responses between age groups to perceptions of the impact of the instructor’s art on 

teaching (Q40).  Findings indicate that 81.3% of the individuals 50 years and older felt 
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that their artistic output had a positive impact on their teaching, as compared with 61.8% 

from the under 50 age group (Table 4.42). 

Table 4.42: Crosstabulation of Q43 – Age * Q40 – Impact of Art Productivity on 
Teaching Performance 

   Q43 - Age 
N = 98 0 missing  Below 50 50 & above 

Total 

Positively impacts Count  
% within Q43 

21 
61.8% 

52 
81.3% 

73 
74.5% 

Q40 – Impact 
of Art 
Productivity on 
Teaching 

No effect or 
negatively impacts 

Count  
% within Q43 

13 
38.2% 

12 
18.8% 

25 
25.5% 

Total  Count  
% within Q43 
% of Total 

34 
100.0% 
34.7% 

64 
100.0% 
65.3% 

98 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Test Results – Q43 & Q40  (computed only for 2x2 table) 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.436ª 1 .035 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.67. 

 

 

Review of Written Comments 

Providing the opportunity for the participants to share their written comments at 

the conclusion of the questionnaire not only supported the findings and brought new 

perspectives to the table, but also acknowledged the need for the study.  Of those 

responding, 30.6% provided written comments.  In order to respect the confidentiality of 

the survey participants, the comments have been re-worded and in many cases represent 

perspectives from several participants.   

Consensus across the board was that there never seemed to be enough time to 

produce art, there was little connection between research and teaching, and that creating 

artwork was not fully appreciated by college administrators.  Many artist-educators 

commented that their university colleagues enjoy lighter teaching loads, have 

considerably more time for creating their art, and benefited from the freedom of “comp” 
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time for producing works or mounting exhibits.  One institution’s means of supporting 

artistic endeavors was to allow time off without pay for a semester, which might be seen 

as more of a hardship than assistance.  And, with regard to using college art equipment 

and materials for the production of one’s art, a few institutions prohibited the use of 

studio space, equipment, or materials because of the potential to sell the art produced.  

Many individuals commented that they liked teaching, found it satisfying, and felt 

fortunate to have a job in the visual arts.  Teaching was not necessarily seen as 

conflicting with art production, but rather the committee work and the ever-increasing 

administrative responsibilities were problematic.  For many instructors, creating art has 

been relegated to holiday breaks or summer.  One participant commented that as an 

adjunct he produced more art and had more time and energy than in his present full-time 

teaching position.  

 Working as a practicing artist was viewed as giving credibility, freshness, and a 

richness to teaching.  Simply put, “good teachers do and teach.”  One perspective viewed 

teaching studio classes as more of a drain on an individual’s creative energy than 

teaching lecture or art history classes, and recommended not teaching within one’s 

discipline at all.  Paraphrasing the comment, “having not worked in clay all day, you 

might feel more apt to throw pots in the evening.” 

 There was a general consensus that teaching serves the artist-educator as a source 

of inspiration and satisfaction, as well as providing a creative, competitive, and 

innovative atmosphere benefiting both the student and instructor.  However, some saw 

the rewards from teaching as limited, given that many community college students 



 

 110

enrolled in art classes are academically under-prepared (which can be said of many 

community college students), are not art majors, and are generally not serious about the 

course or concerned as to whether or not the instructor is a practicing artist.  Yet another 

view depicted students as possibly the only source of artistic support, particularly if one 

is located in a rural setting lacking other artist-educators.  In staying connected with one’s 

peers and the art world, it was suggested that one might find it helpful to become a 

member of a professional organization (such as the Texas Association of Schools of Art) 

providing a venue for networking with artist-educators from across the state, exchanging 

ideas, comparing situations related to teaching, and finding spaces to exhibit. 

In addressing the quality of visual arts education at community colleges, as well 

as the underlying need for equitability between community college artist-educators and 

their university counterparts, the point was made that art instruction at community 

colleges should be reasonably comparable to that provided by the universities to which 

many community college art students transfer.  It was further postulated that the 

education of community college art students is being unreasonably diminished when the 

teaching loads of community college art faculty far exceed those of art faculty at 

universities. 

 

Chapter Summary 

Findings from the research were presented examining how Texas community 

college artist-educators balance their creative work with teaching and service.  

Participants responded at a rate of 76.6% representing geographical groupings closely 
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matching the group sizes within the stratified proportional sample.  Nonresponse bias was 

determined to be unlikely given the high rate of response, the matching of the 

proportionality of the stratified sample to the returns, and a wave analysis indicating no 

significant differences in responses between first and late respondents.  A descriptive 

analysis portrayed a sample make-up approximating a 60/40 split of males and females, 

50% of the participants between the ages of 50 and 59, predominately Caucasian, and 

married.  Over 50% of the artist-educators have taught full-time in higher education for 

10 years or less, 28.9% for 21 or more years, and 89.7% indicating that all of their 

community college experience has been at the same institution.  Forty-six percent of the 

participants categorized their identity as equally an artist and educator and 61.2% 

supported themselves through other means prior to teaching full-time. 

Main points supported by the data addressing Research Questions 1, 2, and 3 

included not having enough studio time to produce art, the dependence on the 

institution’s equipment and studio space, reliance on peer support, and the influence of 

geographic location on artwork and exhibits.  While teaching was seen to have positive 

influences on one’s art, it was also viewed as decreasing artistic output.  Additionally, the 

findings indicated that to some degree, most artist-educators felt they had balanced the 

relationship between producing art and teaching and service, though a majority also 

claimed being dissatisfied with their artistic production. 

In addressing Research Question 4, how community college artist-educators 

perceived the relationship between scholarship and the quality of teaching, the data 

indicates that the benefits of being an active artist while teaching include more classroom 
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confidence, greater enthusiasm for teaching, more ideas and innovative instructional 

approaches, increased credibility with students, and in general, better instruction.  Three-

quarters of the respondents believed their artistic productivity positively impacted their 

teaching and nearly all indicated that they were satisfied with their teaching performance.   
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

AND SUMMARY 

The purpose of Chapter V is to provide conclusions, implications for practice, and 

recommendations for future studies from the findings of the research examining how 

Texas community college artist-educators balance their creative work with teaching and 

service.  In presenting the outcomes and practical applications from the research, the 

chapter has been organized as follows: (a) summary of the study, (b) research limitations, 

(c) summary of the findings, (d) discussion and conclusions, (e) implications for practice, 

(f) recommendations for further research, and (g) the final summary. 

 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine how Texas community college artist-

educators balance artistic productivity with the responsibilities of a 15 to 18-hour 

teaching load and non-instructional service.  In accomplishing this task, a self-

administered, mailed survey was employed as a means of gathering data from a 

proportional stratified random sample of 128 artist-educators drawn from a sample frame 

of 189 full-time art instructors representing 69 visual arts departments within the 50 

Texas public community college districts.  Gathering the data involved the 

implementation of a five-phase data collection process (Dillman, 2000) during the 

timeframe of October 3, 2005 through December 5, 2005.  The process included a pre-

notice introductory letter, an initial survey mail-out, a postcard thank-you/reminder, a 
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second survey mail-out, and a final survey mail-out.  Of the 128 artist-educators 

surveyed, 100 responded, 98 surveys were usable, yielding a response rate of 76.6%. 

The survey instrument for the study consisted of 46 questions designed to 

sequentially address the four research questions, as well as provide demographic data 

about the participants and represented institutions.  With the exception of the 

demographic questions, a 5-point Likert scale provided the method of responding to the 

majority of the questionnaire items.  After collecting the data, frequencies were used in 

calculating the response counts and percentages within the categories of each survey 

question or statement.  Chi-square testing was utilized in determining if an event or 

response occurred more frequently in one group than in another and if differences in 

responses to crosstabulated questionnaire items were significant. 

 

Research Limitations 

Given the size and diversity of Texas, the generalizability of the finding was 

identified as a possible limitation within the study if response rates were low and a 

representative sample not obtained.  However, a 76.6% response rate and a representative 

sample of community college artist-educators from across the state provides a diversified 

and varied pool of individuals, institutions, and geographic locations that can be 

generalized to many situations.  A proportional stratified random sample was chosen as 

the best method to help ensure that all Texas artist-educators were fully represented and 

greater statistical accuracy obtained (Crano & Brewer, 2002; Creswell, 2003; Fowler, 

2002; May, 1997).  
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Building the sample frame from which the proportional stratified sample was 

drawn required an extensive Internet search of art department websites, institutional 

catalogs, and Fall 2005 academic course schedules.  These sources were cross-referenced, 

and addresses, phone numbers, and emails secured in an effort to confirm as accurately as 

possible that every individual within the survey population was a full-time art instructor.  

Short of calling each department or instructor, this researcher feels all options of 

identifying full-time art faculty were utilized.  Nonetheless, it was determined that two of 

the survey respondents (2%) were part-time instructors, and were subsequently dropped 

from the study.  However, the data also supports that the remaining 98 respondents (98%) 

were full-time community college art instructors, and as such, the efforts in securing the 

accuracy of the sample frame can be credited with significantly reducing the possibility 

of coverage error. 

Another factor considered as a potential limitation was the use of a self-

administered mailed survey.  Concerns over its use often include the potential for poor or 

low response rates, the inability to probe the respondent after a question is answered, and 

misread or misinterpreted questions (Dillman, 1983; May, 1997).  The literature supports 

that adhering to a prescribed set of procedures and timelines for mailed questionnaires 

can result in rates as high as 70% after the second mailing (Babbie, 1995; Burns, 2000; 

Creswell, 2003; Dillman, 1983; Fowler, 2002; Gay & Airasian, 2003; Salant & Dillman, 

1994), which was nearly matched by this study (67.2% at the time of the third mail-out).  

It was important that the mail-outs be “time-sequenced” (prescribed number of days and 

weeks between mail-outs) and avoid periods during the semester when instructors may be 
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less prone to complete a survey because of time constraints, such as semester start-up and 

finals, or approaching holidays. 

Allowing the participant to share their written comments at the end of the survey 

not only addressed the issue of probing for more in-depth responses, but also provided a 

sense of ownership for the respondents, wherein they felt free to offer their thoughts and 

suggestions.  Given that being an artist is an integral part of an individual’s being (which 

could also be said about being a teacher), this survey seemed to strike a nerve, with over 

30% of the participants providing written comments, many of which supported the 

timeliness and need for the survey. 

Though the survey was extensively reviewed, some misinterpreted or wrongly 

worded questions were not evident until receiving the returns and running the data.  A 

case in point was in identifying only artist-educators who had an Associate in Arts (AA) 

degree, as opposed to identifying all who had attended a community college.  Whereas 

only 5 individuals stated that they had an AA degree, it can be speculated that far more 

may have actually attended a community college and transferred to a senior level 

institution without earning an AA degree.  Designing a question around this speculation 

would have provided cross comparisons between those instructors who had or had not 

attended a community college and perhaps brought to light any significant differences in 

the responses between the two groups.  This approach might also have addressed the 

question “Does an instructor who was a community college student function better in the 

community college environment than the instructor who was not a community college 

student?”  One can only posit. 
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Summary of the Findings from the Research 

Aspects seen as promoting or enhancing artistic production (Research Question 1) 

include access to studio space and equipment, sabbaticals, financial support for exhibiting 

artwork and attending workshops, and being around like-minded peers.  Teaching was 

also credited with providing new avenues for artistic expression and creative stimulation.  

On the other hand, lack of studio time for producing one’s artwork and the demands of a 

heavy teaching load and related responsibilities on an instructor’s artistic output were 

cited as hindering artistic production (Research Question 2).  In responding to Research 

Question 3, balancing one’s art with teaching and service, 73.5% of the artist-educators 

indicated that they were successful to some degree. 

Responses to a series of questions (Q34-Q41) within the survey provide artist-

educators’ perceptions about the relationship between scholarship (artistic productivity) 

and the quality of their teaching (Research Question 4). Over 90% of the instructors 

agreed that they are more confident in the classroom because of artistic accomplishments, 

86.7% felt they generate more innovative ideas when they are doing their art, and 67.3% 

agreed that their enthusiasm for teaching is dependent on how active they are as artists. 

Asked if they are better instructors when actively creating and/or exhibiting artwork, 

88.8% of the artist-educators indicated that they were, with 95.9% of the artist-educators 

stating that they were satisfied with their teaching performance. 
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Discussion and Conclusions 

In reviewing crosstabulations from the data, a perspective or “state-of-mind” 

began to emerge as a theme threading together several key questions from the survey 

instrument and laying the foundation for drawing conclusions and implications for 

practice.  The data supports that those individuals seeing their identity (Q3) more as an 

artist or equally as an artist and an educator were more likely to balance their art with 

teaching and service (Table 4.28), find greater satisfaction with artistic productivity 

(Table 4.31), and perceive a positive connection between actively pursuing their art and 

classroom performance (Table 4.37). 

Similar to dominos falling in a predetermined direction, the perception towards 

identity can be viewed as a factor linking several findings (Table 5.1).  For instance, in 

linking Questions 31, 32, and 40, the data supports statistical significance between the 

responses to identity (Q3) and each of the three questions.  With this common thread 

established, one could then posit an intertwining connection or pattern between the 

responses.  For example, a chi-square comparison of identity (Q3) to artistic productivity 

(Q32) revealed that 41.1% of those instructors dissatisfied with their artistic productivity 

saw themselves more as “educators” than “artists” (Table 4.31).  Many of these same 

individuals who saw their identity “more as educators” and were also dissatisfied with 

their artistic productivity, indicated that they were less successful in balancing their art 

with teaching and service (Q31; Table 4.29) and did not see a positive impact from their 

art on their teaching performance (Q40; Table 4.34).  Would changing one’s perception 

of artistic identity from “more as an educator” to “more as an artist” set in motion 
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changes that would ripple through these and other categories?  Can one’s perception of 

identity actually equate to changes in reality?  And without scholarship, will not 

perception (seeing oneself “more as an artist”) simply lead to the danger of producing 

less art while seeing teaching as secondary? (Brandstadter, 1969) 

Table 5.1: Crosstabulations with Significance: Q31, Q32, Q40 
 Q31-Balancing 

Art with 
Teach/Service 

Q32-Satisfaction 
with Artistic 
Productivity 

Q40-Impact of 
Art on Teaching 

Q1-Time to Produce Artwork  X  
Q3-Identity as Artist/Educator X X X 
Q20-Impact of Teaching on Creative Energy X X X 
Q23-Impact of Community College Affiliation on Art X X X 
Q31-Balancing Art with Teaching  & Service  X X 
Q32-Satisfaction with Artistic Productivity X  X 
Q38-Enthusiasm for Teaching Based on Art  X  
Q40-Impact of Art on Teaching X X  
Q42-Gender X   
Q43-Age  X X 

Chi-Square Cell Counts: 0 cells (.0%) have an expected count of less than 5.  X indicates significance. 

 

The results from crosstabulations involving discipline or geographic location 

(Table 5.2) are generally what one would expect to find, as in the case of studio discipline 

and the corresponding reliance on departmental equipment (Table 4.12); or the influence 

of geographic location on an instructor’s artwork (Table 4.14).  Another example stems 

from crosstabulating the responses to identity (Q3) with those from the sample who are 

department chairs against those who are not department chairs (Q30.4).  In this situation, 

a significance of α = .047 was found, with 30.1% non-chairs identifying themselves more 

as artists compared to 8% of department chairpersons.  This finding is not surprising 

given that as an individual takes on administrative duties, his or her focus and time shifts 

from the studio to the classroom and departmental operations.  While only 16.3% of the 

sample of artist-educators indicated that they had adequate studio time for creating 
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artwork during the fall and spring semesters, none of the 25 department chairs were 

included in this group. 

Table 5.2: Crosstabulations with Significance: Q6, Q17, Q26, Q30.4, Q42 & Q43 
 Q6-

Studio 
Discipline 

Q17-Geo 
Influence 

Q26-
Teach 

Summers 

Q30.4 
Dept 
Chair 

Q42-
Gender 

Q43-
Age 

Groups (1, 2, 3 & 4)  X     
Q6-Studio Discipline      X 
Q3-Identity    X   
Q9-Full-time Teaching Experience     X X 
Q12-Dependence on Departmental Equipment X      
Q13-Dependence on Departmental Studio X      
Q23-Impact of Community College Affiliation 
on Art 

    X  

Q27-Amount of Summer Studio Time    X    
Q31-Balancing Art with Teaching  & Service     X  
Q32-Satisfaction with Artistic Productivity      X 
Q40-Impact of Art on Teaching      X 

Chi-Square Cell Counts: 0 cells (.0%) have an expected count of less than 5.  X indicates significance. 

 

Not all explanations of the crosstabulations from Table 5.2 are as clear-cut as 

those just mentioned, particularly in comparing responses from gender.  Over 70% of the 

female respondents indicated that their affiliation with a community college (teaching 

and service) decreased their artistic productivity (Q23), whereas, only 50% of the males 

indicated a decrease (Table 4.39); and 42.1% of the females stated that they were not 

successful in balancing art with teaching and service (Q31), as compared to 16.7% of the 

males (Table 4.40).  Although identity (Q3) has been presented as a factor linking several 

findings and shown to be significantly connected to Q31 (α = .015), there is no statistical 

significance tying identity to gender or to the impact of college affiliation on one’s art 

(Q23).  While Zwirn’s (2002) study found that women had more difficulty than men in 

establishing an artistic identity, no data exists in this study supporting the ease or 

difficulty in establishing identity, only the degree to which one perceives it.  However, 
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responses between gender and full-time teaching experience (Q9a) were found to be 

significant (α  = .046), which may account for the differences in gender responses to Q31 

and Q23.  This assumption is supported by tying Q9a to Q31 and Q23 through linking the 

following significant findings: full-time teaching experience (Q9a) crosstabulated with 

age (Q43) at α = .000, in which artist-educators 50 and above represented 85.4% of all 

study participants with 21 or more years teaching experience; age with Q32, satisfaction 

with artistic productivity (α = .05), wherein 70.6% of artist-educators under 50 were 

dissatisfied with their artistic productivity as compared to a 50% satisfaction rating from 

the 50 and above age group (Table 4.41); and Q32 with Q31 (α =  .000) and Q23  

(α = .025), in which individuals satisfied or neutral with their artistic productivity were 

more likely to indicate that they were successful in balancing their art with teaching and 

service (Table 4.29) and that their community college affiliation had a positive or neutral 

impact on their artistic output (Table 4.22).  Thus, the majority of individuals with 21 or 

more years teaching experience (Q9a) are 50 and above (Q43), are more apt to be 

satisfied with their artistic productivity (Q32) than younger artist-educators, and are more 

likely to successfully balance their art with teaching and service (Q31) and find that their 

affiliation with a community college positively impacts their artistic output (Q23). 

Within the study, 57.6% of the males had 21 or more years teaching experience, 

as compared to 36.8% of the females.  By including full-time teaching experience in the 

equation, it was found that 57.1% of the males who indicated that they were successful in 

balancing art with teaching and service had 21 or more years teaching experience, as 

compared to 36.4% females.  Likewise, 50% of the males indicating that their affiliation 
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with a community college had a positive impact on their artistic output (Q23) had 21 or 

more years of full-time teaching experience, as compared to 27.3% of the female artist-

educators. 

In reviewing the crosstabluation between age and artistic productivity, 

 70.6% of artist-educators under 50 were found to be dissatisfied with their artistic 

productivity as compared to 50% from the 50 and above age group (Table 4.41).  

Herstand (1962) states that growth and maturity enhanced by teaching over a period of 

time might make for better artwork.  Perhaps age and maturity might also account for 

better art and subsequently greater satisfaction with artistic productivity (Q32).  Given 

the statistical significance (α = .000) between Q32 and Q40 (impact of art productivity on 

teaching performance), perhaps the benefits of age and maturity might also extend to the 

finding where 81.3% of the individuals 50 years and older felt their artistic output had a 

positive impact on their teaching (Q40), as compared with 61.8% from the 49 and under 

age group (Table 4.42). 

 

Implications for Practice 

Applications from this research will benefit community college artist-educators as 

well as those individuals wishing to join the ranks as instructors within the 2-year 

institutions.  Making the survey questionnaire and results (frequencies) available to 

current and prospective instructors may prove to be the most beneficial and practical use 

of the research.  Several of the survey participants providing written comments stated that 

responding to the survey instrument pushed them to re-examine, re-evaluate, and 
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question where they were as artists and as instructors.  As the most desired outcome, 

exposure to the questionnaire will trigger renewal, self-awareness, and self-assessment of 

one’s role and identity as an artist-educator, and call into action discussion and 

subsequent change in institutional and individual perspectives on scholarship.  Furnishing 

the survey and results to prospective MFA candidates, as well as those who have 

completed their education but are not yet teaching, will provide a window of awareness 

and insight into the benefits and barriers as a community college artist-educator. 

If the prospective community college artist-educator is to realize the freedom of 

which Duchamp spoke, “one is a painter because one . . . doesn’t want to go to the office 

every morning” (Cabanne, 1971, p. 25), and also avoid gradually developing into 

something else, “the teacher who was formerly an artist” (Brandstadter, 1969, p. 45),  

then it is essential that MFA candidates understand the obstacles and opportunities they 

will likely encounter in 2-year institutions.  One should enter the community college 

environment with eyes wide open, aware of the time constraints of the 15 to 18 hour 

teaching load, the financial lure to teach overload and summer classes, the demands of 

administrative duties, and time involvement in service to the institution and community. 

 

Recommendations for Further Research 

This study has provided a venue for provoking thought and personal awareness of 

the mechanics involved in actively pursuing art while teaching.  As an initial exploration 

of the roles and practices of Texas community college artist-educators, the information 
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contained in the study can serve as a foundation for replication and/or expansion. 

Following are suggestions for further research: 

1. Replicate this study examining how Texas community college part-time artist-

educators balance their creative work with teaching, service, and job related 

responsibilities. 

2. Replicate this study examining how community college artist-educators from 

other states balance creative work with teaching and service.  Given the size and 

diversity of Texas, as well as the solid response rate from this study, a base of 

comparison is readily available for future studies at varied locations.  Researchers 

may wish to concentrate on specific areas within the study for comparative 

purposes, such as comparing large central metropolitan areas (Dallas/Ft. Worth 

and Houston community colleges to Los Angeles community colleges) or a 

holistic approach (e.g., comparing Texas community colleges to those found in 

bordering states).  

3. Expanding beyond the boundaries of the visual arts, utilize the framework of this 

study to explore how Texas community college fine arts educators in music, 

theatre, and dance balance creative endeavors with teaching and service. 

4. Broaden the scope of this study to include all academic and vocational disciplines 

across Texas community college campuses exploring how scholarship is balanced 

with teaching and service. 

5. For future replication or expansion of this study, include the following question: 

Does an instructor who was a community college student function better in the 
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community college environment than the instructor who was not a community 

college student? 

6. Conduct a study with a change in focus from scholarship to professional 

development of artist-educators.  A study by Fugate and Amey (2000) examining 

the career paths of community college instructors found that most instructors 

came to the profession with little or no teaching experience and there is an 

immediate need for acquiring skills through professional development activities.  

More so than any time in the past, community colleges need to support 

comprehensive ongoing professional development programs for faculty and staff 

(Watts & Hammons, 2002).  Serving as triggers for faculty development activities 

are issues of faculty isolation, burnout, large teaching loads, and an increasingly 

diverse and often underprepared student body (Grant & Keim, 2002; Murray, 

2001, 2002; Outcalt, 2000, 2002; Stolzenberg, 2002; Watts & Hammons, 2002).  

7. Conduct a study of community college art departments addressing the issue of 

employability of 2-year graduates and the prospect of employment for those who 

transfer on to obtain a BFA and MFA.  Assessment of art programs for relevant 

job skills is beginning to receive attention from faculty and administrators who 

believe that students need to learn workforce survival skills in order to make it in 

the art world (Grant, 1998).  Today, many community college programs are 

incorporating the technical arts alongside the traditional studio programs, offering 

courses in digital imaging, animation, and computer graphics that readily prepare 

an individual for the workplace.  Van Proyen (2000) advocates the training of 
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artists to a high level of competency in the use of digital and computer tools 

recognizing that such competency would have a commercial use, but also open up 

avenues for one’s art: 

 Just as the artists of the late Renaissance were comfortable with making 
 altarpieces as well as painting soft, marketable porn for the palazzos, so 
 too would artists in my proposed schema be encouraged to “go both 
 ways.”  Today’s artists should be both in the art world that “markets” to 
 the industry of cultural tourism, and the one devoted to a visual culture of 
 spectacular manipulation-advertising.  Pop artists came to the art world 
 from a commercial-design background and did well by it, so why is the 
 reverse so unthinkable, even in the midst of a crisis? (p. 27) 

 

Final Summary 

The purpose of this study was to examine how Texas community college artist-

educators balance artistic productivity with the responsibilities of a 15 to 18-hour 

teaching load and non-instructional service.  A response rate of 76.6% yielded a solid set 

of data that was used in calculating frequencies within the categories of each 

questionnaire item, with numerous chi-square tests rendering significant results and 

providing further points of comparison between groups.  

Lack of studio time for producing one’s artwork and the demands of teaching and 

related responsibilities on the instructors’ artistic output were cited as barriers to artistic 

production.  Access to studio space and equipment, peer support, and new avenues for 

artistic expression and creative stimulation were seen as benefits from teaching.  While 

nearly three-quarters of the artist-educators indicated that they were successful to some 

degree in balancing their art with teaching and service, a large percentage were 

dissatisfied with their artistic productivity. 
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The vast majority of the artist-educators believe artistic productivity positively 

impacts their teaching performance through inspiring confidence, enthusiasm, and an 

increase in innovative instructional ideas.  Nearly 96% of the respondents indicated that 

they are satisfied with their teaching performance. 

A significant point from the findings and a factor seen as contributing to the 

success of the artist-educator is the perception of identity.  The research supported that 

artist-educators who saw themselves more as artists or equally as artists and educators 

were more apt to indicate that they were successful in balancing their art than those 

perceiving their identity more as educators.  Additionally, they were generally satisfied to 

a greater degree with their artistic productivity and were more likely to realize its positive 

influence on teaching performance.  

It is the desire of this researcher that the this study benefit community college 

artist-educators through renewal and self-assessment, trigger discussion on maintaining 

the balance between pursuing one’s artwork with teaching and service, and subsequently 

create more opportunities and campus support for scholarship.  The response and 

willingness to participate in this study by Texas community college artist-educators has 

provided tremendous value and credibility to the research, and for that, this researcher is 

most grateful and appreciative.  
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October 3, 2005 
 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
 
Dear: 
 
In a few days you will receive a request in the mail to complete a brief questionnaire for a 
doctoral study being conducted through the Texas Tech University Higher Education 
Program and Western Texas College. I understand how busy you are and wanted to let 
you know ahead of time that I will be contacting you. 
 
The purpose of the study is to examine how community college artist-educators, such as 
yourself, balance creating artwork with the responsibilities of a 15 to 18-hour teaching 
load and non-instructional service to the institution and the community. This study is 
important in that there is limited research on community college art instructors and their 
pursuit of the dual careers of producing and teaching art.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. With your assistance, this study can provide 
valuable insights for artist-educators, as well as those wishing to enter the field. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
John R. Gibson, M.F.A. 
 
P.S. I will be enclosing a small token of appreciation with the questionnaire as a way 

of saying thanks. 
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October 7, 2005 
 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
 
Dear: 
 
I am writing to ask for your assistance in a doctoral study being conducted through Texas Tech 
University and Western Texas College examining how community college artist-educators balance 
their creative work with teaching and service. A random sample of community college artist-educators 
from across the state are being asked to participate in a survey and respond to questions about their 
artistic productivity, their thoughts on teaching and its impact on their work, and their perceptions of 
the benefits and conflicts in working within the community college environment. Your experiences 
and insights as an artist-educator, and your willingness and generosity in sharing your thoughts in the 
enclosed questionnaire are greatly valued and will help provide new instructors with the knowledge 
they need in handling the roles and challenges they will face as community college artist-educators. 
Additionally, your input along with input from your colleagues statewide will create a snapshot of 
experiences throughout the Texas public two-year institutions that professionals, such as yourself, 
may find useful. 
 
This survey is completely voluntary. Your answers are confidential and neither your name nor your 
institution’s will be used in any printouts or reports. Responses to the questions will be released only 
as summaries. Please note that an identification number is located on the top left corner of your 
questionnaire and is used for mailing purposes only. Upon return of your questionnaire (enclosed 
postage paid return envelope), your name will be deleted from the list of participants and will never be 
connected to your answers in any way. Also, if for any reason you prefer not to complete the 
questionnaire, please let me know by simply returning the blank questionnaire in the enclosed stamped 
envelope. 
 
Please take a few minutes to complete the enclosed questionnaire. I have included a small token of 
appreciation as a way of saying thanks for your assistance. If you would like a copy of the results from 
this study, please indicate so on the inside cover of the questionnaire. Thank you for helping me with 
this important study.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
John R. Gibson, M.F.A. 
 
Enclosures: token of appreciation; questionnaire; self-addressed, postage-paid return envelope 
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XXXXX (code number)  

Research Title: 
 

MANEUVERING THE ROLE AS A COMMUNITY COLLEGE  
ARTIST-EDUCATOR:  SCHOLARSHIP ASSESSED 

 

PART I. A.  STUDIO TIME AND IDENTITY 

I would like to begin by asking you a few questions about the amount of time you have for 
creating and exhibiting your artwork as well as the perceptions you have about yourself as an 
artist-educator. Please respond to the following questions or statements by circling the response 
that best describes your opinion. 
 
Q1 Which response best describes the amount of time you have to produce your 

artwork during the fall and spring semesters? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. I have all the time I need 
2. I have an adequate amount of time 
3. Not adequate…I could use a little more time in the studio 
4. Restricted…I need a lot more time in the studio 
5. Not applicable 

 
Q2 On an average, how often per year do you exhibit your work? (invitations and/or 

competitions). (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. 0 exhibits 
2. 1-2 exhibits 
3. 3-5 exhibits 
4. 6 or more exhibits 
 

Q3 Do you see your identity more as an artist or more as an educator? 
(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Primarily as an artist 
2. Slightly more as an artist than an educator 
3. Equally as an artist and an educator 
4. Slightly more as an educator than an artist 
5. Primarily as an educator 

 
Q4 As an artist-educator, how do you believe your credibility is assessed by other artist-

educators? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Primarily as an educator 
2. Slightly more as an educator than an artist 
3. Equally as an artist and an educator 
4. Slightly more as an artist than an educator 
5. Primarily as an artist 
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Q5 In an ideal teaching position, what ratio or emphasis would you use to illustrate the 
amount of time you would devote to teaching and service as compared to producing 
your art? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 

 
1. 100% Teaching/Service -  0% Art production 
2. 80% Teaching/Service – 20% Art production 
3. 60% Teaching/Service – 40% Art production 
4. 50% Teaching/Service – 50% Art production 
5. 40% Teaching/Service – 60% Art production 
6. 20% Teaching/Service – 80% Art production 

 
 
 
PART I. B.  STUDIO, TEACHING DISCIPLINE, AND EXPERIENCE 

I would now like to ask you for a little information about your studio and teaching disciplines and 
your years of experience in community college teaching. Please respond to the following 
questions or statements by circling the response that best describes your opinion. 
 
Q6 Regarding your artwork, what was your primary studio area when you started 

teaching? (Please circle only one discipline.) 
 

1. Ceramics 
2. Digital media 
3. Drawing 
4. Fibers 

5. Film/Video 
6. Glass 
7. Graphic Design 
8. Metalsmithing 

9. Painting 
10. Photography 
11. Printmaking 
12. Sculpture

 
 Other (please specify)   
 
Q7 Are you still working in the same discipline as when you started teaching? 
 (Please circle the number of your answer.) 

 
1. Yes 
2. Yes, but I have branched out into other areas as well. 

a. Additional disciplines (s) (please specify)  

         
 

3. No, I am now working in:      
       (please specify) 
 

  If you circled answers 2 or 3 from the question above, is the change or 
additional studio area(s) due (in part or in total) to influences from the college 
environment? 

 
1.  Yes  
2.  No 
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Q8 As an artist/educator, what discipline(s) do you teach? 
 (Please circle all numbers that apply.) 
  

1. Art Appreciation 
2. Art History 
3. Ceramics 
4. Design – 2D 
5. Design – 3D 
6. Digital media 

7. Drawing  
8. Fibers 
9. Film/Video 
10. Glass 
11. Graphic Design 
12. Metalsmithing 

13. Painting 
14. Photography 
15. Printmaking 
16. Sculpture 

 

 
 Other (please specify)   
 
Q9 How many years have you taught (full-time) in higher education?  
 (Please circle the number of your answer.) *first year of teaching 
 

1. *0-1 yrs 
2. 1-3 yrs 
3. 4-6 yrs 

4. 7-10 yrs 
5. 11-13 yrs 
6. 14-16 yrs 

7. 17-20 yrs 
8. 21-23 yrs 
9. 24-26 yrs 

10. 27-30 yrs 
11. 31-33 yrs 
12. 34+ yrs 

   
 Part-time?   (Please do not include graduate assistantships) 
 

1. 0 yrs 
2. 1-2 yrs 

3. 2-4 yrs 
4. 5-6 yrs 

5. 7-8 yrs 
6. 9-10 yrs 

7. 11 or more 

  
 As a graduate teaching assistant? 

1. 0 yrs 
2. 1 yr 

3. 2 yrs 
4. 3 yrs 

5. 4 yrs 
6. 5 or more

 
Q10 How many years have you taught (full-time) in a community college?  
 (Please circle the number of your answer.) *first year of  teaching 
 

1. *0-1 yrs 
2. 1-3 yrs 
3. 4-6 yrs 

4. 7-10 yrs 
5. 11-13 yrs 
6. 14-16 yrs 

7. 17-20 yrs 
8. 21-23 yrs 
9. 24-26 yrs 

10. 27-30 yrs 
11. 31-33 yrs 
12. 34+ yrs 

 
Q11 How many years have you taught (full-time) at your present institution?  
 (Please circle the number of your answer.) *first year of teaching

1. *0-1 yrs 
2. 1-3 yrs 
3. 4-6 yrs 

4. 7-10 yrs 
5. 11-13 yrs 
6. 14-16 yrs 

7. 17-20 yrs 
8. 21-23 yrs 
9. 24-26 yrs 

10. 27-30 yrs 
11. 31-33 yrs 
12. 34+ yrs 

 
 
 
 

Please continue on the next page 
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PART II. A.  WORKING IN A COMMUNITY COLLEGE: BENEFITS AND BARRIERS 
Please share your thoughts as to the benefits or barriers within your community college that 
support or hinder your work as a practicing artist. Please respond to the following questions or 
statements by circling the response that best describes your opinion. 
 
Q12 To what extent do you depend on the art department’s equipment (e.g., kilns, 

presses, darkrooms, computers, video equipment, foundries, etc.) in producing your 
artwork? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Strong dependence 
2. Moderate dependence 
3. Slight dependence 
4. No dependence  
5. Not applicable 

 
Q13 How important is it to you as an artist for the college to make studio space available 

for producing your artwork? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Moderately important 
4. Slightly important 
5. Not important 
 

Q14 If your college offers support, does it provide any of the following? 
 (Please circle all that apply.) 

 
1. Sabbatical to produce art 
2. Release time to produce art 
3. Support in exhibiting your art 
4. Grants to fund your studio 

projects 
5. Funding to attend 

workshops/conferences 

6. Funding for travel to museums 
and exhibits 

7. Studio space 
8. Equipment 
9. Materials and supplies 
10. Provides no support 

 
 
Other (please specify)   

 
Q15 Being around like-minded peers (artists) is important to your work.  

(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
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Q16 How many full-time instructors (including yourself) are in your art department? 
 (Please circle number of your answer.) 
 

1. 1 
2. 2-3  

3. 4-5 
4. 6-7 

5. 8-9 
6. 10-more

 
 Part-time?  (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. 0 
2. 1-2 

3. 3-4 
4. 5-6 

5. 7-9 
6. 10-more 

 
Q17 To what extent does your institution’s geographic location affect your work as an 

artist? 
  

Please respond to BOTH columns 
 
 Artwork Exhibits  

1. Greatly enhances 
2. Enhances 
3. No influence 
4. Hinders 
5. Greatly hinders 

1. Greatly enhances 
2. Enhances 
3. No influence 
4. Hinders 
5. Greatly hinders

 
 
 
PART II. B.  THE IMPACT OF TEACHING ON ART 
I would now like to turn our attention to teaching and its impact and influence on your work as an 
artist. Please respond to the following questions or statements by circling the response that best 
describes your opinion. 
 
Q18 Teaching has provided you with new avenues of artistic expression. 

(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
 

Q19 Your students serve as a source of creative stimulation for your work. 
(Please circle the number of your answer.) 

 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
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Q20 What impact does teaching have on your creative energy?  
(Please circle the number of your answer.) 

 
1. Greatly stimulates my creativity 
2. Stimulates my creativity 
3. At times it both stimulates and drains my creativity 
4. No effect 
5. Drains my creativity 
6. Wipes me out 

 
Q21 You are a better artist because you teach.  (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 

 
Q22 In your opinion, would you have more or less studio time if you were employed in a 

non-teaching profession that provided approximately the same salary and benefits 
as teaching? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 

 
1. Much more studio time 
2. Slightly more studio time 
3. About the same 
4. Slightly less studio time 
5. Much less studio time 
6. No opinion 

 
Q23 How has your affiliation with a community college impacted your output as an 

artist? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Increased my productivity 
2. Slightly increased my productivity 
3. No effect 
4. Slightly decreased my productivity 
5. Decreased my productivity 

Q24 What is your required semester teaching load? _____ Load hours 
 
Q25 Do you make it a practice to teach overload courses? 
 (Please circle number of your answer.) 
  

1. Yes.  
a. If YES, how many hours of overload per semester? _____ (Please specify); 
 Per year? _____ (Please specify) 

2. No 

3. I presently do not teach overload, but would if given the opportunity. 
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Q26 Do you teach in the summer? 
 (Please circle number of your answer.) 
  

1. Yes, most summers 
2. Occasionally 
3. No 

 
Q27 Describe the amount of time you have to produce your artwork during the summer. 

(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. I have more than enough time 
2. I have an adequate amount of time 
3. Not adequate…I could use a little more time in the studio 
4. Restricted…I need a lot more time in the studio 
5. I choose not to produce art in the summer 
6. Not applicable 
  

Q28 Please describe your average semester (fall/spring) teaching schedule.  
(Please circle all that apply.) 

  
1. MW 
2. MWF 
3. TTH  
4. NIGHTS: M  T  W  TH  F (Please circle all nights that apply.) 

5. Other   
(Please specify) 

 
Q29 How many hours per week (fall/spring) are you required to be on campus? 
 (Please circle the number of your answer.) 

 
1. 12-15 
2. 16-20  
3. 21-25 

4. 26-30 
5. 31-35 
6. 36-40 

 
Q30 Outside of teaching and related responsibilities (class preparations, grading, office 

hours, advising, etc.), what other campus/community responsibilities do you have? 
 (Please circle all that apply and indicate with a (√) if you receive release time.) 

 Release Time 

1. Gallery coordinator/director YES  NO  
2. Committee member YES  NO  
3. Committee chair  YES  NO  
4. Department chair YES  NO  
5. Community service YES____  NO  

6. Other   YES  NO  
 (Please specify) 
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Q31 To what degree do you feel you have successfully balanced the relationship between 
producing your art and your responsibilities for teaching and service?  
(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Very successful 
2. Successful 
3. Moderately successful 
4. Slightly successful 
5. Not successful 

 
Q32 In general, how satisfied are you with your artistic productivity?  

(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Completely satisfied 
2. Mostly satisfied 
3. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4. Mostly dissatisfied 
5. Completely dissatisfied 

 
 
 
PART II. C.  THE IMPACT OF ART ON TEACHING 
Would you please share how your art has impacted your teaching? Please respond to the 
following questions or statements by circling the response that best describes your opinion. 

 
Q33 Did you enter teaching (full-time) immediately after completing your education in 

art? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Yes 
2. No. I supported myself solely on my art until entering the teaching profession. 
3. No. I supported myself on my art and also taught art part-time. 
4. No. I had an “art” related (non-teaching) job and also pursued my art. 
5. No. I had a “non-art related” job and also pursued my art. 
6. No. I had other options for financial support that allowed me to pursue my art. 
7. No. The time demands of my job (art or non-art related) did not allow for pursuit of 

my art. 

8. No. Other (please specify)   
 

If you didn’t select YES to the question above, how many years were you out of school 
before you entered the teaching profession? (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. 1-2 years 2. 3-4 years 3. 5-6 years 4. 7 or more
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Q34 You feel more confident in the classroom because of your accomplishments as an 
artist. (Please circle the number of your answer.) 

 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
 

Q35 You are a better instructor when you are actively creating and/or exhibiting. 
(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 

 
Q36 It is important for your students to be exposed to your work.  

(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree  
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 

 
Q37 In the eyes of your students, your credibility as an art instructor is based on your 

on-going accomplishments as an artist. 
(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 

 
Q38 Your enthusiasm for teaching is dependent on how active you are as an artist. 

(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
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Q39 You bring more ideas and innovations to the classroom when you are doing your 
art. (Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree 
3. Neither agree nor disagree 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 

 
Q40 To what extent does your present artistic productivity impact your teaching? 

(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 
1. Positively impacts 
2. Slight positive impact 
3. No effect 
4. Slight negative impact 
5. Negatively impacts 

 
Q41 In general, how satisfied are you with your teaching performance?  

(Please circle the number of your answer.) 
 

1. Completely satisfied 
2. Mostly satisfied 
3. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
4. Mostly dissatisfied  
5. Completely dissatisfied 

 
 

Please continue on the next page 
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PART III. DEMOGRAPHIC AND OTHER INFORMATION 

Finally, I would like to ask you a little bit about yourself. 
(Please circle one in each category.) 
 
Q42 Gender: 
  

1. Male 
2. Female 

 
Q43 Age: 
 

1. Below 30 
2. 30 - 39 

3. 40 - 49 
4. 50 - 59 

5. 60 – 69 
6. 70+ 

 
Q44 Ethnicity/Race: 
 

1. White/Caucasian 
2. African American 
3. Native American 

4. Asian 
5. Hispanic 

American 

6. Biracial 
7. Multiracial

 
Other (please specify)   

 
Q45 Marital Status: 
  

1. Never married 
2. Married 
3. Divorced 
4. Separated 
5. Widowed 

 
Q46 Please indicate which degrees you have earned. 
 (Please circle all appropriate numbers and degrees in parentheses) 
 

1. Associate’s  (A.A., A.A.S.) 
2. Bachelor’s (B.F.A., B.A., B.S.)   
 (Discipline – please specify) 

 
3. Master’s (M.F.A., M.A., M.S., M.Ed.)   
 (Discipline – please specify) 

4. Ed.D. 
5. Ph.D. 
6. Professional degree (name degree)   
 

 
7. Other (please specify)   
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Thank-you so much for taking the time to complete this survey.  I really appreciate your insights 
as an artist-educator, and your willingness and generosity in sharing your thoughts.  If you would 
like a copy of the results of this survey mailed to you, please indicate so by checking here ____.  
 
Please return your completed survey in the self-addressed stamped envelope addressed to: 
 
 John Gibson 
 Western Texas College 
 6200 College Avenue 
 Snyder, Texas 79549 
 
 
I would welcome any additional thoughts or comments you wish to share. (Please use the space 
below and the back page if needed.) 

 
Additional Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you! 
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APPENDIX F 

PHASE III:  POSTCARD FOLLOW-UP 
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October 14, 2005 
 
Last week I mailed you a questionnaire asking for your input regarding how 

community college artist-educators, like yourself, balance creating artwork with 
instructional responsibilities. Please except my sincerest gratitude for your participation 
in this survey. Your generous efforts will truly assist in making this study successful. 

If you have not yet had the opportunity to complete the survey, I would 
encourage you take a few minutes and share your valuable experience. This is an 
excellent opportunity to join your colleagues across the state in creating an informational 
resource that can be used in helping others handle the roles and challenges faced as 
community college artist-educators.  

Again, thank you for your participation. If you did not receive a survey or need 
another one, please email me at jgibson@wtc.edu and I will mail you one today. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
John R. Gibson, M.F.A. 
Western Texas College 
6200 College Avenue 
Snyder, Texas 79549        

            
            
            

       
       
       
       
       
       
       
   

 
 
 
   

XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXX      
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
  

mailto:jgibson@wtc.edu
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APPENDIX G 

PHASE IV: SECOND COVER LETTER 
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October 27, 2005 
 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
 
Dear: 
 
Approximately three weeks ago I mailed you a questionnaire asking for your input regarding how 
community college artist-educators, like yourself, balance creating artwork with instructional 
responsibilities. To the best of my knowledge, I have not yet received your completed 
questionnaire.  
 
I greatly value your experiences and insights as an artist-educator and believe your input will 
provide much benefit in helping others handle the roles and challenges faced by community 
college artist-educators. I hope that you will fill out and return the enclosed questionnaire soon, 
but if for any reason you prefer not to complete it, please let me know by simply returning the 
blank questionnaire in the enclosed stamped envelope.  
 
I am very pleased with the significant number of questionnaires returned to date and am learning 
much from the responses. I truly believe the experiences related through this survey will be very 
valuable to new instructors as well as serving those who have taught for several years. If you 
would like a copy of the results from this survey, please indicate so on either the inside cover or 
last page of the questionnaire. 
 
Please note that there is an identification number located on the top left corner of your 
questionnaire. This allows me to check your name off of the mailing list when I receive your 
questionnaire. Your name will never be connected to the results in any way. Protecting yours and 
your institution’s confidentiality is very important to me. 
 
Again, thank you for your assistance with this survey and in making this study successful. 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
John R. Gibson, M.F.A. 
 
Enclosures: questionnaire; self-addressed, postage-paid return envelope 
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APPENDIX H 

PHASE V: FINAL FOLLOW-UP  

LETTER 
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November 10, 2005 
 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX 
 
Dear, 
 
Over the past month, many of your colleagues from across the state have participated in a 
doctoral study being conducted through Texas Tech University and Western Texas College 
examining how community college artist-educators, such as yourself, balance creating artwork 
with the responsibilities of a 15 to 18-hour teaching load. I believe the experiences and insights 
shared by these artist-educators will help provide new instructors with the knowledge they need 
in handling the roles and challenges they will face as community college artist-educators. The 
study should also prove very beneficial and interesting to those currently teaching. 
 
As the study is drawing to a close, I am contacting you by priority mail because I truly value your 
input and want to ensure that the survey results are fully reflective of Texas artist-educators. 
Please accept this opportunity to join your colleagues in this statewide survey by taking a few 
minutes to complete the enclosed survey and return it in the stamped envelope. Your voice, while 
held in strictest confidence, needs to be heard. 
 
I also want to underscore that this survey is completely voluntary. If you choose not to respond, 
that’s okay. Please let me know by simply returning the blank questionnaire in the enclosed 
stamped envelope. This would be very helpful to me. 
 
Finally, please accept my deepest gratitude for your participation in the survey as I conclude this 
effort to better understand how community college artist-educators balance the roles of teaching, 
service, and producing art. Thank you for sharing your experience. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
John R. Gibson, M.F.A. 
 
 
 
Enclosures: questionnaire; postage-paid return envelope 
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APPENDIX I 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS FROM THE SURVEY  
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS FROM THE SURVEY 

MANEUVERING THE ROLE AS A  
COMMUNITY COLLEGE ARTIST-EDUCATOR: 

SCHOLARSHIP ASSESSED 
 

Q1 Which response best describes the amount of time you have to produce your 
artwork during the fall and spring semesters?  

 

Table I.1:  Amount of Time to Produce Artwork (Fall & Spring Semesters) 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

All the time needed 1 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Adequate time 15 15.3 15.3 16.3 
Not adequate time 31 31.6 31.6 48.0 
Restricted 50 51.0 51.0 99.0 
Not applicable 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q2 On an average, how often per year do you exhibit your work? (invitations and/or 
competitions) 

 

Table I.2: Amount of Time to Produce Artwork (Fall & Spring Semesters) 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

(1) 0 exhibits 7 7.1 7.1 7.1 
(2) 1-2 exhibits 57 58.2 58.2 65.3 
(3) 3-5 exhibits 31 31.6 31.6 96.9 
(4) 6 or more exhibits 3 3.1 3.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q3 Do you see your identity more as an artist or more as an educator? 
 
 

Table I.3:  Artist/Educator Identity 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Primarily as an artist 7 7.1 7.1 7.1 
Slightly more as an artist 17 17.3 17.3 24.5 
Equally as an artist & educator 45 45.9 45.9 70.4 
Slightly more as an educator 17 17.3 17.3 87.8 
Primarily as an educator 12 12.2 12.2 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
 

Q4 As an artist-educator, how do you believe your credibility is assessed by other artist-
educators?  

 

Table I.4: Your Credibility with Peers 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Primarily as an educator 9 9.2 9.2 9.2 
Slightly more as an educator 23 23.5 23.5 32.7 
Equally as an artist & educator 40 40.8 40.8 73.5 
Slightly more as an artist 17 17.3 17.3 90.8 
Primarily as an artist 9 9.2 9.2 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q5 In an ideal teaching position, what ratio or emphasis would you use to illustrate the 
amount of time you would devote to teaching and service as compared to producing 
your art?  

 

Table I.5: Time Allotment for Teaching and Art 
N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

100% teaching/service - 0% art 1 1.0 1.0 1.0 
80% teaching/service - 20% art 10 10.2 10.3 11.3 
60% teaching/service - 40% art 24 24.5 24.7 36.1 
50% teaching/service - 50% art 37 37.8 38.1 74.2 
60% art - 40% teaching/service 21 21.4 21.6 95.9 
80% art - 20% teaching/service 4 4.1 4.1 100.0 

Total 97 99.0 100.0  
Missing  1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q6 Regarding your artwork, what was your primary studio area when you started 
teaching?  

 

Table I.6:  Primary Studio Discipline 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Ceramics 20 20.4 20.4 20.4 
Digital media 4 4.1 4.1 24.5 
Drawing 12 12.2 12.2 36.7 
Film/video 1 1.0 1.0 37.8 
Glass - - - - 
Graphic design 2 2.0 2.0 39.8 
Metalsmithing 1 1.0 1.0 40.8 
Painting 32 32.7 32.7 73.5 
Photography 10 10.2 10.2 83.7 
Printmaking 9 9.2 9.2 92.9 

Sculpture 7 7.1 7.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 
Q7 Are you still working in the same discipline as when you started teaching? 
 

Table I.7:  Working in the Same Discipline, Branched Out, or Changed Disciplines 
N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes, I am still working in the same discipline 40 40.8 41.2 41.2 
Yes, but I have branched out into other disciplines 40 40.8 41.2 82.5 
No, I am working in another discipline 17 17.3 17.5 100.0 

Total 97 99.0 100.0  
Missing 1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 
Q7b Is the change in discipline or additional studio area(s) due (in part or in total) to 

influences from the college environment? 
 

Table I.7b:  Discipline Expansion or Change: The Community College Environmental Factor 
N=57; 41 missing or not applicable (No expansion or change 

in discipline) 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percentage 
Not applicable – No change in discipline  40 40.8 NA NA 
Yes, college environment did contribute to change 33 33.7 57.9 57.9 
No, college environment did not contributed to change 24 24.5 42.1 100.0 

Total 97 99.0 100.0  
Missing 1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q8 As an artist/educator, what and how many** discipline(s) do you teach? 
 

Table I.8: Percentage and Number of Teaching Disciplines (N=98   0 missing)* 
Disciplines 

taught 

Percent 
taught by 
instructors 

Disciplines 
taught 

Percent 
taught by 
instructors 

 
Number of 
Disciplines 
taught** 

Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Art 
Appreciation 

49.0 Glass 1.0  
1 14 14.3 14.3 14.3 

Art History 34.7 Graphic 
Design 

12.2  
2 12 12.2 12.2 26.5 

Ceramics 22.4 Metalsmithing 3.1  3 22 22.4 22.4 49.0 
Design-2D 41.8 Painting 35.7  4 15 15.3 15.3 64.3 
Design-3D  29.6 Photography 23.5  5 15 15.3 15.3 79.6 
Digital Media 20.4 Printmaking 16.3  6 12 12.2 12.2 91.8 
Drawing 56.1 Sculpture 22.4  7 3 3.1 3.1 94.9 
Fibers 0.00 Other 11.2  8 4 4.1 4.1 99.0 
Film/Video 3.1    10 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 
**Added material *Duplicated numbers 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q9a How many years have you taught (full-time) in higher education?  
 

Table I.9a: Years Taught Full-Time in Higher Education 
N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

0-1 years 4 4.1 4.1 4.1 
1-3 years 15 15.3 15.5 19.6 
4-6 years 22 22.4 22.7 42.3 

7-10 years 8 8.2 8.2 50.5 
11-13 years 6 6.1 6.2 56.7 
14-16 years 8 8.2 8.2 64.9 
17-20 years 6 6.1 6.2 71.1 
21-23 years 7 7.1 7.2 78.4 
24-26 years 6 6.1 6.2 84.5 
27-30 years 7 7.1 7.2 91.8 
31-33 years 4 4.1 4.1 95.9 

34+ years 4 4.1 4.1 100.0 
Total  97 99.0 100.0  

Missing 1 1.0 1.0  
Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q9b How many years have you taught part-time in higher education as a graduate 
teaching assistant?  

 

Table I.9b: Years Taught Part-Time in Higher Education (non-graduate assistant) 
N=88  10 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

0 years 17 17.3 19.3 19.3 
1-2 years 19 19.4 21.6 40.9 
3-4 years 24 24.5 27.3 68.2 
5-6 years 4 4.1 4.5 72.7 
7-8 years 7 7.1 8.0 80.7 

9-10 years 8 8.2 9.1 89.8 
11 or more years 9 9.2 10.2 100.0 

Total  88 89.8 100.0  
Missing 10 10.2   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q9c How many years have you taught part-time as a graduate teaching assistant? 
 

Table I.9c: Years Taught Part-Time as Graduate Teaching Assistant 
N=90  8 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

0 years 19 19.4 21.1 21.1 
1 year 22 22.4 24.4 45.6 

2 years 34 34.7 37.8 83.3 
3 years 11 11.2 12.2 95.6 
4 years 3 3.1 3.3 98.9 

5 or more years 1 1.0 1.1 100.0 
Total  90 91.8 100.0  

Missing 8 8.2   
Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q10 How many years have you taught (full-time) in a community college?  
 

Table I.10: Years Taught Full-Time in a Community College 
N=96  2 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

0-1 years 5 5.1 5.2 5.2 
1-3 years 17 17.3 17.7 22.9 
4-6 years 22 22.4 22.9 45.8 

7-10 years 8 8.2 8.3 54.2 
11-13 years 6 6.1 6.3 60.4 
14-16 years 9 9.2 9.4 69.8 
17-20 years 4 4.1 4.2 74.0 
21-23 years 7 7.1 7.3 81.3 
24-26 years 5 5.1 5.2 86.5 
27-30 years 7 7.1 7.3 93.8 
31-33 years 3 3.1 3.1 96.9 

34+ years 3 3.1 3.1 100.0 
Total  96 98.0 100.0  

Missing 2 2.0   
Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q11 How many years have you taught (full-time) at your present institution?  
 

Table I.11: Years Taught Full-Time at Present Institution 
N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

0-1 years 5 5.1 5.2 5.2 
1-3 years 17 17.3 17.5 22.7 
4-6 years 25 25.5 25.8 48.5 

7-10 years 9 9.2 9.3 57.7 
11-13 years 6 6.1 6.2 63.9 
14-16 years 8 8.2 8.2 72.2 
17-20 years 6 6.1 6.2 78.4 
21-23 years 6 6.1 6.2 84.5 
24-26 years 4 4.1 4.1 88.7 
27-30 years 6 6.1 6.2 94.8 
31-33 years 2 2.0 2.1 96.9 

34+ years 3 3.1 3.1 100.0 
Total  97 99.0 100.0  

Missing 1 1.0   
Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q11b Artist-educators with all of their community college experience at the same 
institution. (*Question not included in the survey.  Results derived from responses) 

 

Table I.11b:  Community College Experience ALL at Same Institution 
N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes 87 88.8 89.7 89.7 
No 10 10.2 10.0 100.0 
Total 97 99.0 100.0  
Missing 1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q12 To what extent do you depend on the art department’s equipment in producing 
your artwork? (e.g., kilns, presses, darkrooms, computers, video equipment, foundries, etc.) 

 

Table I.12:  Dependence on Institutional Equipment 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strong dependence 15 15.3 15.3 15.3 
Moderate dependence 15 15.3 15.3 30.6 
Slight dependence 29 29.6 29.6 60.2 
No dependence 38 38.8 38.8 99.0 
Not applicable 1 1.0 1.0 100,0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q13 How important is it to you as an artist for the college to make studio space available 
for producing your artwork?  

 

Table I.13:  Importance of Campus Studio Space 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Very important 24 24.5 24.5 24.5 
Important 15 15.3 15.3 39.8 
Moderately important 13 13.3 13.3 53.1 
Slightly important 13 13.3 13.3 66.3 
Not important 33 33.7 33.7 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q14 If your college offers support, does it provide any of the following? 
 

Table I.14a:  College Support for Artist-Educator 
N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes, support is offered by my institution 84 85.7 86.6 86.6 
No, support is not offered by my institution 13 13.3 13.4 100.0 

Total 97 99.0 100.0  
Missing 1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 
Table I.14b: Support Provided to Artist-Educators by Institutions (*duplicated numbers) 

N=97  1 missing Frequency* Percent   
Sabbatical to produce art 32 32.7 
Release time to produce art 4 4.8 
Support in exhibiting your art 26 26.5 
Grants to fund your studio projects 7 7.1 
Funding to attend workshops/conferences 64 65.3 
Funding for travel to museums and exhibits 28 28.6 
Studio Space 13 13.3 
Equipment 28 28.6 
Materials and supplies 12 12.2 

 

Provides no support 13 13.3   
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Q15 Being around like-minded peers (artists) important to your work. 
 

Table I.15:  Importance of Peer Support 
N=98 0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 53 54.1 54.1 54.1 
Agree 30 30.6 30.6 84.7 
Neither agree/disagree 13 13.3 13.3 98.0 
Disagree 1 1.0 1.0 99.0 
Strongly disagree 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q16 How many full-time instructors (including yourself) are in your art department? 
 

Table I.16a:  Full-Time Instructors at Institutions 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

1-3 instructors 48 49.0 49.0 49.0 
4-7 instructors 29 29.6 29.6 78.6 
8 or more instructors 21 21.4 21.4 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Table I.16b:  Part-Time Instructors at Institutions 
N=90  8 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

0-4 instructors 39 39.8 43.3 43.3 
5-9 instructors 21 21.4 23.3 66.7 
19 or more instructors 30 30.6 33.3 100.0 

Total 90 91.8 100.0  
Missing 8 8.2   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q17 To what extent does your institution’s geographic location affect your work as an 
artist? 

 

Table I.17a:  Geographic Influence on Artwork 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Greatly enhances 8 8.2 8.2 8.2 
Enhances 25 25.5 25.5 33.7 
No influence 42 42.9 42.9 76.5 
Hinders 16 16.3 16.3 92.9 
Greatly hinders 7 7.1 7.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Table I.17b:  Geographic Influence on Exhibits 
N=94  4 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Greatly enhances 6 6.1 6.4 6.4 
Enhances 28 28.6 29.8 36.2 
No influence 25 25.5 26.6 62.8 
Hinders 23 23.5 24.5 87.2 
Greatly hinders 12 12.2 12.8 100.0 

Missing 94 95.9 100.0  
Total 4 4.1   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q18 Teaching has provided you with new avenues of artistic expression. 
 

Table I.18:  Teaching as a New Source of Artistic Expression 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 29 29.6 29.6 29.6 
Agree 37 37.8 37.8 67.3 
Neither agree/disagree 21 21.4 21.4 88.8 
Disagree 9 9.2 9.2 98.0 
Strongly disagree 2 2.0 2.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q19 Your students serve as a source of creative stimulation for your work. 
 

Table I.19:  Students as a Source of Creative Stimulation for Artwork 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 17 17.3 17.3 17.3 
Agree 41 41.8 41.8 59.2 
Neither agree/disagree 24 24.5 24.5 83.7 
Disagree 10 10.2 10.2 93.9 
Strongly disagree 6 6.1 6.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q20 What impact does teaching have on your creative energy?  
 

Table I.20:  Impact of Teaching on Instructor’s Creative Energy 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Greatly stimulates creativity 10 10.2 10.2 10.2 
Stimulates creativity 15 15.3 15.3 25.5 
Stimulates/drains creativity 45 45.9 45.9 71.4 
No effect 2 2.0 2.0 73.5 
Drains creativity 19 19.4 19.4 92.9 
Wipes me out 7 7.1 7.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q21 You are a better artist because you teach. 
 

Table I.21:  You Are a Better Artist Because You Teach 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 22 22.4 22.4 22.4 
Agree 38 38.8 38.8 61.2 
Neither agree/disagree 24 24.5 24.5 85.7 
Disagree 9 9.2 9.2 94.9 
Strongly disagree 5 5.1 5.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q22 In your opinion, would you have more or less studio time if you were employed in a 
non-teaching profession that provided approximately the same salary and benefits 
as teaching?  

 

Table I.22:  Studio Time with Alternative Employment 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Much more studio time 13 13.3 13.3 13.3 
Slightly more studio time 8 8.2 8.2 21.4 
About the same 25 25.5 25.5 46.9 
Slightly less studio time 20 20.4 20.4 67.3 
Much less studio time 26 26.5 26.5 93.9 
No opinion 6 6.1 6.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q23 How has your affiliation with a community college impacted your output as an 
artist?  

 

Table I.23:  Impact of College Affiliation (teaching and service) on Artistic Output 
N=97  1 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Increased productivity 13 13.3 13.4 13.4 
Slightly increased productivity 14 14.3 14.4 27.8 
No effect 14 14.3 14.4 42.3 
Slightly decreased productivity 27 27.6 27.8 70.1 
Decreased productivity 29 29.6 29.9 100.0 

Total  97 99.0 100.0  
Missing 1 1.0   

Total 98 100.0   

 

Q24 What is your required semester teaching load? 
 

Table I.24: Semester Teaching Load (*May not include release time for administrative duties) 
N=94;   4 missing;   Mean 15.91;   Standard Dev. 3.79 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

3 load hours 1 1.0 1.1 1.1 
9 load hours 4 4.1 4.3 5.3 
12 load hours 13 13.3 13.8 19.1 
14 load hours 1 1.0 1.1 20.2 
15 load hours 42 42.9 44.7 64.9 
18 load hours 20 20.4 21.3 86.2 
21 load hours 5 5.1 5.3 91.5 
24 load hours 8 8.2 8.5 100.0 

Total 94 95.9 100.0  
Missing 4 4.1   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

 Q25 Do you make it a practice to teach overload courses? 
 

Table I.25:  Fall/Spring Overload 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes 62 63.3 63.3 63.3 
No 33 33.7 33.7 96.9 
No, but would if I could 3 3.1 3.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q26 Do you teach in the summer? 
 

Table I.26:  Summer Overload 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes 61 62.2 62.2 62.2 
Occasionally 15 15.3 15.3 77.6 
No 22 22.4 22.4 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q27 Describe the amount of time you have to produce your artwork during the summer. 
 

Table I.1:  Amount of Time to Produce Artwork in the Summer 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

All the time needed 11 11.2 11.2 11.2 
Adequate time 50 51.0 51.0 62.2 
Not adequate time 24 24.5 24.5 86.7 
Restricted 12 12.2 12.2 99.0 
Chose not to produce in the summer 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q28 Please describe your average semester (fall/spring) teaching schedule.  
 

Table I.28:  Average Semester Teaching Schedule Comparison 
N=98  0 Missing  Yes No Total 

MW 
 

*Count 
Valid % 

65 
66.3% 

33 
33.7% 

98 
100.0% 

MWF 
 

*Count 
Valid % 

32 
32.7% 

66 
67.3% 

98 
100.0% 

TTH 
 

*Count 
Valid % 

89 
90.8% 

9 
9.2% 

98 
100.0% 

Nights 
 

*Count 
Valid % 

30 
30.6% 

68 
69.4% 

98 
100.0% 

Other 
 

*Count 
Valid % 

19 
19.4% 

79 
80.6% 

98 
100.0% 

* Duplicated counts     

 

Q29 How many hours per week (fall/spring) are you required to be on campus? 
 

Table I.29:  On Campus Hours 
N=97  1 Missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

12-15 hours 5 5.1 5.2 5.2 
16-20 hours 9 9.2 9.3 14.4 
21-25 hours 11 11.2 11.3 25.8 
26-30 hours 14 14.3 14.4 40.2 
31-35 hours 35 35.7 36.1 76.3 
36-40 hours 23 23.5 23.7 100.0 

Total 97 100.0 100.0  
Missing 1    

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q30 Outside of teaching and related responsibilities (class preparations, grading, office 
hours, advising, etc.), what other campus/community responsibilities do you have? 

 

Table I.30a:  Release Time for Other College Related Obligations 
N=90  8 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes  - release time 43 43.9 47.8 47.8 
No – release time 47 48.0 52.2 100.0 

Total 90 91.8 100.0  
Missing 8 8.2   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Table I.30b:  Other Campus and Community Responsibilities (with/without release time) 
N=90  8 Missing  **Frequency  

(Not applicable) 
Frequency 

(release time) 
Frequency  

(no release time) 
Total 

*RT/NRT Total 

Q30.1 – Gallery 
Coordinator 

Count 
Valid % 

50 
55.6% 

9 
10.0% 

31 
34.4% 

40 
44.4% 

90 
100.0% 

Q30.2 – Committee 
Member 

Count 
Valid % 

22 
24.4% 

19 
21.1 

49 
54.4% 

68 
75.5% 

90 
100.0% 

Q30.3 – Committee 
Chair 

Count 
Valid % 

63 
70% 

7 
7.8% 

20 
22.2% 

27 
30% 

90 
100.0% 

Q30.4 – Department  
Chair 

Count 
Valid % 

65 
72.2% 

17 
18.9% 

8 
8.9% 

25 
27.8% 

90 
100.0% 

Q30.5 – Community 
Service 

Count 
Valid % 

40 
44.4% 

12 
13.3% 

38 
42.2% 

50 
55.5% 

90 
100.0% 

Q30.6 - Other Count 
Valid % 

70 
77.8% 

7 
7.8% 

13 
14.4% 

20 
22.2% 

90 
100.0% 

**Not part of responsibility “X” number of artist-educators *RT = release time; NRT = no release time 
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Q31 To what degree do you feel you have successfully balanced the relationship between 
producing your art and your responsibilities for teaching and service?  

 

Table I.31: Successfully Balanced Art with Teaching and Service 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Very Successful 7 7.1 7.1 7.1 
Successful 15 15.3 15.3 22.4 
Moderately successful 26 26.5 26.5 49.0 
Slightly successful 24 24.5 24.5 73.5 
Not successful 26 26.5 26.5 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q32 In general, how satisfied are you with your artistic productivity?  
 

Table I.32:  Satisfaction with Artistic Productivity 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Completely satisfied 1 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Mostly satisfied 30 30.6 30.6 31.6 
Neither satisfied/dissatisfied 11 11.2 11.2 42.9 
Mostly dissatisfied 44 44.9 44.9 87.8 
Completely dissatisfied 12 12.2 12.2 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q33 Did you enter teaching (full or part-time) immediately after completing your 
education in art?  

 

Table I.33a:  Entered Teaching Immediately After College? 
N=90  8 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes 38 38.8 38.8 38.8 
No  60 61.2 61.2 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Table I.33:  Experience Prior to Teaching Full-time in Higher Education 
Years of experience before teaching Experience prior to teaching full-time Count Percent Valid % of 

Experience 1-2 yrs 3-4 yrs 5-6 yrs 7  +  Total 
Entered teaching immediately out of grad school  38 38.8       
Supported myself solely on my art 4 4.1 6.7 2   2 4 
Taught part-time and supported myself on my art  20 20.4 33.3 5 3 4 7 19 
Had art related job and pursed my art 18 18.4 30.0 1 5 2 10 18 
Had non-art related job and pursued art 12 12.2 20.0 2 3 1 5 11 
I had other means of financial support 
and pursued art 

1 1.0 1.7      

Job did not allow time to pursue my art 3 3.1 5.0 1 1  1 3 
Other 2 2.0 3.3 1   1 2 

Total 98 100.00 100.0 12 12 7 26 57* 
* N=57; 3 missing Percentages of year’s exp.  - 21.1 21.1 12.2 45.6 100.0 

 

Q34 You feel more confident in the classroom because of your accomplishments as an 
artist. 

 

Table I.34: Classroom Confidence Relative to Artistic Accomplishments 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 53 54.1 54.1 54.1 
Agree 36 36.7 36.7 90.8 
Neither agree/disagree 9 9.2 9.2 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q35 You are a better instructor when you are actively creating and/or exhibiting. 
 

Table I.35:  Better Instructor When Actively Creating and/or Exhibiting 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 58 59.2 59.2 59.2 
Agree 29 29.6 29.6 88.8 
Neither agree/disagree 10 10.2 10.2 99.0 
Disagree 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q36 It is important for your students to be exposed to your work.   
 

Table I.36:  Importance in Students Being Exposed to Instructor’s Art 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 31 31.6 31.6 31.6 
Agree 41 41.8 41.8 73.5 
Neither agree/disagree 18 18.4 18.4 91.8 
Disagree 7 7.1 7.1 99.0 
Strongly disagree 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q37 In the eyes of your students, your credibility as an art instructor is based on your 
on-going accomplishments as an artist. 

 

Table I.37:  Credibility with Students Relative to Instructor Art Productivity 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 25 25.5 25.5 25.5 
Agree 48 49.0 49.0 74.5 
Neither agree/disagree 14 14.3 14.3 88.8 
Disagree 6 6.1 6.1 94.9 
Strongly disagree 5 5.1 5.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q38 Your enthusiasm for teaching is dependent on how active you are as an artist. 
 

Table I.38:  Enthusiasm for Teaching Dependent on Instructor’s Artistic Productivity 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 23 23.5 23.5 23.5 
Agree 43 43.9 43.9 67.3 
Neither agree/disagree 15 15.3 15.3 82.7 
Disagree 15 15.3 15.3 98.0 
Strongly disagree 2 2.0 2.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q39 You bring more ideas and innovations to the classroom when you are doing your 
art. 

 

Table I.39:  More Classroom Ideas/Innovation Tied to Art Productivity 
N=98 0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Strongly agree 42 42.9 42.9 42.9 
Agree 43 43.9 43.9 86.7 
Neither agree/disagree 7 7.1 7.1 93.9 
Disagree 6 6.1 6.1 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q40 To what extent does your present artistic productivity impact your teaching? 
 

Table I.40:  Impact of Art Productivity on Teaching Performance 
N=98 0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Positively impacts 45 45.9 45.9 45.9 
Slight Positive impact 28 28.6 28.6 74.5 
No effect 15 15.3 15.3 89.8 
Slight negative impact 9 9.2 9.2 99.0 
Negatively impacts 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q41 In general, how satisfied are you with your teaching performance?  
 

Table I.41:  Satisfaction with Teaching Performance 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Completely satisfied 15 15.3 15.3 15.3 
Mostly satisfied 79 80.6 80.6 95.9 
Neither satisfied/dissatisfied 2 2.0 2.0 98.0 
Mostly dissatisfied 2 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Completely dissatisfied 0 .0 .0  

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q42 Gender 
 

Table I.42:  Gender 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Male 60 61.2 61.2 61.2 
Female 38 38.8 38.8 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q43 Age 
 

Table I.44:  Age 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Below 30 3 3.1 3.1 3.1 
30-39 14 14.3 14.3 17.3 
40-49 17 17.3 17.3 34.7 
50-59 49 50.0 50.0 84.7 
60-69 15 15.3 15.3 100.0 
70+ - - -  

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q44 Ethnicity/Race 
 

Table I.44:  Ethnicity/Race 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

White/Caucasian 80 81.6 81.6 81.6 
African American 2 2.0 2.0 83.7 
Asian 1 1.0 1.0 84.7 
Hispanic American 10 10.2 10.2 94.9 
Biracial 3 3.1 3.1 98.0 
Multiracial 2 2.0 2.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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Q45 Marital Status 
 

Table I.45:  Marital Status 
N=96  2 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Never married 14 14.3 14.6 14.6 
Married 64 65.3 66.7 81.3 
Divorced 18 18.4 18.8 100.0 
Separated - -   
Widowed - -   

Total 96 98.0   
Missing 2 2.0   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Q46 Please indicate which degrees you have earned. 
 

Table I.46a:  Associate Degree 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

Yes 5 5.1 5.1 5.1 
No 93 94.9 94.9 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Table I.46b:  Bachelor Degree 
N=84  14 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

BA 19 19.4 22.6 22.6 
BS 8 8.2 9.5 32.1 
BFA 54 55.1 64.3 96.4 
BA/BFA 1 1.0 1.2 97.6 
BS/BFA 2 2.0 2.4 100.0 

Total 84 85.7   
Missing 14 14.3   

Total 98 100.0 100.0  

 

Table I.46c:  Masters Degree 
N=98  0 missing Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative % 

MA 11 11.2 11.2 11.2 
MFA 67 68.4 68.4 79.6 
MA/MFA 18 18.4 18.4 98.0 
MEd 1 1.0 1.0 99.0 
MS 1 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 98 100.0 100.0  
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