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Abstract 

Many studies of open educational resources (OER) to date have focused on textbooks and large 
public institutions as sites of intervention. This article explores faculty awareness and adoption of OER 
at a special-focus institution, which includes art, design, architecture, and information disciplines, as 
well as the liberal arts and sciences. Through a survey distributed to all faculty and department chairs, 
we analyzed the range of curriculum materials at play in the creative disciplines, which include physical 
supplies, technology, and access to shops and labs. In addition, we investigated attitudes toward OER 
and compared them to the results of a national faculty survey to characterize the distinctive features of 
creative institutions. This study contributes to a broader understanding of the institutional and 
disciplinary contexts of OER and highlights the need for greater attention to pedagogy in considerations 
of OER, from the way that faculty plan and conduct their classes to the means by which OER adoption 
may be encouraged.  

Introduction 
In the past two decades and especially since the COVID–19 pandemic, use of open educational 

resources (OER)—understood here as teaching, learning, and research materials that are free to use and 
repurpose by others—has been on the rise (Watson & Rush-Marlowe, 2023). A recent report from the 
American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) and the Institute for the Study of 
Knowledge Management in Education (ISKME) also highlights the important role that OER plays in 
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campus equity initiatives (Watson et al., 2024). Beyond increasing access to education by reducing costs 
for students, OER can also support culturally relevant, antiracist, and socially just curriculum and 
pedagogy; support students with accessibility needs; improve outcomes for underserved groups; and 
engage students in revising and publishing open materials. 

While OER has broad applicability, it is most often discussed in the context of textbooks, STEM 
disciplines, and large public universities. By contrast, this study explores faculty attitudes toward and 
adoption of OER at a mid-sized institution focused on creative education. Though Pratt Institute is 
private, it enrolls approximately 20% Pell-eligible students each year who, along with many of their 
peers, face challenges of affordability in higher education, which OER can help alleviate. What 
distinguishes Pratt from many sites at which OER has been studied is its Carnegie classification as a 
special-focus institution with an emphasis on creative disciplines such as art, design, architecture, and 
information. Pratt also has a longstanding and comprehensive general education program that makes it 
somewhat more similar in profile to a small liberal arts college than institutions focused purely on 
professional training. By focusing on OER in this understudied context, we can see its broader potential 
for institutions like Pratt, for creative programs across diverse institutions, and for instructors who use 
OER beyond traditional curriculum materials. 

This work was developed through participation in the AAC&U Institute on Open Educational 
Resources. A team of faculty and staff from our institution spent an academic year working on specific 
initiatives related to OER with support from a faculty mentor, a small cohort of institutions at various 
levels of OER implementation, and national events and programming on emerging topics. Our goals 
were to: raise awareness of OER on campus; understand faculty choice of course materials, attitudes 
toward OER, and needs for an institutional repository in general; integrate OER into ongoing student 
success initiatives; and develop pilots and programs around OER, specifically in an art history course 
and through our Center for Teaching and Learning. Though we focus on the faculty survey results here, 
all these initiatives were important to the context of this study and set the stage for considering how 
OER may be implemented in institutions and departments with similar profiles. 

Literature Review 
The literature review addresses creative education and how OER has been studied in different 

institutional and disciplinary contexts. In addition, we consider national and international studies of 
faculty attitudes toward OER adoption as related to the particular needs of their classrooms. Creative 
environments differ significantly in their pedagogy and range of course materials, both of which are 
critical for investigating OER adoption by faculty. 

Creative Education 

In this article, we understand creative disciplines to be those focused on making, with attention to 
hands-on projects rooted in problem solving. Quite often, making happens through studio-based courses 
which include instruction through demonstrations and significant independent working time for students, 
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with prompts, guidance, and occasional lecturing from faculty members, as well as faculty and/or peer 
review of student work. Oh et al. (2018) characterize students in these settings as having greater 
autonomy and a related sense of ownership over their work, leading to higher levels of engagement and 
motivation. These disciplines, particularly design-based disciplines, are often closely tied to creative 
industries, whether through sponsored studios, co-curricular experiences, or practitioners who serve as 
instructors, bringing with them important professional knowledge and connections.  

While recognizing these ties to industry, we also wish to highlight the notion of critical making, 
an area of “interwoven material and conceptual work” (Ratto, 2011, para. 6) that includes careful 
attention to how things are made, the processes and social embeddedness of creative work, and how 
those processes are taught and enacted in the world. Critical making draws upon the critical design 
movement and its opposition to design that “reinforces the status quo” (Dunne & Raby, 2007, para. 2), 
especially through metrics of efficiency, optimization, and purely commercial worth (Hertz, 2015). 
Instead, critical design and critical making open up theoretical, speculative, and reflective space to 
consider the values inherent in design and making and the value of design itself. Critical making invites 
questions around materiality and the politics of design (DiSalvo, 2014) and has a way of “reintroducing 
a sense of criticality back into post-2010 maker culture: to un-sanitize, un-smooth and re-politicize it” 
(Hertz, 2015, para. 8). 

This approach, which we find resonant with our experience at Pratt, suggests that a wide range of 
disciplines are active across many creative institutions including history, writing, social sciences, natural 
sciences, and more. While art and design remain the focus of this study, faculty and courses in the liberal 
arts and sciences are also included and highly relevant. 

OER in Institutional and Disciplinary Contexts 

Much research to date has focused on OER in the context of research institutions and community 
colleges (Barnes & Larson, 2018). Many of these settings are public institutions that enroll around 
three-quarters of all postsecondary students in the United States (Institute of Education Sciences, 2023). 
Their missions are grounded in access to education, and they draw the greatest number of students with 
financial need, making them impactful sites for the use of OER. This institutional focus has perhaps led 
to special interest in large lecture classes and especially textbooks as potential sites for OER adoption 
(Hilton, 2016). Textbooks have high costs and wide distribution, especially in STEM disciplines (Bharti 
& Leonard, 2021), and it is relatively easy to track and correlate them with data on student success 
measures such as grades and completion rates. Questions of textbooks and affordability are not limited 
to public institutions. As Murphy and Rose (2018) have noted, many students at private institutions also 
face financial pressures and can benefit from OER as well as their peers at large public universities, 
especially in tandem with library services such as course reserves (Gumb & Miceli, 2020; Schlak & 
Johnston, 2018). 

Though the OER literature has become more inclusive of institutional types over time, there 
remains a notable gap in research around OER and the creative disciplines like art and design. Over a 
decade ago, Coughlan & Perryman (2011) described the problem of underrepresentation of particular 
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disciplines in OER. Their study, drawing on previous typologies of academic disciplines, called for the 
creation of additional OER resources, especially in the soft pure disciplines (arts and social sciences) and 
soft applied disciplines (education, language, social work, and business), noting that these areas lag 
behind the hard pure (math and science) and hard applied (computing, design, environment, 
engineering, and technology) disciplines in their availability of OER (Becher, 1994; Neumann et al., 
2002). 

Several factors may explain these disciplinary differences in OER, including less frequent use of 
textbooks and perhaps greater use of primary sources or other course materials such as software, 
datasets, or physical materials. Chtena (2021) suggests an even deeper link between OER and 
disciplinary pedagogies: 

How instructors use OER in their courses is shaped less by the legal affordances (i.e., licensing) 
of OER, and more by the teaching norms and values of their disciplinary area, as well as the 
learning needs of their particular student population. Their approach to finding and reusing 
resources created by others was primarily pragmatic and centered around a specific learning need 
of a particular group of students. (pp. 11–12) 

Chtena’s (2021) interviews with faculty found that “OER were strategically utilized by instructors to 
address a series of concerns in art history pedagogy relating to perceived elitism, Western-centrism, and 
lack of diversity within the discipline, among others” (p. 12). This result echoes Beetham and his 
colleagues’ view that OER adoption is more about instructors “rediscovering the specificity of their 
disciplinary pedagogy through a new lens” rather than adopting a radically new and different pedagogy 
(2012, p. 7). As Chtena concludes, “it is impossible to disconnect OER from current pedagogic practices 
and models, as well as the social and disciplinary context in which they are employed” (p. 1). Use of an 
OER has the potential to increase student engagement twofold: by removing the cost associated with 
textbooks and by supporting the instructor’s evolving pedagogical engagement and disciplinary 
approach. 

Faculty and OER 

With this link in mind, we turn our attention to several case studies of OER adoption in art 
history (Ishii, 2022; Miller, 2023) and studio-based classes (Chan et al., 2023; Mulholland, 2021) that 
align closely with the course offerings at our institution. Art history survey courses in particular may use 
textbooks, as well as primary source materials drawn from cultural institutions such as The Metropolitan 
Museum of Art, The Smithsonian, The British Museum, The Louvre, and others. Locating and 
integrating these materials into art history syllabi can be labor-intensive for faculty (Keating, 2023) and 
often require support from libraries (McDermott, 2020), a point also reinforced by librarians writing 
about OER at small and private institutions (Montgomery, 2020; Schleicher et al., 2020). Despite these 
challenges, OER adoption can have important benefits for students. A comparative study of two 
Introduction to Art classes—one that adopted OER and one that did not—found that student outcomes 
were basically the same (as measured by grades), though students’ interactions with OER texts were 
higher, and they had a more favorable perception of using the OER texts (Jones & Nyland, 2020). 
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Increasing student engagement with and perception of course texts contributes to a better environment 
for both teaching and learning. 

The single biggest challenge for faculty may be finding OER materials in the first place. Schuler 
and Gamble’s (2023) interviews at a mid-sized institution found that faculty were broadly aware of open 
resources. Yet, 85% had no idea or a limited idea of where to find them—a point confirmed by a similar 
study of graphic design faculty (Christoforidou & Georgiadou, 2022). Even in the context of a 
comprehensive institution, Schuler and Gamble found faculty using a mix of articles, chapters, videos, 
podcasts, and other course materials either as supplemental to or in lieu of traditional textbooks. Faculty 
also expressed concerns about finding materials geared toward the right level for their course, as well as 
ancillary materials such as images, videos, and question banks which publishers often include with 
textbooks or make available at additional cost. 

These specific challenges with OER adoption point to the need for greater visibility of materials 
and approaches beyond textbooks. Creative disciplines, while not unique in their use of these materials, 
certainly make more frequent and extensive use of them. As a result, creative institutions serve as 
important sites for understanding how OER can be applied to a broader range of materials, courses, and 
pedagogies. 

Methods 
To understand attitudes toward and adoption rates of OER, we conducted a survey of faculty and 

department chairs, including faculty librarians, at Pratt. Several of the questions and response options for 
our survey were drawn from a report of a national survey of 1,843 faculty and 916 administrators 
(Seaman & Seaman, 2022), part of a series tracking the curricula discovery, selection, and adoption 
processes in higher education since 2009. We borrowed questions about course material use, satisfaction 
of those materials (including cost to students), awareness of OER, and motivations for using OER, 
allowing us to compare our institutional responses to a national baseline. Since the data for the 2022 
report came from a national sample of faculty situated in various institutional types (two-year, four-year, 
all Carnegie classifications, and public, private nonprofit, and for-profit) and roles (full- and part-time, 
tenured or not, and all disciplines), we were also able to compare our unique institutional context to the 
broader landscape in higher education. 

In addition to questions about OER, our survey also included a section on interest in an 
institutional repository (IR) of faculty and student research, creative work, and pedagogical materials. 
Such a repository has long been a goal of Pratt administration, and we used our OER survey to learn 
more about faculty interest in IR which will guide future development and outreach. The IR portion of 
our survey drew on another previous study for comparison (Billings, 2006). As OER is the focus of this 
article, the IR questions are not included in the appendix nor are those results presented in detail here; 
we mention them only to provide a larger context for our study and our related work with the AAC&U 
Institute. 
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A call for participants was sent to all faculty and department chairs active during the spring 2024 
semester. The call described the survey as focusing on curriculum materials, OER, and interest in an 
institutional repository—a broad framing that was not exclusive to OER. A total of 78 respondents 
participated in this survey, roughly 6% of the total population and a typical response rate for surveys 
conducted at Pratt during this time. Notably, the largest category of respondents to this survey were 
part-time faculty (48.7%) who make up the largest portion of the instructional workforce at Pratt, and 
nearly all disciplines were represented in some capacity, helping to ensure that the results presented here 
are indeed reflective of the institution as a whole. A full analysis of respondents’ demographics is 
presented in the Results section. 

Results 

Faculty Profile 

Each survey participant (N=78) responded with demographic information about their status 
(full-time faculty, part-time faculty, or department chairperson) and the discipline in which they teach. 
These results are compared in Table 1 to national and institutional statistics about faculty status and 
disciplines. As of this writing, the most recent national data available on full and part-time faculty status 
is from 2022 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2024). For consistency, we also used 2022 data 
regarding instructional disciplines to complete our national profile of faculty (U.S. Bureau of Labor and 
Statistics, 2022). Institutional data is drawn from 2024, consistent with the year of our survey. 

Table 1 

Demographics of survey respondents as compared to institutional data and national 
workforce statistics on disciplines (U.S. Bureau of Labor and Statistics, 2022) and 
faculty status (National Center for Education Statistics, 2024). 

Category National Faculty Pratt​
Faculty 

Survey 
Respondents 

Art, Drama, and 
Music​

(incl. Design)  

6.0%​
(N=76,630) 

41.5%​
(N=566) 

41.9%​
(N=31) 

Architecture 0.4%​
(N=5,670) 

21.6%​
(N=294) 

18.9%​
(N=14) 

Business  6.2%​
(N=78,410) 

1.0%​
(N=13) 

0%​
(N=0) 

Communications, ​
History, and 
Humanities 

8.4%​
(N=107,290) 

13.6%​
(N=185) 

16.2%​
(N=12) 
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Category National Faculty Pratt​
Faculty 

Survey 
Respondents 

Education 4.0%​
(N=51,380) 

1.4%​
(N=19) 

0%​
(N=0) 

Health 13.4%​
(N=169,870) 

2.5%​
(N=34) 

1.4%​
(N=1) 

Library Science 0.3%​
(N=3,620) 

3.7%​
(N=51) 

9.5%​
(N=7) 

 Sciences ​
(Math, Life, Physical) 

9.2%​
(N=116,370) 

2.1%​
(N=28) 

5.4%​
(N=4) 

 Social Sciences 7.1%​
(N=90,430) 

4.4%​
(N=60) 

5.4%​
(N=4) 

 All Other Disciplines 30.8%​
(N=311,270) 

8.4%​
(N=114) 

1.4%​
(N=1) 

Full-Time Faculty 55.9%​
(N=842,407) 

14.1% ​
(N=198) 

36.8%​
(N=28) 

Part-Time Faculty 44.1% ​
(N=665,234) 

83.9%​
(N=1179) 

48.7%​
(N=37) 

Chairpersons N/A 2.1%​
(N=29) 

14.5%​
(N=11) 

In comparing Pratt to nationwide trends, we isolated disciplines that corresponded directly to 
departments at our institution. Pratt’s special focus on art, design, architecture, and library/information 
science is clear, and these disciplines represent five to 10 times the proportions of those disciplines in 
national data. Our large general education program is also evident, with proportions of humanities, 
social science, and science instructors comparable to nationwide trends, though somewhat lower for the 
sciences. While Pratt does offer programs in education, management, and therapy, the specialized focus 
of these programs in art and design contexts and methods means that they are not found in the same 
proportions as more general programs nationwide. Moreover, Pratt does not have offerings in several 
areas (e.g., computer science, engineering, nursing, and law) that reflect about 30% of the national 
faculty workforce; these areas were combined into a large other category.  

Of note, the proportions of survey respondents by discipline were roughly equal to their 
institutional proportions with the exception of library/information science (which was overrepresented) 
and other disciplines (in our case, continuing and professional studies, which was underrepresented). It 
is also worth noting that over 80% of the faculty at our institution are part-time and are practitioners 
active in their field who teach one or more classes each year. This is not atypical for creative institutions, 
but it does often limit participation in institutional activities, including surveys. Pratt also has a system 
of part-time tenure, with approximately one-third of part-time faculty participating in or having 
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completed this track. Part-time faculty were the largest group of respondents to our survey but in lower 
proportions than their representation in our faculty workforce; chairs were overrepresented, though it is 
important to remember that many of them teach currently, and some have been appointed as chair after 
several years of experience as faculty. 

​ Survey respondents also provided information about the length of time they had been teaching 
and their history of online teaching, both of which have been shown to correlate with OER awareness 
(Seaman & Seaman, 2023b), as we discuss later in this article. We are unable to locate comparable 
statistics about the national faculty workforce but can compare our survey results to Seaman and 
Seaman’s (2022) national OER survey in the following sections. 

Curriculum Materials 

Critical for understanding OER in the creative disciplines is knowing the types of curriculum 
materials faculty use, as well as their satisfaction with those materials. Survey respondents reported 
using a wide range of materials, from articles, books, and quizzes to audio/video resources, software, 
and datasets (see Figure 1). When separated by discipline, art and design faculty were far more likely to 
use supplies and software—which about two-thirds of those faculty reported as required—while liberal 
arts faculty were far more likely to use articles and books which were reported as required by about 90% 
of those respondents and only half of art and design faculty. All architecture respondents said they 
required technology (software or online platforms) in their courses, while about half of information 
faculty required datasets. Less than 30% of respondents required print books or chapters in their course, 
including textbooks. 

Compared to national survey results, faculty in this study were far more likely to require 
articles/case studies (70% as compared to 49% nationally), software (80% as compared to 31%) and 
supplies (50% as compared to 28%). Some of these differences were so stark that one respondent noted 
the questions seemed “highly geared towards traditional academics of liberal arts and sciences and not 
towards art and design.” Participants also provided a telling list of examples of other materials, 
including site visits (museums, galleries), access to shops and labs, exhibition space, and output services 
such as poster printing and fabrication.  

Physical supplies in particular are central to studio-based courses and a continual source of 
discussion with respect to affordability and equity. Pratt maintains an upcycle/recycle initiative that 
allows students to donate supplies (e.g., when they move out at the end of the year) for other students to 
take as needed. Many departments provide lists or kits of basic tools and materials needed for specific 
courses. While these are not truly OER, they are a step toward decreasing the cost of attendance and 
leveling the playing field for students of different means. Even non-studio classes, including general 
education, may make use of physical materials (e.g., Post-it notes, markers, craft supplies) for classroom 
activities that engage students in creative institutions. 
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Figure 1 

Curriculum materials used by faculty 

 

​ Like the national survey, participants here also identified their level of satisfaction with the 
curriculum materials they currently assign to students with respect to several factors relevant to OER: 
scope and coverage of content, accuracy of content, availability of supplemental materials, and cost to 
students. In addition to comparing our results to the national survey, we also analyzed respondents’ 
satisfaction according to their awareness of OER and its use cases. The results in Figure 2 show that 
Pratt respondents were slightly less satisfied than the national average (by an average of three to eight 
points on a scale of 100), with the exception of cost to students and availability of supplemental 
materials in which their average rankings exceeded the national average very slightly. Notably, 
respondents who were very aware of OER and its use cases were extremely satisfied along all factors, 
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far exceeding the national average. We also asked respondents about the ease/difficulty of obtaining 
materials at Pratt, and these responses were lower than other satisfaction scores except among those very 
aware of OER. We explore this relationship in greater depth in the Discussion section. 

Figure 2 

Faculty satisfaction with curriculum materials 

 

Awareness and Perceptions of OER 

When asked about their awareness of OER-related terms and concepts (without being provided 
definitions), 42% of survey respondents reported being very aware of OER, and 36% were somewhat 
aware. Over 80% of respondents were very aware of the public domain, copyright, and intellectual 
property—all but one was at least somewhat aware. Nearly two-thirds were familiar with open access, 
while one-quarter were somewhat aware. Nationally, faculty report much lower awareness of these 
terms: 25% of faculty are very aware of OER while 27% are aware; 40% are very aware of copyright 
and 40% are aware; and 34% are very aware of the public domain, while 38% are aware (Seaman & 
Seaman, 2022). Around 20% of faculty at Pratt reported being aware of OER use in their own 
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departments, while over half were familiar with OER initiatives at the institutional level (e.g., libraries, 
Center for Teaching and Learning) and externally at other institutions. 

Awareness levels were slightly higher for full-time faculty as compared to part-time faculty and 
highest among staff/administrators (see Figure 3). This latter category’s level of awareness is 
unsurprising since some of our AAC&U campus team were specifically engaged in raising awareness of 
OER throughout the academic year, including outreach to department chairs who may have taken this 
survey. OER awareness at Pratt was lower than the national average with the exception of 
administrators. Notably, awareness was highest in the discipline of information, as well as liberal arts 
and sciences, and significantly lower in art, design, and architecture. We attribute this difference to the 
curriculum materials used in these disciplines, as indicated in Figure 1, and their lesser representation in 
the OER literature. 

There is also a distinction to be drawn between using OER resources as such and simply 
practicing a form of open education without the formal label. For instance, art history courses may rely 
on public domain artworks (Cooke & Bouché, 2017), and design classes may require students to use 
permissively licensed font, image, and software libraries, but neither may refer to these as OER 
specifically. To address this gap, we also provided respondents with our definition of OER as “teaching, 
learning, and research materials that are free to use and repurpose by others” and asked again about their 
awareness of OER and how to use them. These results, while more granular, still reflected an 
approximately 80/20 split in overall awareness, slightly higher than the national average. However, a 
lower proportion of Pratt faculty reported the highest level of awareness: 16% of respondents reported 
being very aware of OER and its use cases (compared to a national average of 25%), 27% were aware 
(equal to the national average), and 20% were somewhat aware (compared to 15%). Another 19% had 
heard of OER but did not know much, and 18% were not aware, consistent with national averages. 
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Figure 3 

Awareness of OER and its use cases 

 

A previous study found that faculty with 15–25 years of teaching experience were more aware of 
OER: 37% reported being very aware of OER and how to use them compared with lower rates for their 
peers (Seaman & Seaman, 2023a). We observed a somewhat different relationship at our institution: 
44% of faculty teaching less than two years were very aware of OER, 78% of faculty teaching two to 
four years were very aware, 65% of faculty teaching five to nine years were very aware, 50% of faculty 
teaching 10–19 years were very aware, and 29% of faculty teaching 20+ years were very aware. We 
consider this in relation to pedagogy and the creative disciplines in the Discussion section. 
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Those who use OER in their teaching (N=51, 71%) do so across a range of course levels 
(introductory 36%; intermediate 31%; advanced 20%), degree levels (undergraduate 53%; graduate 
53%), and course types (required 23%; elective 32%). National use rates by course level are slightly 
lower (introductory 31%; intermediate 19%; advanced 11%) but follow a similar trend of decreasing 
OER use as courses advance in level. 

When asked about their motivations for using OER, respondents (N=59, 78% of all respondents) 
mainly cited affordability for students (80%) and the availability of supplemental materials such as 
software tutorials and videos (69%). Roughly half of the OER adopters cited other reasons from the 
AAC&U/ISKME report (Watson et al., 2024) including supporting accessibility for learners who are 
differently abled (56%); supporting more equitable outcomes among underserved groups (51%); 
promoting open pedagogy (51%); and supporting culturally relevant, antiracist, and socially just 
curriculum and pedagogy (46%). To our knowledge, there is no comparable data on these motivations 
given the recent publication date of the AAC&U/ISKME report. 

Discussion 

​ The results of this survey highlight several differences between Pratt’s institutional context and 
studies of other contexts to date. These differences include the mix of disciplines, the course materials 
that faculty select, and the pedagogical approaches they take in the classroom. Institutions focused on 
making have high needs for supplies, technologies, and learning resources (e.g., shops and labs), as well 
as traditional sources such as articles and textbooks. These materials reflect the specific studio-based 
pedagogy present in the art and design disciplines, as well as creative pedagogies that support learning 
for art and design students outside of their majors (e.g., in general education). These results underscore 
that a one-size-fits-all approach to OER is unlikely to succeed across various disciplines and institutional 
types. Instead, OER efforts should be rooted in local needs and ways of working. 

Beyond our own institutional context, the results presented here are also relevant to offerings in 
the creative disciplines located within institutions of all types and sizes. Recall that 6% of the national 
faculty workforce is located in art, drama, and music, including design (U.S. Bureau of Labor and 
Statistics, 2022). Many large public institutions, small liberal arts colleges, and even community 
colleges offer courses and programs in the fine and performing arts. The results of this study may 
parallel attitudes of faculty in those settings, given similar disciplinary methods and related pedagogies, 
and offer clues for extending OER adoption there. At the very least, this is an area for further study.  

​ Pedagogy may indeed provide the most helpful inroad for OER adoption among the creative 
disciplines. It is of little surprise that faculty who are more attentive to their teaching and are intentional 
about the techniques and materials they use would also be open to conversations around the cost of those 
materials, accessibility, culturally relevant pedagogy, and materials that are co-produced by and with 
students. This pedagogical approach may be the only one possible for an institution like Pratt at which 
textbook use is infrequent and common methods of course marking via textbook information would have 
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very little impact. Instead, we are pursuing an embedded approach to OER awareness and adoption 
through our Center for Teaching and Learning and through faculty development in their departments. 

​ The role of labor in OER adoption has been a less visible but animating force in our explorations. 
The large number of part-time faculty at our institution require additional compensation for significant 
curriculum revisions, including adoption of OER materials. Here, our Center for Teaching and Learning 
has helped by supporting a year-long, cross-disciplinary faculty learning community around OER and its 
power to make art and design education more accessible. Consisting of a cohort of 14 full- and part-time 
classroom and library faculty, “Open/Access Pedagogy” was organized and co-facilitated by the Center’s 
Instructional Designer for Inclusivity and Academic Success, the libraries’ chair of Research & 
Collection Development, an assistant professor from History of Art & Design, and an instructor from 
Social Science & Cultural Studies. Participants considered how open access publishing, OER, and open 
pedagogy could serve as paths toward developing radically inclusive pedagogies (Slanger, 2024).  

​ Librarians, too, have an important role to play in OER adoption, from helping faculty locate open 
sources to helping them navigate the variety of licenses available for content. Some academic libraries 
also act as publishers and disseminators of open resources, especially through institutional repositories 
(Jain, 2011), which were a second area of research on our survey. We will note, briefly, that respondents 
expressed a variety of concerns about ownership and control over their scholarly and creative work in an 
institutional repository. The responses correlated with low/no awareness of OER in other questions, 
suggesting that part of adopting OER may, in fact, be adopting values of openness that, in turn, prompt 
greater resource sharing. This connection remains an area for further exploration, as well as the 
specifications for an institutional repository that can hold and preserve the faculty output typical at 
creative institutions which may consist of multimedia and building models as much or more than 
traditional scholarly articles and monographs. 

As an institutional case study, this research offers a detailed snapshot of the state of OER at our 
institution at a particular moment. This picture is changing—in part due to outreach and professional 
development initiatives we describe in this article. The results presented here establish a baseline that 
can help us evaluate the effectiveness of these initiatives over time: are faculty growing in awareness of 
OER over time, in adoption, in satisfaction? Periodic faculty surveys can help chart developments in 
Pratt’s adoption of OER and perhaps suggest further opportunities for intervention. Future research 
might also consider student perspectives on OER and their role in creative education. 

Conclusion 
The results of this survey have revealed several differences between creative institutions and 

national trends in OER. Most significant are differences in course materials that are tied to the specific 
studio pedagogy found in art and design disciplines. Even at a special-focus institution like Pratt, there 
are a range of disciplines and teaching approaches that speak differentially to OER. Awareness of OER 
was lowest among art, design, and architecture faculty at our institution, which may not be surprising 
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given their extensive use of physical materials and proprietary technology for which open alternatives 
are less common or well-known. 

​ Those faculty who adopted OER reported significantly higher satisfaction with their course 
materials and endorsed the widest range of motivations for using OER, including accessibility and 
culturally relevant pedagogy. This finding is critical, as it reframes OER not just as a cost-saving tool but 
as a vehicle for pedagogical innovation and faculty empowerment. It would be interesting to know 
whether these motivations are shared across faculty using OER at other creative institutions or whether 
they resonate more with the values of critical making and critical design inherent in our institution. To 
this end, more research into OER at various institutional types would help to define OER outlines across 
the triad of disciplines, methods/materials, and pedagogies explored in this and other studies. 

Another difference found in this study pertains to the amount of teaching experience of OER 
adopters. Unlike a national study that suggested teachers with 15+ years of experience are more likely to 
adopt OER (Seaman & Seaman, 2023b), we found that adoption peaked among faculty with a few years 
of teaching experience (two to four years) and declined steadily thereafter. It is unclear whether this 
finding is specifically related to recent pedagogical shifts in the creative disciplines, turnover associated 
with our large part-time faculty workforce, or other factors, and this may be grounds for further study. 

​ The results of this study confirm the need for greater attention to a wider array of OER materials 
since faculty have a broad range of needs. Above all, we see an important link between pedagogy and 
OER adoption, suggesting future avenues for increased use of OER. 
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Appendix 

Survey Instrument on OER 

Note: Questions and response options marked with an asterisk (*) are adapted from Seaman & Seaman 
(2022). 

Demographics 

What is your primary role at Pratt?  

●​ Full-time faculty 
●​ Part-time faculty 
●​ Staff/Administrator  

How long have you been teaching at Pratt specifically?  

●​ Less than 2 years 
●​ 2–4 years 
●​ 5–9 years 
●​ 10–19 years 
●​ 20+ years 
●​ N/A 

*How many online sections have you taught (at Pratt or elsewhere)?  

●​ None 
●​ 1–3 sections 
●​ 4–9 sections 
●​ 10–19 sections 
●​ 20+ sections 

*Are you currently teaching any online sections (at Pratt or elsewhere)? 

●​ Yes 
●​ No 

In what department(s) do you teach at Pratt? 

Use of course materials 

*What curriculum materials do you currently use in your courses at Pratt? (For each, please 
indicate if they are required, recommended, or not used.) 

●​ *Articles/Case studies 
●​ *Digital books/chapters, including textbooks 
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●​ *Print books/chapters, including textbooks 
●​ *Audio/Video resources, including podcasts 
●​ Tests or quizzes 
●​ Lecture slides 
●​ *Software or online platforms 
●​ Supplies, including physical materials 
●​ Hardware technology 
●​ Datasets 
●​ Other (please specify) 

*How satisfied are you with the curriculum materials you currently use? (on a scale of 0 = Very 
unsatisfied to 100 = Very satisfied) 

●​ *Cost to students 
●​ *Availability of supplemental materials 
●​ *Accuracy of content 
●​ *Scope and coverage of content 
●​ Ease/difficulty of obtaining materials at Pratt 
●​ *Overall satisfaction 

 
If you provide students with supplemental materials (e.g., tutorials, videos), what sources do you 
use and what support do you need for them? 

Awareness of OER 

* How aware are you of the following terms/concepts? (for each, choose “Very aware” “Aware” 
Somewhat aware” or “Unaware”) 

●​ Open access 
●​ Open educational resources 
●​ Open pedagogy 
●​ Public domain 
●​ Copyright 
●​ Creative Commons 
●​ Intellectual property 

*Which of the following best reflects your awareness of open educational resources (OER), 
understood here as teaching, learning, and research materials that are free to use and repurpose 
by others? 

●​ I am very aware of OER and know how they can be used in the classroom 
●​ I am aware of OER and some of their use cases 
●​ I am somewhat aware of OER but I am not sure how they can be used 
●​ I have heard of OER, but don't know much about them 
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●​ I am not aware of OER or how they can be used 

*In which courses do you use open educational resources (for each, indicate if they are required, 
supplemental, N/A) 

●​ Introductory 
●​ Intermediate 
●​ Advanced 
●​ Undergraduate 
●​ Graduate 
●​ Required 
●​ Elective 

*What types of engagement with OER are you familiar with at Pratt (prior to this survey)? 

●​ OER use in my own department 
●​ OER use in other departments/schools at Pratt 
●​ OER initiatives at the Institute level (e.g., Libraries, Center for Teaching & Learning) 
●​ OER initiatives outside of Pratt 

What are your motivations for using OER? (check all that apply) 

●​ Provide supplemental materials to students (e.g., software tutorials, videos) 
●​ *Increase affordability for students 
●​ *Support culturally relevant, antiracist, and socially just curriculum and pedagogy 
●​ *Support accessibility and learners who are differently abled 
●​ *Support more equitable outcomes or success among students from groups that are 

underserved by higher education 
●​ *Promote open pedagogy 

 
[Questions on institutional repository removed] 
 
Is there anything else you would like to share about open educational resources or an institutional 
repository? 
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Does the article contribute knowledge or practical examples that will inform/improve others’ practice or 
education? 

Yes. Private institutions are a huge part of the educational landscape, ESPECIALLY for creative fields, 
and therefore their knowledge, adoption, and implementation of OER is a valuable contrast to track 
against the larger educational landscape. 

What are the stronger points/qualities of the article? 

The specific institutional focus highlighted several cultural factors of their particular institution and how it 
differs from other colleges. The data highlighted many underlying barriers to OER entry that public 
institutions don't face, such as greater adjunctification, software-heavy curricula, and cultural/financial 
norms that come with privatized education. 

What are the weaker points/qualities of the article? How could they be 
strengthened? 

A follow-up study that gathers Likert scale data year over year would provide useful context of OER's 
adoption growth at a college only just coming to the OER table. Now that we have a baseline for this 
unique college use case, will OER adoption increase, decrease, or stagnate?  

Many of the classes examined included natural OER overlap with broader open culture, such as works 
that have entered the public domain due to age. Classes like art history and art appreciation can have some 
or all of their curriculum literature based on works from 100 years ago in a way where software-centric 
classes can't. Some background on public domain would be useful. Additionally, although 
software-centric classes might not embrace OER textbooks or open source software, these classes do 
often cover and require using permissively licensed materials in, for instance, a Photoshop class. There 
are perhaps aspects of OER that faculty are using while not even considering it OER.  

The authors briefly touched on Critical Making and Critical Design, and connected these to pedagogies 
addressing social justice and antiracist pedagogies. OER as a value system [transcendent] beyond cost 
savings is, for many OER advocates, in the same category of important social tools to empower students. 
The institution's centering of these topics as ethical guiding lights infers the varying respondents would 
have differing levels of knowledge, support, and implementation of them, and I would wonder how OER 
as a value system is ranked contextually among other value systems faculty are implementing.   
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OER is like Calico Cut Pants. You gotta give. Beyond using OER materials in class, I would be curious 
how contributions to OER differ in a private institution versus a public institution.  

Peer Review Ranking: Scope 

Does the topic discuss an element related to open education, open data, open access, or other open topics? 

Relevant 

Peer Review Ranking: Clarity 

Clarity of expression and flow? Does the article proceed logically? 

Very clear 

Peer Review Ranking: Contribution 

Contribution to Higher Education research and/or practice 

Contributes 

Peer Review Ranking: Research Assessment 

If this is a research paper, is the methodology appropriate? 

Highly sound 

Overall Evaluation 

Minor Revisions Required 

------------------------------------------------------ 
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Scope, Objectives, Content 

Is the article in scope for Journal of Open Educational Resources in Higher Education? Does the topic 
discuss an element related to open education, open data, open access, or other open topics? Is the topic an 
important one, or is it trivial or of low priority? 

The paper definitely falls within the scope of the journal, being focused on (1) faculty attitudes regarding 
(2) OER at a (3) special-focus institution which appears to be at an institution of higher learning. All of 
these elements fall within the scope of the journal, being focused meaningfully on OER within a higher 
education context. It focuses on curriculum materials and expresses concerns regarding pedagogical 
applications of such materials at the study institution, meaning a focus on open education and pedagogy.  

The topic is an important one, as the authors more than adequately make clear arguments for specific gaps 
in the literature around institution size and type and discipline coverage that their study seeks to address. 

Organization 

Does the article proceed logically?  As applicable, does the article adhere to a recommended structure and 
the section guideline? 
 
The paper does proceed logically. It adheres to a recommended structure and section guideline. It makes 
judicious use of headings and subheadings to facilitate organization. Additionally, its arrangement of 
figures and tables is likewise positioned logically and helpfully. 

Methodology, Approach, Conclusions 

The methodology for data gathering and analysis should be appropriate for the problem addressed. 
Inferences from data should be sound--the author should not reach unsupported conclusions. Not all 
papers will use a scientific research methodology, but all should employ sound reasoning and an adequate 
balance between description and critical analysis. Consider: Is the article factually accurate? Is it clear the 
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author knows, or has investigated, previous work on the subject of the article?  Has the author failed to 
reference recent or seminal work on the subject? 

The discussion and conclusion can be said to be accurate, based on the findings as reported. In other 
words, the conclusions at which the authors arrived proceed logically from the data they gathered. They 
employ sound reasoning based on the results of their survey. One would wish for more critical analysis in 
the Discussion section, expounding more on their conclusions, but what is presented is sensible and 
logical. Furthermore, it is clear that the authors know/have investigated previous work on the subject of 
this paper. 

Writing Style, References 

Please indicate whether there are problems with expression or flow, but do not comment about grammar or 
basic edits. Do NOT take the time to do copy editing - that will be handled later in the process. However, 
general comments pointing out problems with style or format are useful. 

Overall, the writing does not feature any problems with expression or flow. It is written in a very 
accessible, professional fashion. It is appropriately concise. It is NOT overly formal; I appreciate the use 
of we/us in the writing to make it friendly and engaging. The way in which the authors do this does not 
take away from the professionalism of the paper. In fact, I feel that their use of the first-person plural 
allows the reader to engage more with the content.  

The APA formatting is appropriate though there are incidents of inappropriate practice, such as not 
following author names with date of publication as appropriate. An example of this can be found under 
the Creative Education subtitle of the Literature Review. The sentence as it appears is thus: Oh and her 
colleagues characterize students in these settings as having greater autonomy and a related sense of 
ownership over their work, leading to higher levels of engagement and motivation (2018). This sentence 
should appear like this: Oh and her colleagues (2018) characterize students.... 

Another formatting issue includes placement of periods BEFORE in-text citations rather than AFTER 
(excluding block quotations). There aren't TOO many examples of these formatting issues; they don't 
materially affect the quality of the article, but they do need addressing. 

Application:  

Does the article contribute knowledge or practical examples that will inform/improve others’ practice or 
education? 

I believe the paper contributes to knowledge that can inform/improve others' practice/education. In the 
introduction, the authors clearly identify the deficits in the literature that they were seeking to close with 
the findings of their study. They situate their findings in national contexts as well, comparing and 
connecting their findings to national ones. It is important, in this reviewer's opinion, to situate phenomena 
in both macro- and micro-contexts. While the unique findings of this paper may not serve other 
institutions, especially given the special-focus status of the institution, those findings can potentially 
inform the practice of other such institutions. While this is functionally a case study representing what the 
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OER culture of this institution looks like, it can help sharpen the details of the OER phenomena in 
different institution types and applications. 

What are the stronger points/qualities of the article? 

The writing style, the unique features of the institution and therefore the findings of the survey, and the 
clear presentation of the findings and analysis of those findings are strong points for this paper. 
Sometimes data visualizations can get in the way of the data authors are trying to communicate. The 
authors of this paper did a great job with their visualizations, and the ways in which they presented the 
data in the narrative made the data so much more meaningful and accessible. 

What are the weaker points/qualities of the article? How could they be 
strengthened? 

The main weak point of this article is how brief the discussion is. I would like to see more discussion and 
delving into the findings and what they mean for the institution and what the authors see them as meaning 
for the greater context of OER work. 

Peer Review Ranking: Scope 

Does the topic discuss an element related to open education, open data, open access, or other open topics? 

Highly relevant 

Peer Review Ranking: Clarity 

Clarity of expression and flow? Does the article proceed logically? 

Very clear 

Peer Review Ranking: Contribution 

Contribution to Higher Education research and/or practice 

Contributes 

Peer Review Ranking: Research Assessment 

If this is a research paper, is the methodology appropriate? 

Highly sound 
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​
Overall Evaluation 

Minor Revisions Required 

------------------------------------------------------ 
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