Oakland University Assessment Committee
Annual Report Form

Program Name ___Studio Art___________________

Date Report Submitted_October 2006_

1. Program Goals:


a.  To develop technical and conceptual artistic proficiencies in students


b.  To prepare students for careers as professional artists and in related fields


c.  To prepare students for additional post graduate education in art

Please attach a copy of most recent Assessment Plan 


See Attachment 1.               
2. What assessment activities have your department conducted since your last report?  Indicate in the appropriate category.  Please describe and attach instruments (label all attachments). Please do not add information about faculty evaluation or personally identifiable information about students.

Direct Measures of Student Performance (for example: capstone courses, portfolios, simulations/demonstrations/performances, evaluation of sample course work by multiple evaluators, assessments embedded in course assignments/exams, pre & post tests, standardized tests)

Describe the measure/activity:

a. Departmental Assessment Committee reviewed one project (agreed upon by Studio Art Faculty) of a random sample from one third of the students in 200 level Intermediate Drawing, Painting, and Photography Classes.  Projects are digitally archived.

b.  Departmental Assessment Committee reviewed SA400 Senior Thesis.

1. Review of all written theses completed in the Senior Thesis course.

2. Review of all thesis exhibitions completed in the Senior Thesis course.

Student learning objective measured by this activity:

a. 200 level: Use visual media with technical proficiency

b. 400 level (artwork and written thesis): Conceptualize thought process in visual media
c. 400 level (written thesis): Articulate critical theory
When/how often implemented:

a. 200 level: planned: one semester per year; we actually assessed SA261 in three different semesters over two years; SA206 and SA215 only one semester

b. 400 level: winter semester every year

Scoring methodology/Rubric (including a description of how you scored and evaluated the results):


See Attachment 2 for the Rubrics; the scale was 0, unsatisfactory; 1 satisfactory, 2 excellent. The Departmental Assessment Committee used these rubrics to score the projects.  After scoring, the averages were computed, and all scores and averages were compared and discussed. See Attachment 3, a spreadsheet with the results for the 200 level classes (first tab) and SA400 (second tab).

Sample size/Response rate:

Sample size at the intermediate level: 30% of course enrollment in a semester

SA206 Intermediate Drawing: 3 randomly selected student responses from one assignment  

SA215 Intermediate Painting: 3 randomly selected student responses from one assignment  

SA261 Intermediate Photography: 11 randomly selected student responses from one assignment: contact sheet and 1-4 enlargements per student

Sample size at the advanced level: 100% of course enrollment

SA400 Winter 2005: 12 students – exhibition and written thesis

SA400 Winter 2006: 11 students – exhibition; 10 students – written thesis (one student did not hand in a final written thesis)

Results/Data Analysis (including what the results mean, and how the results compare over time)

We do not have results to compare over time, as Studio Art is a new program and this is our first assessment.

In analyzing the results of the 200 level assessments, there were variations between media.  Students in the drawing class did the best at achieving the learning outcomes: 1.5 out of 2; Painting averaged 1.4 out of 2; photography 1.3 out of 2.  

We found it difficult, with this scale, to really determine what was an acceptable rate of achievement.  If a grade of 1 was satisfactory, even the 1.3 could seem a reasonable achievement.  We do not think this actually is an acceptable level, however.  Although we are not likely to continue using this compressed scale for the next assessment (see the answer to question #5, changes to assessment plan), we consider 1.5 a reasonable minimum goal on this current scale, meaning that our drawing results meet that goal, while painting and photography are not quite where we’d like them to be. 

In the photography results, the technical quality of the prints was the area in which the greatest problems existed (1.1), with students’ abilities in capturing light and shadow (1.4) being their best area (although still not as good as the best areas in drawing or painting).  Conversely, use of light and shadow was an apparent problem area (0.8) for painter, though some of this may be due to our assignment, which did not specifically require an emphasis on light and shadow; and our rubric, which did not describe the criteria carefully enough (again see “Changes to assessment plan”).  For painters, their use of color was the area in which they showed the highest achievement (1.7). The emphasis on understanding color and using it well has clearly been a successful aspect of our painting curriculum.   Drawing students were overwhelmingly best at composition (1.7), but tended to deal well with line (1.5), and with light and shadow (1.5).  They seemed to have their greatest problems (1.0) with linear perspective, but this was due to the assignment. Linear perspective could not be clearly measured in drawings produced by this particular assignment.

Our photography sample size is larger than those of the other courses, due to more sections of photography being taught.  However, as with all of these results, we do not feel that our sample size is sufficient. [see  answer to question #5, changes to assessment plan, for our response to this issue.]   Of most concern, using the work from only three students in drawing and three in painting has not given us an accurate assessment of these courses.

In the 400 level assessment, we had two direct assessment measures: the artwork in the senior thesis exhibition, and the written senior thesis papers.

In the exhibition, students scored quite high at creating a coherent body of work (1.8), an aspect of the preparation that has been heavily emphasized in thesis class, and which students seemed to have gotten well under control. Students also seem to be taking good control of the physical process of making artwork, with a 1.5 in use of materials and technique.  The lowest score (though one that did improve from Winter 05 to Winter 06) was in conceptualization (1.1).  Students did not present a confident command over the conceptual bases for their artwork.

In the thesis, students were best at articulating their personal artistic vision (1.5).  Here we actually expected a slightly higher score.  Students have been required to prepare artist’s statements regularly throughout their studio art career, though never at this depth.  Students’ abilities to put their work in a context (art historically, within contemporary practice and art theory) were not as strong (1.3).  The connection between what is learned in art history and theory classes, and what they are actually doing as artists, is proving difficult for students to make.  The clarity of writing in the theses is satisfactory (1.3) but could use improvement, especially since the final theses do go through a rough draft/revision process. 

There is often a strong correlation between excellent abilities in the artwork and production of an excellent thesis.  This was particularly evident in 2005-2006, when three students scored 2.0 on both art and writing, and two scored an average of 1.8/art and 1.7/written.  Students with the lowest scores in their artwork tended to produce written theses with similarly lower scores (1.0/1.0; 1.0/0.8; 0.8/1.3).  There was a close consistency in the average scores in artwork and written theses in both years (1.4/1.3; 1.5/1.4).  This seems to represent the emphasis that has been placed on both aspects of the thesis process.

	Indirect Measures:  Indicators of Student and/or Alumni Self-Reports of Learning and/or Satisfaction (for example, focus groups, surveys, exit interviews) and Indicators of Perceptions/Satisfaction of Employers or other Stakeholders  (for example, focus groups, surveys)

	
	
	
	
	


Describe the measure/activity: 

Exit Survey of all SA400 Students.  See Attachments 4 (Exit Survey 1) and 5 (Exit Survey 2)
Student learning objective measured by this activity:

a. Use visual media with technical proficiency.

b. Conceptualize thought processes in visual media.

c. Articulate critical theory

When/how often implemented: 

Once a year (the last day of Senior Thesis class at the end of Winter Semester).

Scoring methodology/Rubric (including a description of how you scored and evaluated the results):

As noted above, there are two versions of the Exit Survey. One is the version that was submitted with our Assessment Plan in 2004 (Attachment 5, Exit Survey 2).  However, when the first Exit Survey was actually done in Winter of 2005, a previous version of the Exit Survey (Attachment 4, Exit Survey 1) was used by mistake.  In order to have comparable data, we continued to use this version in Winter 2006. The differences include some differences on the wording of short-answer questions and a different scoring rubric (0-4 vs 0-2). The only real problem that this has created is the difficulty of comparing results from two rubrics: the direct assessment results on the 0-2 scale, with the indirect assessment results on the 0-4 scale.  It turns out that the 0-4 scale is actually preferable, so despite this not being our original intent, we have gained something for use in the next assessment.

In the Exit Survey, we asked questions about how well the students felt they had learned to use media based on certain technical abilities (for the 200 level) and conceptual abilities (for the 400 level), on a scale of 0-4 (0, unsatisfactory; 1, poor; 2, fair; 3, good; 4 excellent). Scores were compiled, the averages were computed, and all scores and averages were compared and discussed. See Attachment 6, a spreadsheet with the results for the Exit Survey.

We then asked 4 short-answer questions regarding the program.  These are not actually “scored,” but the answers were compiled, compared and discussed by the Departmental Assessment Committee. See Attachment 7 for all of the short-answer responses.

Sample size/Response rate:

The intended sample size was 100% of the Senior Thesis students in both years. Due to absences on the final day, 10 out of 11 students (90%) took the survey in Winter 2006; in Winter 2005, 10 out of 12 students (83%) took the survey.

Results/Data Analysis (including what the results mean)

The Exit Survey conducted at graduation produced results that often correlated well with the assessment of student work (we would consider a 3.5 our minimally acceptable score on this scale). The students felt they learned drawing most proficiently (3.8 out of 4), with painting next (3.5), and photography last (3.3), basically quite similar to the quality of the work assessed at the 200 level. The drawing students felt they had done the best at composition (an average of 3.9 over two years), the same area in which the faculty had found their work to be strongest, and not quite as well at perspective (3.7).  Interestingly, photography students thought they were more proficient at printing than the assessment committee had felt they were, based on their work (8 out of the 14 responding on this question gave themselves a grade of 4.0, excellent).  This may represent that, not only are students in the photography classes not able to come up to the technical level we expect, but that some don’t realize that their work is not technically proficient.  This is obviously troubling. We hope that the new approaches we have already put in place in the photography courses will correct both of these issues.

At the 400 level, students felt very differently about their level of learning in the various areas, feeling the strongest about how their education at OU gave them abilities on the artistic side as opposed to the written side. This generally correlates to the direct measure results.  They felt strongly about their abilities to create art that articulated their personal vision (3.7), to make art that integrates content and form (3.7) and to create a coherent body of artwork in their thesis work (a rather exceptional 3.9).  This last score is actually relatively parallel to the average of 1.8 out of 2 in the direct measure for this same aspect (the highest average score for any one directly measured outcome).  The ability to produce a coherent body of artwork is critical, both for students going on to graduate school and for professional artists. We believe that the structure of the thesis class, which strongly emphasizes this goal, addresses this expectation well. 

The results in how well the program prepares students for written requirements of thesis were significantly lower.  Students felt they were not nearly as well prepared to place their work in the context of contemporary art (a requirement of the written thesis) as they could have been (3.3), and did not feel well prepared to write an artist’s statement that articulated their personal vision (also 3.3).  

What were the most significant/interesting findings? Describe these in detail and in light of previous years of data collection (for example, if the same instrument is used over a period of years, compare across years) Please include specifics and attach the analyses of the results for each assessment activity.

The results of the direct assessment tended to generally parallel our expectations of both successes and problems. The Exit Survey tended to give us the most significant and interesting findings beyond what we felt we already knew. An overall impression from the Exit Survey was that our students were generally satisfied with the courses and their achievement of learning outcomes but that they also saw the problems and deficiencies in the program. We were particularly pleased with the thoughtful, careful nature of the responses on the short-answer questions, which we take as a sign of the depth of commitment the program instills in the students.

More specifically, most useful to note was that the range and type of studio art courses that students stated were most helpful was varied (skills-based, personal vision, conceptual, various special topics, all media). This showed us that we seem to be hitting all the key areas, and that the balance in the program appears to be fairly solid.

Additions to the curriculum and changes to improve the program, as noted below, often correlated well with our established long-term plans (that are impossible in the short-term); with changes already in process; or with changes implemented after the first survey.  A comment relative to this survey: because of the teaching style in studio art courses, which includes constant progress critique and discussion, the studio art faculty tended to already know many of the suggestions which were made on the survey. So assessment of the program, in terms of what we learn from the student perspective, tends to be continuous and ongoing in studio art, and not just gained from a once a year survey. 

3. The most important role of assessment is its use in program improvement.  How are the results used to improve your program? Specific courses?  

Starting with technical aspects, measured both in the direct assessment and in part of the Exit Survey, the results highlighted areas in which we could improve student learning outcomes. From the Exit Survey, we learned that a significant issue to the students was the importance of skill building towards technical proficiency, and the sense that they could have had a better base of technical skills.  Though this was presented clearly to us in these exit surveys, it was also something the department had previously determined was a problem in the program.  As a result, this fall we instituted a foundations level of classes.  The Foundations of Studio Art and Foundations of Media Art courses will give our students a stronger, more technically proficient base from which to move on in their classes.  While this is not a direct result of this formal assessment, it did result from our own informal ongoing assessments of our students’ work and from previous discussions with students.

Photography courses presented the largest discrepancy between expected learning outcomes and actual student achievement. The assessment results confirmed problems the department had already identified, relating to the quality of instruction and technical emphasis of a faculty member who is no longer with the department.  The photography faculty has already started working on the concerns that the assessment has identified.  The Foundations of Media Art course will also add another level of early work in photography that we hope will improve students’ work. We will not be able to fully determine how well this problem has been solved until our next assessment.

We felt that the drawing courses were achieving their goals fairly well. The areas that need the most work (proportion, light & shadow) can be focused on in more depth in specific assignments that will allow more practice with these issues.  As mentioned in the analysis of the direct assessment data, while linear perspective seemed to be a problem, based on the review of work, it appears that the assignment used for the assessment did not really encourage or allow students to actually show how well they were able to address linear perspective.  (As noted below, we are developing new assignment and rubrics for the next assessment that would give us a better sense of actual abilities in all areas).

Relative to the painting courses, problems included composition, and surface qualities of the paint.  Interestingly, composition was the strongest skill for drawing students.  It is clear that the abilities students develop in drawing are not being translated as well in their paintings, possibly due to the extra complication that dealing with color adds to organization of an image.  This is an area that can be focused on through additional preliminary sketches of work on paintings, so that compositions are developed more fully.  Also, our new foundations classes will help address this at an earlier level, and are expected to have a significant impact.

We have developed a new art history course, Concepts in Modern and Postmodern Art (to be taught for the first time in Winter 07) which is intended to strengthen students’ knowledge and understanding of the most contemporary artwork.  Studio art faculty are also lecturing on contemporary art in all of the studio art courses, which should, over time, give all students a good base in understanding the contemporary context. 

We are still working out ideas for dealing with the artist’s statement problems.  We have students write artists’ statements in nearly every studio art course they take, so they have had quite a bit of practice.  Two issues may be in play here. First, we have a significant number of transfer students, as well as students who took most of their courses before we instituted writing assignments.  Second, thesis is the only course in which students are not doing assignment-based work. Therefore, previous artists’ statements were more tied to explaining how students completed the specifics of an assignment, one that at times may have little to do with their own vision for their art.  

We are going to work on these writing problems in a variety of ways.  Some of them may be eased with our expanded advanced level courses, which now form a two-step advanced sequence rather than just a single course (Advanced Drawing and Painting I and II; Advanced Photography and New Media I and II).  These courses have been specifically designed to slowly move students away from assignment-based work and towards the independent work required in thesis. The written thesis assignment is also undergoing revision, as to be expected in such a new program.  We will be able to help students understand the expectations better, and to know how to achieve them, once our own approach to the thesis is more clearly focused. 

The issue of placing students being able to place their work in the context of contemporary art and theory is a complex problem.  If they have been doing assignment-based work up until thesis, again they might not have thought about their work in a context outside of course work, prior to thesis. This is actually a very high expectation for students in an undergraduate program (particularly in a BA degree), and we will be discussing this issue with the faculty as a whole to determine whether this is reasonable, and if so, how to help students actually achieve this.

The Exit Surveys have been useful in improving the program at both the 200 and 400 level.  Several of the program improvements that students considered important have already been explored and implemented, most evidently in terms of new courses.  This fall we have offered our first illustration course, and in the winter we will offer Introduction to Graphic Design. Students in 2005 particularly emphasized the value of a digital portfolio course.  We believe this is because so many of them had taken the special topics course in digital portfolio offered that year.  We have incorporated the skills taught in that special topics course into a new course, Professional Practices and Portfolio, to be taught next year, and which will now be required for studio art majors.

Also, to address the problems some thesis students had with the switch to a suddenly increased level of intensity in the thesis class, we have, as noted above, expanded from one to two advanced level classes required before thesis. The second advanced course is basically a ramp up to, and additional preparation for, thesis.

A significant number of students requested the addition of 3-D classes such as sculpture and ceramics to the program (10 out of 20 students responding mentioned this).  These courses are impossible to add in our current facilities.  While we, as a department, would like to be able to offer 3-D along with our 2-D courses, this will take far more resources than the University is currently willing or able to provide.  The result is that students in our new K-12 Art Education certification program will have to take their state-required 3-D courses at a local community college.

One suggestion that has not yet been implemented, but can be, is the idea of having students create and save a portfolio from their first studio classes, so that when they graduate, they can have a better sense (as can the department) of their progress.  While we agree that this is a good idea, we are discussing how to best incorporate this in a structured way into classes throughout the program. We are looking into the use of the portfolio as an additional assessment tool.
4. What role do department faculty play in the development and implementation of your department’s assessment of its programs?

· How many/what percent of faculty were involved in designing and implementing your activities?

100% of the studio art faculty, both full-time and part-time

· How many/what percent of faculty were involved in evaluating the results?

50% of the full-time faculty, none of the part-time faculty
· To what extent were faculty involved in making changes based on the results?

100% of the studio art faculty, both full-time and part-time

Please attach copies of meeting/retreat minutes that document discussion and planning of assessment activities and results.  Be sure they are labeled and dated.

Because our studio art program meetings were working sessions held outside of the official departmental meetings, we did not take minutes.  We will change this procedure for the next assessment period. 

5. Are you intending to make changes to your assessment plan, given your most recent assessment activities and results?

The Assessment Committee is planning on suggesting significant changes to our assessment plan. These changes will be discussed with the entire Art and Art History faculty, in the ongoing evaluation process for our program.

First, we are going to suggest changing the sample size to include all students (responding to a single assignment in each course) in the 200 level classes.  We do not feel that we are assessing a large enough sample size to get accurate information.  This will also address the student comment in the Exit Survey about professors choosing “the top 3 or 4 student projects” to assess.  We do feel that this was a misperception on the part of the student (and we are not sure how exactly this student learned which projects were assessed, as they were not chosen during the class sessions, or with students present). However, any perception that our “random” sampling is not truly random is a serious problem.  This can be addressed through full class samples.  

Second, we will suggest changing the scoring rubric in the direct assessment, from the [0 unsatisfactory, 1 satisfactory, 2 excellent] scoring, to include a wider range of possible scores (similar to the Exit Survey): 0 unsatisfactory, 1 poor, 2 fair, 3 good, 4 excellent.  While using only three possible scores was intended to simplify the assessment committee’s work, we are not gaining the best understanding of the actual achievement of learning outcomes with such a compressed scale. Also, if we have a 0-4 scale for both the direct and indirect measures, we will be able to better correlate the results (if we had used the intended Exit Survey, both would have been using the 0-2 scale, for this exact reason). We are planning to fine-tune our assessment process so that our rubrics for measuring outcomes provide us with the most reliable, accurate data possible.
Third, we would like to revise the actual criteria used for scoring in the various areas on the direct assessment: rewording some of the criteria to be more specifically assessable, adding more criteria, and allowing for n/a (not applicable) scores if a student’s work did not really address that particular area.  We did have to use the n/a at times this year, and it was problematic.  The criteria changes will be done in tandem with changes in the assessment assignments. We hope that, by tying the actual assignment much more tightly to the learning outcomes, the need for n/a scores will be kept to an absolute minimum.

Fourth, we would like to assess from actual work during the year, as opposed to digitally archived copies.  We found some aspects of digital archiving made it difficult to do really good evaluation of the work.  Actual use of color, surface textures, contrast – all of these were variably evident in the archiving.  Archiving can give us a good link back over the years, but for actual assessment, we have decided that we prefer to work from the actual artwork.

Fifth, we need to gain better organizational control over the assessment process.  Because we are such a small department, certain faculty issues have had major impact on the smooth running of the assessment.  Of the full-time studio art faculty involved (4), one was not hired until one year into the process, another was not full-time either year of the assessment but only for the reporting period, and a third was on medical leave for a semester. One sabbatical and one faculty research fellowship taken abroad, also impacted the development of this final report. We anticipate this deficit will be addressed by future faculty additions to our program, necessitated by increasing numbers of studio majors.

Fifth, in the long term, we may consider changing which courses we assess, now that we have foundations level classes.  However, nothing will be done about this in the short term, because we want to get information from one to two more assessment periods as currently arranged, to assess the impact of the new foundations courses on 200 level technical skills.

6. Do faculty in your department receive credit/recognition for their work on assessment?

Work on assessment is considered as service for review and tenure purposes for full-time faculty.  Part-time faculty basically receive only verbal recognition from the department, with no tangible credit for their work on assessment. (The actual Assessment Committee consists only of full-time faculty.)

7. Did the assessment activities result in identifying resources that might help improve your program?  Were/are those resources available?  

Once this report has been sent to the Dean as well, the departmental needs that have already been conveyed to him (and which he has already been helpful in trying to solve) will be backed by data, which may be useful in further resource development.  In particular, the results of the Exit Survey show the strong interest in expansion of our program to include 3-D and such career oriented options as graphic design, illustration and digital portfolio.  We have had significant success in implementing the final three at a basic level, with planning for expansion, but are no further along in terms of 3-D offerings.  

8. Do you have other comments/observations to share with the Assessment Committee?

No.
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