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Introduction:

We have a very small art history graduate program that piggybacks on the history M.A. This is in large part because our faculty is so small. With only four tenure-track graduate faculty, and one of these four will retire in a few weeks, it is challenging to attract new students and it also is not very fair to students to admit them. This school year we did admit one student. Only two other graduate students are taking graduate-level classes. One finished her thesis this year and a few others are in limbo, unable to come up with a thesis topic or unwilling to accept the non-thesis option. Some have been working on their theses for several years. Perhaps if at some point we have an appropriately sized faculty again (at one point we had six faculty members), then the graduate program will thrive. Here we would also like to note that our small faculty is also detrimental for the undergraduate students as well. At a school as large at CSU, to have an art history faculty with only three full-time faculty is unacceptable. Comparably sized universities have at least six full time faculty members, often many more.

Goals

Goals were originally developed by Art Department faculty in 1995, and updated by the faculty in Spring Semester 2003. 

By the time MA students begin study at CSU, they should have acquired the same skills of undergraduate majors in Art History (particularly research skills).  Additionally, graduate students studying Art History should be able to: 

1. Analyze art historical source material critically.

2. Develop an original angle on material (and be able to verify that it's original).

3. Be fully flexible in the presentation of material (whether term paper, paragraph summary, website, museum tag, etc.).

3. Develop an understanding of what is yet to be researched. 

4. Develop understanding of Art History as a career.

Research Methods

Entrance and Exit Surveys

We only had one new student this year and two exiting students so this method of evaluation is not available, nor would it be effective with a one or two person “group” to evaluate.

Evaluation of Student Work

Our evaluation is based on graduate student performance in seminar presentations and papers, colloquia, and theses. Of current seminar work, the one seminar paper/presentation by a graduate student was judged proficient. Note: we only have two graduate students taking classes at this time and one took no classes with full-time art history faculty despite our advising. 

One M.A. thesis and one colloquia: the thesis meets the goals elucidated for an exemplary paper. The colloquia was strong; the student gave an effective (proficient) professional presentation that developed original angles on her material. 

A committee of two art history professors (Baskind and Bleeke; Donaldson is retiring and Curnow was on leave this year), constituted the evaluation committee. This annual meeting is not the only time of year that we communicate about our M.A. students (and B.A. students). When we have problematic students we discuss ways to motivate them and/or what to do in certain pedagogical situations. We also share our successes and excitement over students who are thriving in our classrooms. Importantly, we are understaffed and many of our introductory classes are taught by part-timers who are not encouraged to attend meetings therefore we do not know what goes on in the adjunct professors’ classrooms. 

Rubrics for Evaluating Graduate Art History Papers:

Exemplary: Papers that demonstrate the ability to analyze and evaluate issues and concepts. Their analysis of causation and influences is fairly thorough. They demonstrate an understanding of content and context. They understand the visual aspects of works of art/architecture. They evidence research skills to find and evaluate the usefulness of source material and its appropriate applicability to the problem.

Proficient: Papers that show some ability demonstrate to analyze and evaluate issues and concepts relative to art/architectural history. They can apply concepts of chronology and causation. They draw from different perspectives, including formal ones, to examine issues. They are able to find and organize source material and apply it to a task.

Emerging: Papers demonstrate ability to explain issues of art/architectural historical content. They have a sense of historical sequence and understand that events in art/architectural history do not exist independently of each other. They can find and paraphrase source material and apply it to a problem.

Unacceptable: Papers do not demonstrate the ability to explain issues and concepts. Their explanations may be incomplete. They lack visual understanding of art/architecture. They view problems from a limited number of perspectives. Papers are below a basic level of acceptability in the field of art/architectural history. 
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