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Background

The current assessment process was implemented in 2004. The revised process utilizes multiple instruments and is intended to provide practical and useful information related to program goals and outcomes.

Goals

Goals were originally developed by the Art Department faculty in 1995.  The faculty updated these goals in Spring Semester 2003 to better reflect the curriculum that had been revised in 2002. Faculty revised the curriculum in 2008-2009 and plan to make additional revisions in 2009-2010, in part based on information gained from past assessment reports.
We have established several broad principal goals for all our courses and the baccalaureate program. All students are required to take both Studio Art and Art History classes. To clarify, as suggested in the 2006 Assessment Report Review, these five goals apply to all students pursuing a B.A. degree in Art. For example, Goal #1 addresses issues that would apply to both Art History courses (“the study…of works of art”) and Studio Art courses (“the…creation of works of art”).

1.  To develop a student's perceptual and conceptual abilities through the study and creation of works of art.

2. To encourage the critical understanding of the relationship between art and society. 

3. To provide a foundation for professional training.

4. To understand the issues and opportunities raised by the visual arts. 

5. To understand the significance of art relative to human values.

      Faculty will undertake a review of goals in 2009-2010 after final revisions to curriculum have been voted on.
Outcomes

     Outcomes were originally developed by Art Department faculty in 1995. The faculty updated these outcomes in Spring Semester 2003 to better reflect curriculum revised in 2002. 
Studio Art 

Teaches students to:
1. Draw realistically and expressively.

2. Understand the characteristics and practical application of the fundamental elements of two-dimensional and three-dimensional art and design.

3. Develop concepts and content for art works that utilize the fundamental elements of two-dimensional and three-dimensional art and design. 

Art Education

Students in Art Education must also complete the Studio Art sequence. Their education component comes primarily from the College of Education. In addition to meeting the outcomes described above for Studio Art, Art Education students must also be capable of:

1. Teaching art in a non-traditional setting such as a community center, senior facility, or detention center (ART 441-Art in Social and Vocational Contexts).

2. Teaching art criticism and aesthetics in a K-12 setting (ART 341-Valuing Processes).

Art History

Teaches students to:

1. Participate in and lead critiques of artwork and the aesthetic judgment making process.

2. Differentiate the artistic periods and styles from Prehistoric to late 20th century.

3. "Read" the non-verbal language of visual forms.

4. Develop research and writing skills.

Faculty will undertake a review of outcomes in 2009-2010 after final revisions to curriculum have been voted on.
Research Methods

During 2004-2005, the new assessment process began implementation. 2005-2006 was the second year of implementation, and the first year to include data from both entrance and exit surveys. 2007-2008 was the third year to include data from both entrance and exit surveys. 2008-2009 is the first year to include averages of the four years of data gained from entrance and exit surveys, evaluation of the annual student show, and art education evaluations. 

Entrance surveys

Distribution of entrance surveys to Art students began in Spring Semester 2005. After discussion, faculty agreed that a revised form, distributed to students in 100 level Art classes, would gather information from a wider cross section of students, including but not limited to Art majors.  Distribution of the new survey form began in Spring Semester 2006.

Exit surveys

     Distribution of exit surveys to all graduating Art majors began in Spring Semester 2005. Exit surveys focus on rating graduating students’ educational experiences including preparation to meet their career goal(s). Surveys are mailed or given in person to all graduating art majors. 

Following up on the recommendation of Marius Boboc’s review of the 2008 assessment report, next year we will consider how the entrance and exit surveys might be revised to be worded in a pre-post type assessment and to further document ”the value the Art Dept. adds to the education of CSU students.”

Evaluation of Student Work

Studio Art 

• Studio faculty devised rubrics for evaluating student art exhibitions.

• Studio faculty completed rubric forms evaluating the Annual Student Exhibition. 

• External juror provided statement regarding Annual Student Exhibition.

Art Education

Faculty in Art Education completed rubric forms evaluating student work in the two  required Art Education courses, Art 341 and Art 441.  

Art History

Art History faculty devised rubrics for evaluating student papers and presentations in 2005. These rubrics are used to evaluate papers at the 200 level in introductory Art History courses. We also used the rubrics to evaluate students in seminar courses, all of which are listed as ART 495. All Art majors are required to take two 200 level Art History courses and at least one 400 level seminar.

Art History faculty evaluated student work in a minimum of ten percent of introductory and seminar classes in Art History.

Findings

Entrance Surveys

Percentages from the last four years have been compiled in the appendix for easier comparison.  The number of completed entrance surveys declined slightly this year, from 36 in 2008 to 31 in 2009. 

In 2009, 65% of students completing surveys entered as transfer students and 19% came as entering freshman. Over the past four years, 69% of students completing surveys entered as transfer students and 15% came as entering freshman.

Regarding career goals, in 2009, the largest percentage was Artist with 39%. The next largest percentage was Graphic Designer with 26%. Over the past four years, Graphic Designer led with 38% and Artist was the second most popular career goal at 35%.

In Studio Art in 2009, students were asked which studio areas they had the most interest in studying. Graphic Design led with 35%, followed by Photography at 26% and Painting at 23%. Over the last four years, Graphic Design also led at 42%, with Drawing (41%), Photography (37%) and Painting (36%) close behind. 

In Art History in 2009, students again indicated the greatest degree of interest in studying Contemporary/Modern (51%). African/African-American was next at 35%. Over the past four years, Contemporary/Modern also led with 64%. Renaissance/Baroque was next at 41%.

In response to why they have chosen to take classes at the Cleveland State University Art Department, the large majority in 2009 again cited Location with 70%, followed strongly by Affordability (55%). Over the past four years, the percentages were similar, with 82% citing Location, and 67% citing Affordability.

Exit Surveys

Percentages from the last four years have been compiled in the appendix for easier comparison.  Twenty-four students completed exit surveys in 2009, increasing the low number (8) of respondents in 2008. 2009 is the fourth year that data from exit surveys is available for study. Averages from the four years of exit surveys are included in this year’s report. Students were asked to rate their experiences in the Art Department using a five point system in which 5 is the highest. 

In 2009, regarding the question of their overall educational experience, 29% of students rated it at 5, with the next largest percentage (42%) rating it a 4. Over the past four years, 30% rated their overall educational experience a 5, with 40% rating it a 4. 

Regarding preparation for career goal(s), in 2009 the largest percentage (50%) rated the department at 4, with 17% rating the department a 3, and 17% rating it at 2. Over the past four years, 44% rated the department at 4, with 24% rating it at 5, and 17% rating it at 3.

In rating the effectiveness of the specific areas in 2009, the Office Staff led again with 59% of exit surveys rating them a 5. Teaching and the Art Gallery were rated next highest, each receiving a 5 on 50% of surveys. Over the past four years, the Office Staff was rated most effective at 49%, followed closely by Teaching (46%) and the Gallery (45%). In 2009, Facilities and Equipment were again rated lowest with 43% at grade 3. The four year average in this category is similar, with 30% at grade 3.

59% of students completing surveys this year said they would recommend the CSU Art Program to others, 17% said No, and 25% offered no response to this question. Over the past four years, 62% said they would recommend the program to others, with 11% saying they would not.
Evaluation of Student Work 

Studio Art

Annual Student Exhibition - Organized by the Student Organization for the Fine Arts, the Annual Student Exhibition is open to all Art students, including first year students. Students in SOFA choose the format for the show, choose the external juror(s), publicize the event, and secure sponsors for prizes from local businesses, all strong examples of community engagement, in which they directly interact with the community. Students in SOFA this year voted to have faculty jury the show and to have an external juror choose the awards. Faculty again filled out rating forms evaluating this year’s show. The rating scale was 1 to 5, with 5 being the highest. See appendix for Studio Art rubrics.

Student Ceramics Sale - Twice each school year, students in the Ceramics area, under the guidance of Prof. Richard Schneider, organize a sale of students’ ceramic art works. This show is open to all students in Ceramics with proceeds divided between students and the Art Department Quasi-Endowment. 
Next year, we plan to consider how we might more effectively measure the “impact on communities” by possibly “polling the audience” for reactions to the exhibits, as suggested by Dr. Boboc in his review of the 2008 assessment report.

Art Education 

Rubrics used a five point rating scale with five being the highest. Full list of rubrics is in appendix.

Art History

The committee examined both 200-level short papers and 400-level papers from seminars. Full list of rubrics is in appendix.

Review of Findings

Studio Art 
     Annual Student Exhibition – Overall, the 2009 student exhibition was rated 4.25 by faculty. Over the past four years, the student show has received an average rating of 4.2 by faculty. 215 works by 80 students were entered in this year’s show. This is the largest number of entries we have had in the past four years. The lowest number of entries in the past four years was 2006, with 130 pieces entered. 

     In individual categories, the highest ratings for this year’s show (4.75) were in the use of texture on three-dimensional artworks, and in the successful development of concepts and content for both two and three-dimensional artworks. The lowest rated categories in this year’s show were in the use of line as a three-dimensional design element (3.5) and in realistic drawing (3.5). Over the past four years, the show has been rated highest in the use of value on two-dimensional artworks (4.5), followed closely by the use of form in three-dimensional artworks (4.4). In the same time span, the weakest rating averages were in the use of line in three-dimensional artworks (3.5) and the use of color in three-dimensional artworks (3.6).

      A statement was submitted from this year’s awards juror but he did not specifically address individual aspects of the show, unlike last year’s juror’s statement, which was mostly positive but stated that “we were struck by an apparent disinterest in current modes of art-making ...” See Actions section for response.

      In reviewing the faculty evaluations of artwork from this year’s exhibition, and the averages of the past four years’ exhibitions, the Assessment Committee agreed there was evidence that students were meeting current program goals and outcomes. 


Student Ceramics Sale – During two sales in 2007-2008, students sold a total of $19,129, an increase over the previous year’s total of $16,043. During two sales in 2008-2009, students sold approximately $18,000 worth of artworks. The four-year average for the Ceramics Sales is $18,293.With the ongoing success of the Student Ceramic Sale, it continues to offer evidence that students are producing artworks which are at a professional level, based on their acceptance in the marketplace. The Student Ceramics sale could be pointed to as an example of a community engagement activity. The students in Ceramics directly interact with the art-buying public in publicizing and creating work for each year’s shows. 

In sum, the exit surveys, the evaluation of the Student Show by faculty, and the continued success of the Ceramics Sale indicate that Studio Art majors are achieving the desired outcomes of being able to:

1. Draw realistically and expressively.

2. Understand the characteristics and practical application of the fundamental elements of two-   

dimensional and three-dimensional art and design.

3. Develop concepts and content for art works that utilize the fundamental elements of two-dimensional and three-dimensional art and design. 

Art Education 

      In 2009, students in Art 341 were rated at 5 in six categories and 4 in three categories. Students in Art 441 were rated 5 in four categories and 3 in two categories. Over the past four years, students have averaged 4.6 in all categories for Art 341, and 4.7 for all categories in Art 441. These ratings suggest that students are succeeding in meeting the course goals. 

      In Art 441 – Art in Social and Vocational Contexts, students work in non-traditional settings in the community such as senior centers, art community centers, and detention centers. This course helps students to achieve the stated goal, “To encourage the critical understanding of the relationship between art and society.” It is also an excellent example of community engagement, where students directly interact with members of the community in real life settings.
Art History

      The committee examined both 200-level short papers and 400-level papers from seminars.  While the committee consisted of Bleeke and Curnow, two of the three full-time art history faculty (Baskind is on leave), several part-time faculty submitted evaluations of their students.  These included Dr. Cathy Thomas, Dana Cowen, and Lisa Robertson. Of the 26 200-level papers examined, the majority were found to be proficient at their respective levels, while four were exemplary, eight emerging, and none unacceptable. Because these were randomly chosen, it does of course not mean that no unacceptable student papers were submitted.

     Three or four seminars are taught per year, only by full-time tenure track faculty (Baskind, Bleeke, Curnow, Donaldson). Our introductory classes include students from many majors, while seminars generally attract mostly art majors. These have generally taken several 300-level art history courses that further develop their research and writing skills. The seminars also involve drafts and resubmissions, which give students the opportunity to improve their work. There are considerable differences in the writing levels of students in the 200-level and 400-level classes, and following directions tends to improve considerably in upper level courses. However, as noted in previous years, this tends to result from suggestions on drafts rather than a radical development on the part of the students’ skills.

     In general, they are ill-prepared for research, despite handouts, library sessions, and direct classroom suggestions. This is a result of elementary and secondary education, and the ease of the Internet seems to lead them to believe direct library work is an unnecessary component of their work. Bibliographic form has deteriorated so much that few students seem capable of correctly and consistently following any citation style. As noted last year, those students who are motivated or who came to CSU with some writing ability do fine. Students need a real research/writing remedial course at the university level, and it should be mandatory. They have the intelligence, but not the training to enter upper level courses and perform at a level commensurate with the expectations of even ten years ago. Their grammar is poor, their knowledge of how to find effective key words for databases is mediocre, and they do not devote adequate time to developing ideas, formulating a framework, and assembling evidence. 

     As noted previously, however, all show a marked improvement in the vocabulary of visual analysis and use it effectively. 

Follow Up Actions

Studio Art

• Development of a concentration in New Media, where video and digital processes converge. A 

  draft of courses that might comprise a multimedia concentration has been tentatively approved by 

  faculty. We hope to submit the new courses for approval in Fall 2009. Development of a 

  concentration in New Media will also address the reference by the external jurors of last year’s 

  student show to “an apparent disinterest in current modes of art making.”

• Developed and received approval of new capstone courses in Studio Art. New courses have been 

   approved for implementation in Fall 2010. Capstone courses in Studio Art will include instruction   

   in professional practices and preparing work for submissions to galleries, graduate schools, etc. 

   50% of students filling out this year’s exit surveys and 42% over the last four years cited an   

   intention to pursue graduate study.

• Continuation of revisions to curriculum. Goal is to update curriculum, particularly with regard to 

technology. In addition to capstone courses approved this year, faculty have agreed to develop a new introductory course in digital technology that will be a part of revised core courses for Studio Art.

Art Education

• New Art Education instructor completed her third year here, splitting teaching load between Art 

   Department and College of Education. Oksun Lee has provided badly needed direction to 

   undergraduate, graduate, and licensure programs. The full-time Art Education position was vacant 

   for two years prior to Lee’s arrival.

Art History

• 2007 recommendation: offer a broader range of Art History courses (dependent on hiring new full-

   time faculty). Request for new positions last year was denied. We have again requested 

   replacement position in Asian Art History to fill a faculty retirement. Working to increase the 

   range of Art History classes as much as possible with adjunct faculty. We offered History of 

   Photography and American Architecture this year, with plans to offer Japanese Art next year.

• Developed and received approval of new capstone course in Art History. New course will focus on 

   Art History theory and research methodologies. The new course has been approved for 

   implementation in Fall 2010.

• Request has been made for two positions in Art History, based on retirement of Asian Art 

  Historian and strong interest in Renaissance/Baroque, as indicated on entrance surveys. Additional 

  full-time faculty are vital to revive graduate program, which has fewer students because of   

  inadequate staffing.

General

• Exhibitions in the Art Gallery this year included “Digital Safari,” an international exhibition of 

   digital artists’ work, and “Each in Their Own Voice: African-American Art in Cleveland-1970-

   2005.” Both exhibitions were positively reviewed in The Plain Dealer. The Art Gallery also    

   mounted the biennial People’s Art Show, an un-juried exhibition open to all artists in the 

   community. We annually host an exhibition in conjunction with the Hispanic Awareness 

   celebration. These, and many other exhibitions in the CSU Art Gallery are successful examples of 

   the Art Gallery’s mission to engage with the greater community. 

•  In addition to Art Gallery programming, another exhibition that offered collaboration and 

   community engagement occurred at the Asterisk Gallery in Tremont this spring. Entitled 

   “Object/Image,” this exhibition featured artwork by students and faculty from Cleveland State and 

   Youngstown State. The show focused on artworks combining sculpture and photography. It was 

   one of the outcomes of a Teaching Enhancement Grant received by Profs. Koukhanova  

   (Sculpture) and Slankard (Photography) from the Center for Teaching Excellence.

• In response to poor ratings for facilities on surveys (and our own first hand experience), we    

   continue to try to improve our building space. We have received partial funding under House Bill    

   requests to install air conditioning into three classrooms in the Art Building that are currently not 

   air conditioned.  The Art Department is also contributing to the budget for this project out of our 

   quasi- endowment.

• Build administrative support for a new Art Building. We have seen some progress in this area, with plans for a new building being developed by the administration, including the commissioning of architect’s drawings. However, little progress has been seen in the last two years. Exit surveys again rated “facilities/equipment” as the least effective area in the program. This speaks to the poor state of the Art Building, an aging structure that is clearly not recognized as a magnet-type facility. 

• Continue to consider what steps the department might take to better respond to the increasing number of transfer students entering our classes, in terms of curriculum, possible articulation agreements, advising, etc. Entrance surveys show the largest percentage of students entering the program are transfer students.

• We continue working to have many of our Art History courses accepted as fulfilling various Gen 

   Ed requirements. We see our role as offering arts education to students all across the college and 

   the university, not just to Art majors.

APPENDIX - ART DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENT REPORT 2009 - B.A. IN ART

Entrance Survey Results – Undergraduate Art Major - 2006-2007-2008-2009

(Completed surveys – 2006 – 48; 2007- 52; 2008 – 36; 2009 – 31)

1.    Please check your current status:
2006

2007

2008

2009
AVG.
a,     Incoming freshman – 

8 (16%)

7 (13%)

5 (13%)

6 (19%)
- 15%
b.     Transfer student – 

37 (77%)
32 (61%)
27 (75%)
20 (65%)- 69%
c.
 Other – 



3 (6%)

12 (23%)
4 (11%)

5 (16%)  - 14%



 2.    Please check highest level of previous art training:

a.    Elementary school – 

1 (2%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)
- .5%


        b.   Secondary school – 

6 (12%)

8 (15%) 

4 (11%)

5 (16%)
- 13%
c.    One to three college level art classes – 25 (52%)
18 (34%)
16 (44%)
8 (26%)
- 39%
d.    More than three college level courses – 24 (50%)
26 (50%)
27 (75%)
11 (35%)- 52%
3.    What are your career goals?  (Check as many as apply)

a.    Artist – 



16 (33%)
25 (48%)
8 (22%)

12 (39%)- 35%
b.    Art Historian – 


7 (14%)

4 (7%)

2 (5%)

2 (6%)
- 8%
       c.    Art Teacher – 


24 (50%)
13 (25%)
9 (36%)

3 (10%)
- 30%


d.   Graphic designer – 

15 (31%)
26 (50%)
16 (44%)
8 (26%)
- 38%
e.     Other (please specify) – 

18 (37%)
3 (5%) 

3 (8%)

2 (6%)
- 14%
4.    What studio art area do you have the greatest interest in studying? (Check as many as apply)

        a.    Ceramics – 


8 (16%)

9 (17%)

6 (16%)

5 (16%)
- 16%
        b.    Drawing – 


23 (47%)
31 (59%)
16 (44%)
5 (16%)
- 41%


 c.    Graphic Design – 

21 (43%)
27 (51%)
15 (41%)
11 (35%)- 42% 

c. Painting – 


21 (43%)
23 (44%)
13 (36%)
7 (23%)
- 36%
d. Photography – 


25 (52%)
16 (44%)
15 (28%)
8 (26%)
- 37%
e. Printmaking – 


7 (14%)

5 (9%)

3 (8%)

5 (16%)
- 12%
f. Sculpture – 


5 (31%)
              11 (21%)
6 (16%)

2 (6%)
- 18%
       g.
Other – 



2 (4%)

5 (9%)

3 (8%)

2 (6%)
- 7%
5.    What art historical areas do you have the greatest interest in studying? (Check as many as apply)

       a.    Asian – 



16 (33%)
18 (34%)
10 (27%)
8 (26%)
- 30%
       b.   African/African-American – 
11 (22%)
15 (28%)
10 (27%)
11 (35%)- 28%
       c.    Medieval – 


18 (37%)
15 (28%)
8 (22%)

3 (10%)
- 24%
       d.    Contemporary/Modern – 

38 (79%)
31 (59%)
24 (66%)
16 (51%)- 64%
e
Decorative Arts – 

12 (25%)
15 (28%)
12 (33%)
7 (23%)
- 27%
f
Renaissance/Baroque – 

29 (60%)
23 (44%)
13 (36%)
7 (23%)
- 41%
g
Architecture – 


16 (33%)
17 (32%)
11 (31%)
8 (26%)
- 30%
h
Other (please specify) – 

3 (6%)

6 (11%) 

4 (9%)

2 (6%)
- 8%





2006

2007

2008

2009
AVG.
6.    Why have you chosen to take classes at the Cleveland State University Art Department? 

(Check as many as apply)

a.    Affordability – 


37 (77%)
39 (75%)
23 (63%)
17 (55%)- 67%
b.    Facilities/Equipment – 

12 (25%)
12 (23%)
11 (30%)
7 (23%)
- 25%
c.    Location – 


41 (85%)
45 (86%)
32 (88%)
22 (70%)- 82%
d.
Faculty – 


11 (22%)
20 (38%)
8 (22%)

6 (19%)
- 25%
e. Gallery 



8 (16%)

10 (19%)
4 (11%)

4 (13%)
- 15%
f. Other – 



3 (6%)

5 (9%)

6 (16%)

2 (6%)
- 9%
Exit Survey Results  - Undergraduate Art Major 

(Completed surveys – 2006 – 30; 2007 – 17; 2008 – 8; 2009 - 24)
Please check your major area of study:

2006 

2007

2008

2009
AVG.

• Art Education – 


2 (6%)

5 (29%)

5 (62%)

1 (4%)
- 25%
• Art History - Asian 








1 (4%)
- 1%
  African/African-American 

  Medieval

                        Contemporary/Modern – 
2 (6%)

1 (5%)

1 (13%)

1 (4%)
- 7%


                 Decorative Arts - 

1 (3%)

                         Renaissance/Baroque – 
2 (6%)

1 (13%)



2 (8%)
- 7%
          Other - 


5 (16%)






- 4%
• Studio Art - Ceramics -  


1 (3%) 

1 (5%)



2 (8%)
- 4%

        Drawing – 


1 (3%)

4 (23%)

2 (25%)

8 (38%)
- 22%
        Graphic Design -  

10 (33%)
2 (11%)



7 (29%)
- 18%

        Painting – 


3 (10%)

3 (17%)

2 (25%)

1 (4%)
- 14%
        Photography – 

5 (16%)

2 (11%)

2 (25%)

5 (21%)
- 18%

        Printmaking -  

1 (3%)





5 (21%)
- 8%

        Sculpture -  


1 (3%) 

3 (17%)



5 (21%)
- 10%
(Please answer questions with 0 representing the lowest rating and 5 representing the highest rating).

1.    Please rate your overall educational experience in Cleveland State University Art Department.

Grade 5 = 



6 (20%)

4 (23%)

4 (50%)

7 (29%)  - 30%
Grade 4= 



12 (40%)
7 (41%)

3 (38%)

10 (42%)- 40%
Grade 3= 



4 (13%)

1 (5%)

1 (12%)

5 (21%)
- 13%
Grade 2= 





3 (17%)



2 (8%)
- 6%
Grade 1= 



1 (3%)



Grade 0= 0 






2006 

2007

2008

2009
AVG.
2.    How well do you think your educational experience increased your intellectual development?

Grade 5 = 



10 (33%)
5 (29%)

5 (62%)

9 (38%)  - 40%
Grade 4= 



12 (40%)
5 (29%)

3 (37%)

10 (42%)- 37%
Grade 3= 



2 (6%)

3 (17%)



5 (21%)
- 11%
Grade 2= 





3 (17%)




- 4%
Grade 1= 



1 (3%)






- 1%



Grade 0= 0

3. How well do you think your educational experience prepared you to reach your career goal(s)?  

Grade 5 = 



3 (10%)

4 (23%)

4 (50%)

3 (13%)
- 24%
Grade 4= 



16 (53%)
4 (23%)

4 (50%)

12 (50%)- 44%
Grade 3= 



5 (16%)

6 (35%)



4 (17%)
- 17%
Grade 2= 



2 (6%)

2 (11%)



4 (17%)
- 8%
Grade 1= 





1 (2%) 



1 (4%)
- 1%
Grade 0= 

2006

4.   Please rate the effectiveness of the following areas in the CSU Art Department:

	Teaching

Grade 5 = 10 (33%)

Grade 4= 12 (40%)

Grade 3=  0  

Grade 2= 0

Grade 1= 0

Grade 0= 0
	Curriculum 

Grade 5 = 5 (16%)

Grade 4= 9 (30%)

Grade 3= 5 (16%)

Grade 2= 2 (6%)

Grade 1= 1 (3%)

Grade 0= 0
	Gallery

Grade 5 = 7 (23%)

Grade 4= 13 (43%)

Grade 3= 5 (16%)

Grade 2= 0

Grade 1= 2 (6%)

Grade 0= 0

	Advising 

Grade 5 = 5 (16%)

Grade 4= 11 (36%)

Grade 3=  8 (26%)

Grade 2= 0

Grade 1= 2 (6%)

Grade 0= 2 (6%)

	Facilities/equipment

Grade 5 = 0

Grade 4= 10 (32%)

Grade 3= 8 (26%)

Grade 2= 3 (10%)

Grade 1= 2 (6%)

Grade 0= 2 (6%)
	Office staff

Grade 5 = 9 (30%)

Grade 4= 7 (23%)

Grade 3= 4 (13%)

Grade 2= 0

Grade 1= 1 (3%)

Grade 0= 0


2007

Please rate the effectiveness of the following areas in the CSU Art Department:

	Teaching

Grade 5 = 7 (41%)

Grade 4= 3 (17%)

Grade 3= 3 (17%) 

Grade 2= 2 (11%)

Grade 1= 1 (5%)

Grade 0= 0
	Curriculum 

Grade 5 = 5 (29%)

Grade 4= 4 (23%)

Grade 3= 3 (17%)

Grade 2= 2 (11%)

Grade 1= 1 (5%)

Grade 0= 0
	Gallery

Grade 5 = 8 (47%)

Grade 4= 5 (29%)

Grade 3= 2 (11%)

Grade 2= 0

Grade 1= 2 (11%)

Grade 0= 0

	Advising 

Grade 5 = 5 (29%)

Grade 4= 4 (23%)

Grade 3= 3 (17%)

Grade 2= 1 (5%)

Grade 1= 2 (11%)

Grade 0= 1 (5%)

	Facilities/equipment

Grade 5 = 2 (11%)

Grade 4= 3 (17%)

Grade 3= 6 (35%)

Grade 2= 2 (11%)

Grade 1= 2 (11%)

Grade 0= 1 (5%)
	Office staff

Grade 5 = 5 (29%)

Grade 4= 5 (29%)

Grade 3= 3 (17%)

Grade 2= 1 (5%)

Grade 1= 1 (5%)

Grade 0= 1 (5%)


2008

Please rate the effectiveness of the following areas in the CSU Art Department:

	Teaching

Grade 5 = 5 (62%)

Grade 4= 2 (25%)

Grade 3= 1 (12%)

Grade 2= 0

Grade 1= 0

Grade 0= 0
	Curriculum 

Grade 5 = 2 (25%)

Grade 4= 3 (37%)

Grade 3= 2 (25%)

Grade 2= 1 12%)

Grade 1= 0

Grade 0= 0
	Gallery

Grade 5 = 5 (62%)

Grade 4= 3 (37%)

Grade 3= 0

Grade 2= 0

Grade 1=0

Grade 0= 0

	Advising 

Grade 5 = 4 (50%)

Grade 4= 2 (25%)

Grade 3=  0

Grade 2= 2 (25%)

Grade 1= 0

Grade 0= 0

	Facilities/equipment

Grade 5 = 2 (25%)

Grade 4= 3 (37%)

Grade 3= 1 (12%)

Grade 2= 2 (25%)

Grade 1=0

Grade 0= 0
	Office staff

Grade 5 = 7 (87%)

Grade 4= 1 (12%)

Grade 3= 0

Grade 2= 0

Grade 1= 0

Grade 0= 0


2009

Please rate the effectiveness of the following areas in the CSU Art Department:

	Teaching

Grade 5 = 12 (50%)

Grade 4= 7 (29%)

Grade 3= 3 (13%)

Grade 2= 1 (4%)

Grade 1= 0

Grade 0= 0
	Curriculum 

Grade 5 = 10 (42%)

Grade 4= 5 (21%)

Grade 3= 7 (29%)

Grade 2= 2  (8%)

Grade 1= 0

Grade 0= 0
	Gallery

Grade 5 = 12 (50%)

Grade 4= 8 (33%)

Grade 3= 3 (13%)

Grade 2= 1 (4%)

Grade 1=0

Grade 0= 0

	Advising 

Grade 5 = 2 (8%)

Grade 4= 8 (33%)

Grade 3=  9 (38%)

Grade 2= 1 (4%)

Grade 1= 1 (4%)

Grade 0= 0

	Facilities/equipment

Grade 5 = 5 (20%)

Grade 4= 4 (17%)

Grade 3= 11 (46%)

Grade 2= 1 (4%)

Grade 1= 1 (4%)

Grade 0= 0
	Office staff

Grade 5 = 14 (59%)

Grade 4= 3 (13%)

Grade 3= 5 (21%)

Grade 2= 1 (4%)

Grade 1= 0

Grade 0= 0


2006-2009 AVG.

Please rate the effectiveness of the following areas in the CSU Art Department:

	Teaching

Grade 5 = 46%
Grade 4= 28%
Grade 3= 10%
Grade 2= 7%
Grade 1= 1%
Grade 0= 0
	Curriculum 

Grade 5 = 28%
Grade 4= 28%
Grade 3= 22%
Grade 2= 9%
Grade 1= 4%
Grade 0= 0
	Gallery

Grade 5 = 45%
Grade 4= 35%
Grade 3= 10%
Grade 2= 1%
Grade 1= 4%
Grade 0= 0

	Advising 

Grade 5 = 26%
Grade 4= 29%
Grade 3= 20%
Grade 2= 8%
Grade 1= 5%
Grade 0= 3%


	Facilities/equipment

Grade 5 = 14%
Grade 4= 26%
Grade 3= 30%
Grade 2= 12%
Grade 1= 5%
Grade 0= 3%
	Office staff

Grade 5 = 49%
Grade 4= 19%
Grade 3= 12%
Grade 2= 2%
Grade 1= 2%
Grade 0= 1%


2006 

2007

2008

2009
AVG.
5.     How many years did it take for you to complete your degree? 

4 years - 


3 (10%)

4 (23%)



9 (38%)
- 17%


5 years – 


7 (23%)

6 (35%)

1 (12%)

4 (17%)
- 22%
6 years – 


3 (10%)

2 (11%)

2 (25%)

5 (21%)
- 17%
6.     Do you intend to go to graduate school?

       Yes – 


6 (20%)

6 (35%)

5 (62%)

12 (50%)- 42%
No - 


5 (16%)

5 (29%)



4 (17%)
- 15%
Undecided – 


7 (23%)

7 (41%)

1(12%)

2 (8%)
- 21%
4. Based on your experiences here, would you recommend the CSU Art Department to other students seeking art training?   

2006 - Yes – 10 (33%) - No – 3 (10%)

2007 - Yes – 10 (58%) - No – 3 (17%)

2008 – Yes – 6 (100%) - No – 0 (0%)

2009 – Yes – 14 (59%) – No – 4 (17%) – No response/undecided – 6 (25%)

AVG. - Yes – 62% - No – 11% 

ANNUAL STUDENT SHOW EVALUATION SUMMARIES – 2006-2009






2006

2007

2008

2009  AVG.
2009 - Four Studio Art faculty completed rubric evaluation forms (5=highest;1=lowest). Average of these scores and past years listed below:

1.
a.  Realistic drawing - 
4.75

5

4

3.5
4.3
b.  Expressive drawing - 
4

3.75

3.5

4.5
3.9


2.  Successful application of the following two-dimensional design elements:
a.   Color  - 


4

4

3.5

3.75
3.8
b.   Value - 


5

4.5

4.25

4.25
4.5
c. Line – 


4.25

4.25

4

4
4.1
d. Texture – 


4.5

4.5

4

4.5
4.3
e. Shape - 


4.5

3.5

4

4.25
4
f. Composition/Design - 
4.25

4.5

4.25

4.5
4.3
  3.  Successful application of the following three-dimensional design elements:
a. Color – 

3.75

4

2.5

4
3.6
b. Line  - 

4.5

4

2

3.5
3.5
c. Texture - 

4.25

4.25

3.5

4.75
4.2
d. Form – 

4.5

5

3.5

4.5
4.4
e. Space - 

4.75

3.5

3

4.25
3.9
f. Composition/Design - 4.25
4

4 

4.5
4.2


2006

2007

2008

2009  AVG.
4.  Successful development of concepts and content - 4.25
4
3.75

4.75
4.2
5.  Technique/Craftsmanship - 
4

4.5

3.75

4.5
4.2
6.   Presentation - 


4

4.25

3.75

4
4
7.   Overall quality - 


4.5 

4.25

3.75

4.25
4.2

2009 Studio Art Assessment

Rubrics for Evaluating the Student Show 

5 - Exemplary: Highest rating. Students show sophisticated understanding and use of materials, techniques, and/or concepts. Work is approaching a professional level. 

4 - Proficient: Above average understanding of the use of materials, techniques, and/or concepts. Strong level of work. At the upper echelon for a student. Potential to reach professional level. 

3 - Emerging: Average understanding of the use of materials, techniques, and/or concepts. Work shows promise. May have reached an acceptable level of quality in comparison to other students. Potential for improvement.

2 - Poor: Below average understanding of the use of materials, techniques, and/or concepts. Work shows need for additional effort and training. Below average quality in comparison to other students. 

1 - Unacceptable: Unusually poor understanding of the use of materials, techniques, and/or concepts. The lowest rating.
Award Juror’s Statement 

38th Annual Student Art Show
Judge's Statement

     As a gallery director I generally concentrate on curating cohesive pairings of work rather than selecting the best pieces of a show.  I do, however, subconsciously choose my personal favorites in any given show that I organize; but such an internal judgment can be either as biased or objective as I want.  When approaching the duty of judging the awards for the Student Art Show I wanted to abandon my own subjectivity- deciding the awards on merit and technical prowess within each category.  I thought this was a reasonable set of guidelines to present myself, but soon realized I would have to re-think the understanding of my role.  I recalled all of the student shows I participated in while in school and for that matter, any juried exhibition I've ever seen, remembering that the role of a judge or curator is to inject their voice into the process.   I realized that to ignore my intuition as an artist and curator would also discredit my, or any other juror or judge's, invitation to such a position.  This new perspective freed me to experience the work with a sort of levity and respond to individual pieces; awarding prizes with greater confidence and excitement.  
     I would like to thank Cleveland State for inviting me to share my voice in the 38th Annual Student Art Show, and extend my congratulations to those who have participated in the exhibition.

Paul Sobota
Gallery Co-Director
Front Room Gallery
    

2009 Art Education Assessment 

Rubric scores for evaluation of student work in the Art Education – 2009:






2006

2007

2008

2009  AVG.
Art 341 - Valuing Processes in Visual Arts - Instructor – Oksun Lee
(5-highest;1-lowest)

Knowledge -


5

5

4

5
4.75
Understanding - 


5

5

4

5
4.75
Verbal Skill -


4

4

5

4
4.25
Sel. of lesson topic/objectives – 5

5

5

5
5
Planning – 



4.5

5

5

5
4.9
Evaluation – 


4

4

4

4
4
Research – 



5

5

5

5
5
Analysis of learning - 

4

5

4

4
4.25
Presentation – 


5

5

5

5
5


Art 441 – Art in Social and Vocational Contexts - Instructor – Oksun Lee
Knowledge - 


5

5

5

5
5
Understanding - 


5

5

5

5
5
Verbal Skill - 


4

4

5

3
4
Research - 



4

5

5

5
4.75
Analysis - 



5

5

5

5
5
Presentation – 


5

5

5

3
4.5
2009 Art History Assessment

Rubrics for Evaluating 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 below a basic level of acceptability in the field of art/architectural history.

From: "Marius Boboc" <m.boboc@csuohio.edu>

Date: May 5, 2009 8:03:19 AM EDT

To: george mauersberger <g.mauersberger@csuohio.edu>

Subject: Re: Qs. about the upcoming 2009 assessment report

That sounds like a very good plan! I would be more than happy to help 

out any time during your collaborative work designed to update the 

program goals and/or outcomes.

 

Thank you for the update!

 

Marius

 

-----george mauersberger <g.mauersberger@csuohio.edu> wrote: -----

> To: "Marius Boboc" <m.boboc@csuohio.edu>

> From: george mauersberger <g.mauersberger@csuohio.edu>

> Date: 05/04/2009 04:52PM

> Subject: Re: Qs. about the upcoming 2009 assessment report

>

> Marius,

>

> I have no objection to posting our assessment reports for 2008 and

> 2009. I have read your helpful suggestions for improving our assessment

> process.

>

> We are planning to complete changes to our curriculum next year that we

> believe will update and improve our program. This year, we had capstone

> courses approved for our undergraduate programs and continued the

> process of having other courses approved for the new Gen Ed. We would

> like to work on revising our goals and outcomes to correlate more

> closely with our new curriculum once it is approved (hopefully) next

> fall. Our goal is to have any additional changes to the curriculum

> approved in time for implementation in Fall 2010.

>> We plan to follow the narrative format as we have in the most recent

> reports for our upcoming assessment report.
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