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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. Two new students were admitted this academic year. Two finished their colloquia, and one continues to work on her thesis. 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 members 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 approach to material (and be able to verify that it is original).

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

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

3. Develop an understanding of Art History as a career.

Research Methods/Review of Findings

Evaluation of Student Work

     Our evaluation is based on graduate student performance in seminar presentations and papers, colloquia, and theses. Of seminars completed, one seminar paper/presentation by a graduate student was judged proficient. It had a highly original perspective, good choices of evidence were made, the presentation was smooth. The writing, however, was not as tight and well-organized as an exemplary work would have been.

     Two colloquia took place. Both were proficient; one could have been further developed (though it was on a subject that was challenging to research), while the other was slightly overlong and attempted to include too many (though interesting) directions, emphasizing the theoretical without a strong visual analysis. 

     Two art history professors (Curnow and Bleeke) constituted the evaluation committee, since Professor Baskind was on leave (though she participated in colloquia evaluation). 

Actions

• 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.
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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