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Project Goal:
Motivated by the new accreditation standard’s language that focuses on student learning outcomes and the assessment of those outcomes, I wanted to explore how the CRC art department measures up to the expectations and assess what we need to change or implement to better address accreditation and department student learning goals.  Two issues stood out for me: one, do we have clear student learning outcomes for our courses with integrated outcomes assessment tools and, two, how are we documenting or keeping evidence to demonstrate attainment of those outcomes.  

Methods or Tools used to study the problem:

My first step was to educate myself on SLOs and accreditation by attending the January Accreditation Seminar sponsored by the State Academic Senate; this seminar focused on Outcomes Assessment.  Here I learned some of the language around SLOs, techniques that other colleges employ for creating and assessing SLOs and the expectations of the accreditation teams.  During the breakouts and presentations, I specifically looked for samples that related to art or performance type courses.  

On returning, I decided to generate useful information by 1) looking at other colleges or sources for outside examples (what has been done in other art programs?), 2) conducting several department faculty meetings (most are adjunct faculty) to address SLOs and “evidence” to determine how aware people are and discuss what we are currently doing that may fit into some model or choices of models, 3) requesting in writing or through individual discussions faculty feedback on how they assess particular student learning outcomes for a particular course and 4) examining our stated course SLOs for two primary degree required and GE courses, ART 300 and ART HISTORY 300. I requested from faculty who teach these courses what they perceive as the most important outcomes and a sample of how they currently assess that outcome.

Results:

1. I found very few examples of specifically college level art course SLOs and tools of assessment online.  CSUS has done some work, but does not seem to keep it up to date.  I found some stated outcomes for art activities done for grade and high school along with a number of rubrics for assessing the projects.  Larger program or course outcomes with assessment tools were not found.  I found many good examples of SLO’s and assessment tools for other types of courses, say English or History, some PE, etc.  I think it is possible to adapt some of these.

2. Department meetings were enlightening- most faculty were unaware of the role of outcomes and assessment in the new accreditation standards.  Many were not aware of our upcoming campus accreditation.  However, most were amenable to some kind of examining of outcomes and record keeping to evidence outcomes.  Many are already saving samples of actual work or digitizing images from their classes.  They are just not specifically related to an outcome assessment.  Nor are they defined as to the quality of outcome assessement.

3. Individual discussions with faculty were very fruitful- folks are interested in sharing with others and looking at what outcomes are most important for what courses.  I found that instructors were anxious to hear and share what they currently do.  They also expressed how knowledge of goals creates a feeling of connectedness to what is happening in other classes or how one class impacts another.

4. The information requested from faculty teaching our two primary major and GE, ART 300 and ARTH 300, was very helpful.  Specific assessment tools are variable and by keeping some account, I think the examples will be helpful for new faculty of faculty wanting to try something new.  I also think I will use some of them as I review the course outlines this summer.

Planned Implementation

1. Continue dialogue and education of adjunct faculty through meetings and email.

2. We are purchasing a digital camera for department use to a) record student work on selected “assessment” projects and along with these examples, develop rubrics for the “assessment” projects to define A, B, C, D or F quality, b) record a variety of assessment tools or approaches to assessing the same outcome, and c) record individual student progress.  These records would be made public for all art faculty.

3. Experiment with grading rubrics for individual course SLOs  and rubrics for connecting Program SLOs to individual courses.

4. I will work this summer on reviewing course outlines to more accurately define SLOs, when appropriate develop objectives for the SLOs and define types of assessment tools in hopes of clarifying expectations for all faculty teaching the same course.

Broader Implications:

The model of dialogue within the department, honoring current assessment tools, and initially focusing on just a few courses will help alleviate other department’s fear of tackling the SLO and outcomes assessment adventure.  For individual courses taught by a variety of faculty, clarity of the outcomes and clarity of what constitutes successful attainment of the outcomes seems even more important; this is where we found our fault.  Many times these courses precede another and the next instructor is expecting certain skills or knowledge.  What I think faculty were relieved to discover was that they are using good assessment tools, but by accurately defining and articulating what is being assessed as well as defining levels of quality of attainment (think rubrics), they can more effectively use the tool.  By defining our grading standards, students will understand the criteria and expectations as well.
