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Art Department

Six-Year Program Review Report
September 15, 2011

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY         


1.1  DEPARTMENTAL MISSION, PHILOSOPHY AND GOALS
Department Mission:
The Westmont Art Department educates students and our larger community about the power and value of the visual arts in our world through physical, critical, and spiritual engagement with the creative process and its results.

Department Philosophy:
The study of art is a creative, intellectual endeavor. Taking risks, solving problems, working inventively within constraints or without boundaries, are all central to the department’s core tenet that doing something with one’s hands synthesizes learning and leads to moments of discovery that are liberating. 

Program Goals:
To that end, the art department offers an integrated program of events, courses, instruction and encouragement that guides students:

1. Toward mastery of the foundational skills of drawing and design, and the attendant skills of visual analysis and critique

2. Toward independent, creative exploration in various media and in the history and theory of the visual arts

3. Toward a critical appreciation of the roles that artists and their art have played, and continue to play, in our world

4. Toward a discerning grasp of the contours of our current art world

5. Toward a personal vision for their vocation as Christians and as Artists/Art Historians who will be life-long participants in the art world. 

(Note: detailed Student Learning Outcomes can be found below, in section 4.1.1.)
1.2 ALIGNMENT CHART

	Institutional Learning Principles/Goals
	Departmental Goals
	Art 10 Design
	Art 15 Drawing
	Art 21/22/23 Art History
	Art 93 Soph. Project
	All Studio Classes
	Art 128 Mod & Contemp
	Art 131 Theory & Crit
	Art 193/95 Senior Seminar/ Project

	Christian Understanding
	Personal Vision for Vocation as Artists/Art Historians and Christians
	 I
	I
	I
	D/E
	 
	D
	D
	M/E

	Christian Practices and Affections 
	(Faith w/o Cliché)
	 
	I
	I
	D/E
	D
	D
	D
	M/E

	Broad Interdisciplinary and Critical Competence
	Critical Appreciation of Art's role in the world
	 
	 
	I
	 
	I
	D
	D
	M/E

	
	Discerning grasp of the contours of the current art world
	I
	I
	 
	I
	D
	M/E
	D
	M/E

	Competence  in Written and Oral (& Visual) Communication 
	Foundational Skill: Drawing/Design
	I
	I
	 
	D/E
	D
	 
	 
	M/E

	
	Foundational Skill: Analysis/Criticism
	I
	I
	I
	D/E
	D
	 
	M/E
	M/E

	Research and Technological Skills
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Physical and Emotional Health
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creative Expression
	Individual, creative exploration in varied media
	I
	I
	 
	D/E
	D
	 
	 
	M/E

	
	Individual, creative exploration in history & theory of art
	 
	 
	I
	D/E
	 
	D
	M/E
	M/E

	Diversity and Global Awareness 
	*Critical Appreciation of Art's role in the world
	 I
	 
	I
	 
	 
	D
	D
	M/E

	Active Societal and Intellectual Engagement
	*Discerning grasp of the contours of the current art world
	I
	I
	 
	I
	M/E
	D
	D
	M/E

	Other
	 * designates a repeated goal, as it relates to more than one institutional goal
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	I - Introduced
	M - Mastered
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D - Developed 
	E - Evaluated
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: This chart reflects the removal of Art 01 (Principles of Art) from our department core, a decision we reached on the basis of our 2010-2011 assessment & program review discussions.  
1.3 PRINCIPLE FINDINGS

Note: Throughout this report, we reference four external sources.  Two are guidelines established by national art associations:


· The 2010-2011 Handbook of the National Association of Schools of Art and Design (NASAD)

· The College Art Association (CAA) Standards for the BA and BFA Degree in Studio Art

Two are recent surveys that provided us with helpful data for comparison:

· The 2010 National Status Report of Art and Design Programs In Members and Affiliates of the Council for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU), sponsored by Christians in the Visual Arts (CIVA), hereafter abbreviated as NSR.

· The 2010 survey by the Strategic National Arts Alumni Project (SNAAP) called Forks in the Road: The Many Paths of Arts Alumni.  

The full texts for all four of these documents are accessible in our department assessment archive. Summaries of survey results relevant to our department are provided in Appendices 1.1 & 1. 2.   

1.3.1 Gender and Ethnic Diversity (3.1.3.4 & 3.2.2)

The department lags behind the college in gender and ethnic diversity.  Increasing ethnic diversity among the faculty will be one of our main challenges over the next program review cycle as we anticipate up to two studio hires.  Among students, the issue is gender diversity.  We have proportionally fewer men than women in the major.  Faculty ratios are closer to the college as a whole, but still skew toward the female.  As we seek to remain an inviting and hospitable department for young men as well as young women, we will want to keep this in mind as we build candidate pools for our future hires.  

1.3.2 Preparation for Work (3.3.1 & 3.3.2.7)
According to the findings of the SNAAP survey, arts alumni find work—and often art–related work—at much higher rates than popular stereotypes would allow.  Our alumni data, taken in conjunction with the 2010 SNAAP results, show that our graduates move into full-time employment in arts-related fields at slightly higher rates than the SNAAP respondents.  Though our survey results must be held lightly (see comments in section 3.3.1 on reliability), these are nonetheless happy discoveries that we should be eager to communicate to our students.  
At the same time, our alumni as well as the arts alumni surveyed in the SNAAP report, testify that their college art programs did not adequately prepare them for the financial challenges of being self-employed.  Interestingly, even though the SNAAP data is drawn from the alumni of undergraduate and graduate programs, and alumni of liberal arts schools and dedicated colleges of art & design, SNAAP results did not show less dissatisfaction on this score than our data.  These findings also run counter to the stereotype that Art & Design schools are better than liberal arts programs at preparing students for work in the arts after college.  For further departmental discussion of this issue, see 3.3.2.7.        
1.3.3 Size and Sequence in our Core (4.1.1.3.4 & 4.2.2)

In comparison to the curricula of a selection of similar institutions, we learned that we were requiring too many lower-division foundation courses.  Art 001 in particular was skewing our program in multiple ways.  It creates inequity in teaching load among faculty. It takes up 4 units of student learning that could be better directed toward upper division work and, as a consequence, it saps enrollments in our upper-division art electives.  We will be removing Art 001 from the department core, but retaining it as a PIA GE, and as a lower-division elective for art students, as it does function as a feeder course for the major.  

We also learned that allowing students to cluster three important upper-division courses into one semester (often their last) was undermining their ability to absorb and apply some of the higher order skills we’ve articulated in our program goals. We are re-sequencing Art 128 and Art 131 with respect to Art 193/5 in order to deepen opportunities for student learning. 

1.3.4 Composition of the Core (2.1.1 & 4.2.4.2)
We discovered that our commitment to a non-hierarchical, integrated relationship between studio art and art history not only resonates strongly with Westmont’s overall mission, it is entirely unique among comparison schools.
1.3.5 The Budget Picture (6.1.2)
A review of our budget and expenses for the last six years shows that the budget has increased by just 4.2%.  Meanwhile, costs for key areas of our program have grown at a far more dramatic rate.  We are now spending our budget down to the last dollar simply to get through the school year. At the beginning of this review cycle, it was possible for us to reserve a few thousand dollars every year for equipment replacement and facility improvements.  That is no longer the case.  Though the Adams center is new, we still have to replace equipment and repair or improve work spaces.  The costs for such improvements are typically too low for CIP requests, but were do-able with department monies.  Now, at the end of this review cycle, our budget can no longer absorb these necessary expenses.  
1.4 MOST IMPORTANT NEXT STEPS

1.4.1 Budget & Staffing (2.1.1 & 6.3.1)
Over the next six years, we anticipate conducting two searches for full-time studio faculty.  Continuing our networking and recruiting efforts and generating a large, diverse pool of candidates will be a priority.  We’ll also continue working with the Provost’s office to increase our budget and reduce pressure on our departmental administrative assistant. The current situation in both staffing and budget remains challenging.  
1.4.2 Curriculum (4.2.2 & 3.3.2.7)
The department is already acting on our findings regarding the size and sequencing of our core courses. Additionally, we will be taking our alumni feedback seriously, discussing ways to enhance students’ preparation for the realities of being self-employed.  While this is not part of our mission, or a program goal, or even a student learning outcome, we are interested in finding resources that would not tax our resources or distort our program, but would nonetheless improve our students’ preparation. Some resources may already be available via other departments, the Office of Internships and Practia, and the Office of Life Planning. 

1.4.3 Departmental Assessment & Program Review
Now that we’ve completed an entire program review cycle, we are glad for what we have learned.  We’ve learned about assessment and program review itself, of course.  But we’ve also learned important things about our department.  We are looking forward to entering our next six year cycle with more clarity and efficiency, and continuing to improve our program for the sake of our students.  For more details on our plans for the next assessment and program review cycle, see sections 7.3 & 7.4

1.4.4 Museum Assessment & Program Review

Dr. Judy Larson joined us in F 2008 as our new Museum Director, right at the mid-point of our six-year review cycle. Settling into a new institution takes time, especially when the position itself is, in many ways, new.  It takes time to ramp up programming.  It also takes time, in our case, to coordinate a move into a new facility and plan for an inaugural year in that facility.  Now that the move is complete, the planning for the inaugural year is in place is behind us, and the work associated with the IMLS grant is wrapped up, the Museum Director and the department are ready to begin an assessment and program review process for the Museum and its programming.  
2. THE ART DEPARTMENT’S MISSION AND ROLE WITHIN THE COLLEGE
2.1 Introduction: Historically, the arts have faced two enormous challenges in the history of higher education in the United States. The first challenge has to do with the legitimacy of studio arts, with their intensely physical and manual aspects, within a liberal arts setting.  The existence of many independent schools of art & design testify to fact that education in the arts is often seen as professional education rather than liberal education.  The second challenge has been that of articulating an integrated, non-hierarchical understanding of the relationship between studio art and art history, a discipline which has long had a home in liberal arts colleges. (For a more extensive analysis of this history, see DeBoer, “Engagingly Liberal: The Arts go To College” in Appendix 2.1.)  
Westmont’s commitment to an integrative educational vision gives our department powerful tools with which to transcend these traditional challenges. The following is an excerpt from a “Key Terms” document, which the Board of Trustees approved at their October 2009 meeting. (The full text is in Appendix 2.2): 

As a Christian college in the evangelical tradition, Westmont’s commitment to “liberal arts” emphasizes the integration of knowledge—integration that does not segregate faith from learning, doing from thinking, sciences from the humanities, or culture from culture. Westmont’s understanding of “liberal arts” also values and emphasizes the intrinsic connection between learning and vocation that has been part of the liberal arts tradition since it was first articulated by the ancient Greeks. While we value knowledge for its own sake, Westmont’s mission compels us to put our knowledge to work in the world—in our academic guilds, our local communities, and our churches at home and abroad, and our society at large. This is not a narrowly “vocational” education, but rather the broadest, most holistic induction into habits of mind, heart, and hand that prepare students for the full range of tasks that will demand their most creative thinking, most faithful witness, and most skillful application in the coming years. Finally, a liberal arts education at Westmont is an education in community. True education, the acquisition of wisdom, cannot occur in isolation. We learn from, with, and for one another in order to better serve God’s church and God’s world. As former Westmont President Stan Gaede put it, we “love to learn, learn to live, and live to love.” 

There are three components to Westmont’s definition of the liberal arts that are woven into the mission, curriculum and activities of the art department, which, reciprocally, reinforce the mission of the college: “integration of knowledge,”  “the intrinsic connection between learning and vocation,” and “education in community.”  

2.1.1 Integration of knowledge

The most foundational of these components is “integration.”  Integration operates for us at two levels. 
First, we are committed to a non-hierarchical, integrated vision of the relationship between studio art and art history.  This characteristic is reflected in our faculty and our curriculum, and sets us apart from many of our peer institutions (4.1.3.4.3).  Larger schools often separate art and art history all together.  Smaller schools with combined departments typically have a clear hierarchy—either the studio arts are dominant and art history serves as their handmaiden, or art history is dominant and the studio arts serve the general education curriculum and the education track.  At Westmont, all art students, whether they are concentrating on studio practice or art history, share a large core of lower and upper-division courses encompassing studio and art history and theory.  By design, our department is interdisciplinary in so far as making art, critiquing art, and understanding art historically and theoretically are thoroughly integrated.  

The second component to our integrative vision is our embrace of kinesthetic learning. It is somewhat of a truism that the liberal arts educate the “whole person.”  Typically, that is taken to mean that a liberal arts education reaches beyond the intellect to connect classroom learning to emotional, spiritual and social growth.  That conventional understanding, though, still neglects embodied learning and the physical practices that further it.  In the art department learning includes the body.  We do not value ideas over actions.  We do not value theory above praxis.  Actions and practices are at once the embodiment and the source of ideas and theories.  Like the chemistry lab or the athletic field, the art classroom invites exploration of the physical world by inculcating specific disciplines involving the human body, all undertaken in light of past and present ideas about art and its value.  The physical, material components of an education in our art department, contrary to some definitions of the liberal arts, deepen rather than diminish the liberal character of our students’ learning.     


2.1.2 The intrinsic connection between learning and vocation

Even though the word “vocation” is often imagined to be at odds with a liberal arts education, Westmont does not shy away from using the word. (For a more thorough discussion of divergent views of “liberal arts” in the academy, and how Westmont frames its understanding see Hoeckley, “Liberal Arts Traditions” in Appendix 2.3.) But, as stated in our definition of the liberal arts above, “This is not a narrowly “vocational” education, but rather the broadest, most holistic induction into habits of mind, heart, and hand that prepare students for the full range of tasks that will demand their most creative thinking, most faithful witness, and most skillful application in the coming years.”  In the art department, we do not bracket our teaching and learning from the “real world” beyond Westmont.  On the contrary, we strive to prepare all our students for whatever work they choose to do in the future.  Our own majors have told us, via their Senior Reflections (4.2.1.4.1) and via our Alumni Survey (3.3.2.5) that off-campus programs and internships are effective catalysts for helping them recognize the connections between what they are learning in classes and how it connects to the world beyond Westmont.  Though we did not assess our Off Campus Programs or Internships during the last cycle, we will have opportunities during the next cycle to loop these into our assessment of Goals 2, 4 and 5.   
2.1.3 Education in Community

The art department enjoys some natural advantages when it comes to “educating in community.”  The work students do in studio classes is by nature visible to everyone in the class.  On-the-fly advice from instructors is audible to students’ neighbors; formal critiques involve the entire class; the Sophomore and Senior exhibitions, and the Sophomore critique are by design, public.  In upper-division art history classes regular discussion and formal presentations insure that learning is public, communal and synergistic.  Our students may shrink, from time to time, from public discussion of their work, but in the end, they all realize that “iron sharpens iron.”  

2.2. Service to General Education 
While all the majors in our department receive this integrated, vocational and communal formation, we also support the college’s vision with our extensive service to the general education curriculum (5.1).  Here, our forte is in studio offerings.  Far less then half of the students we teach every year in our GE classes are art majors.  But the knowledge, skills and sensitivities non-majors learn in our classrooms is designed to increase their insight into the arts and provide them with basic skills of visual analysis that will serve them well beyond Westmont.  The kinesthetic learning on offer in the art department provides approximately two hundred twenty students a year with a chance to fulfill Westmont’s “Performing and Interpreting the Arts” requirement.  An additional fifty or so students fulfill Westmont’s “Thinking Historically” or “Thinking Globally” requirement via art history courses.  Together, these classes serve approximately one-quarter of the student body every year.  
2.3 Service to other departments 

A few art classes serve other majors.  Art 180 serves our liberal studies majors and is tightly calibrated to the education department’s needs.  Art 131 is required for music majors and serves as an upper-division elective for theater and English majors.  Art 010 and Art 015 are elective courses for theater majors.  Additionally, the Westmont Museum of Art and its collections serve the entire community through exposure to a variety of art and through its related educational programs.      
3. STASTISTICAL INFORMATION
3. FACULTY 

3.1.1 Full-time Faculty Profiles (Current faculty are in boldface; CVs, sabbatical reports, professional development reports, external grants, and faculty development plans are available in the department’s assessment archive)

	
	
	Dates  
	Gender & Ethnicity
	Rank & Tenure
	6-Yr Committee Service

	Askew
	MA
	F 1982 to 

S 2007 TT
	M / White
	Full


	
(Westmont Art Council)

	Anderson


	MFA
	F 2002 FT

F 2006 TT
	M / White
	Assistant  F 2006

Associate F 2010
Tenure     F 2011
	Diversity Committee (3 yrs)

Citadel Advisor (3 yrs)

	Carlander


	MFA
	F 1980 TT
	M / White
	Full
	Admissions/Retention (4 yrs)



	DeBoer
	PhD
	F 1999 TT
	F / White
	Assistant   F 1999

Associate  F 2003
Tenure      F 2006

Full            F 2009
	Program Review (1 yr)

Faculty Council (3 yrs)

    --Vice Chair (1 yr)

Strategic Planning (5 yrs)


	Larson
	PhD
	F 2008 TT
	F / White


	Full           F 2008
	(Westmont Art Council)

	Savage
	MFA
	F 1995 FT

F 1998 TT
	F / White
	Assistant  F 1995

Associate F 2003

Full           F 2009
	Personnel (2 yrs)

Comm Board (1 yr)

New Senate (1 yr)

   --Senate ARC (1 yr)
Design Committee



3.1.2 Long-term, Part-time Faculty Profiles (Current faculty are in boldface; CVs are available in the department’s assessment archive)
	
	Degree
	Employment
	Media Expertise
	Gender/Ethnicity

	Anderson
	MA
	F 1999 to S 2006
	Graphic Design
	M / White

	Elliott
	BA
	
	Photography
	M / White

	Ingrahm
	BA
	F 2008
	Graphic Design
	F / White

	Johnson
	BA 
	F 2008
	Printmaking
	F / White

	Pini
	MFA
	F 1991
	Ceramics
	F / White

	Rupp
	MFA in progress
	F 2007
	Sculpture
	M / White

	Savage
	MFA
	F 1991 to S 1995
	Art Education
	F / White

	Scarminach
	MA in education
	S 2011 
	Art Education
	F / White

	VanderHoof
	MFA
	1990s to S 2007
	Sculpture
	F / W

	Zimmerman
	BA
	F 1995 to S 2008
	Watercolor
	F / Asian


3.1.3 Short-term Faculty
From time to time, the art department needs to cover a class on a short-term basis due to a sabbatical, an off-campus teaching assignment or an administrative course release.  We’ve are fortunate to be able to draw on excellent experienced artists from SBCC and young scholars from UCSB.  During the years covered by this report, we’ve enjoyed the contributions of Marie Schoeff, MFA in drawing and painting; Karen Mulder, PhD in art history; Jessie Ambler, PHD in art history, and Jessica Robey and Moira West, ABD in art history at UCSB.  The number of adjunct instructors teaching art history is due to Professor DeBoer’s year-long sabbatical in 2006-2007; her service to Westmont’s Europe Semester Fall 2009, and five one-course teaching releases for administrative work F 2008 through S 2011.  
3.1.4 Comparisons and commentary:  
We have helpful comparative data from the CCCU National Status Report (p. 18).
	CCCU campuses of…
	1001-1500 students
	Westmont

	Average number of full-time teaching faculty
	3-5
	4.33


	Average number of part-time or adjunct faculty
	5-6
	6


	Average number of classrooms serving the program
	7-14
	2005-2009 = 7

2010(  = 9


3.1.3.1 Size of the Faculty: For Westmont’s size, the number of teaching faculty in the art department is typical.  We are on the higher end of the adjunct faculty scale because we still offer a course for education majors in the art department.  Due to the addition of a third GE section of Drawing, an adjunct teacher has recently assumed our art education course.  It is noteworthy that 42% of our sister CCCU schools no longer provide for education majors in their art departments (NSR, 12-13).  


3.1.3.2 Credentials of the Faculty:  All Westmont’s full-time art faculty have earned the highest degree in their field (Ph.D or MFA). One characteristic sets our full-time faculty apart: 45% of our sister CCCU schools do not offer art history taught by a PhD; only 10% of CCCU programs offer an art history major.    

In addition to credentials, our faculty have been successful in competing for internal and external grant and study opportunities. Professor Anderson was awarded a professional development grant for Spring 2008, and for Spring 2011; Professor DeBoer and her students in Art 133--Worship, Theology and Arts, were awarded a $10,700 grant for a project titled “Stations of the Life of Christ” in 2005-2006; Professor Larson received a very competitive IMLS Grant of $113,000 to create a comprehensive catalogue of the colleges’ holdings and develop programming around them.  Professor DeBoer earned a place in a Summer 2011 Calvin Seminar on “Congregations and Social Change.”  (Reports for these grants are available in our assessment archive.) 

Our studio faculty have distinguished themselves with a number of awards.  Our full list of achievements is detailed in our CV’s, but it is worth noting here Scott Anderson’s nine Addy Awards in illustration, and three first-place AAMPD awards for excellence in museum publication design.   

Of our current long-term, part-time faculty, one has earned the highest degree in their field (MFA), and another is progressing toward an MFA.  One has a BA in art and an MA in psychology; the remainder have BA’s in art.  In assessing the credentials necessary for teaching art in a part-time capacity, NASAD states the following:  “NASAD recognizes the Master of Fine Arts as the appropriate terminal degree for studio faculty. At the same time, the Association recognizes that some highly qualified artist-teachers may hold other academic degrees; others may not hold any academic degrees. In such cases, the institution should base appointments on experience, training, and expertise at least equivalent to those required for the Master of Fine Arts degree in the appropriate field” (NASAD, 52).

3.1.3.3 Expertise of the Faculty: One crucial asset to our program which is not captured in this comparative data is the addition of a full-time Director, in an endowed chair, for our new Westmont Museum of Art, and the Westmont Museum and its collections itself.  The 2010 National Status Report gave explicit favorable mention to Westmont (four times and tacitly two more), praising the institution for such tangible support for the visual arts.  In addition, it singled out public sculpture as an important asset, with implicit reference to our campus:  “Quality public sculptures in a range of styles and subject matter suggest the intellectual and aesthetic maturity of colleges and universities.  Only a few site-visit CCCU schools displayed more than a handful of professional outdoor sculptures in diverse styles and subjects on campus.” (NSR, 13)    
3.1.3.4 Gender and Ethnicity of the Faculty:
All together, our faculty consists of four men (36%) and seven women (64%).  The make-up of our  full-time faculty, two men (40%) and three women (60%) hews close to that ratio, but is slightly closer to the percentages found in the student body.  (See section 3.2 below for further comments on gender and the arts.)  
Our faculty is white.  For thirteen years, until her retirement in S 2008, Siu Zimmerman, one of our long-term part-time faculty, represented our only ethnic minority.  In S 2006, the art department wrapped up a two-year Irvine Diversity Grant which allowed us deeper insight in the challenges of diversifying our faculty.  The grant allowed us to invite three Christian artists of color to campus for week-long residencies, which consisted of a public lecture, class visits, demonstrations, free access for students to the artist at work in our painting studio, and a group exhibition in the Reynolds Gallery.  The grant was very productive and helped us recognize some of the substantial challenges we face in diversifying our department.  Two excerpts from the final report spell these out.  (The full text of the final report is available in Appendix 3.1.1).  

Recruitment and Networking: Lisa initiated conversations with Barry Krammes (Biola Art Department), Tyrus Clutter (CIVA—Christians in the Visual Arts), Greg Wolfe (Image Magazine), John Silvas (NY artist and Faculty at NYCAMS), Brent Dickenson (NY artist and Faculty at NYCAMS), and Mako Fujimura (NY artist, and Irvine Guest Artist), to generate a list of potential artists to invite.  We asked them to identify career artists, or semi-professional artists of color who were enthusiastic about their Christian faith and able to talk with students about culture and cultural identity—whether that be ethnic, economic, or dominant American culture.  Lisa also consulted Christ for All People: Celebrating a World of Christian Art, Ron O’Grady, ed, WCC publications, Geneva, 2001, and the websites of the ACAA (Asian Christian Artist’s Association www.asianchristianart.org), and ECVA (Episcopal Church Visual Arts www.ecva.org), and the Grünewald Guild (www.artfaith.org) for further resources. (p. 2)
We had difficulty identifying three artists of color within the current networks for artists who self-identify as Christians (ECVA, IMAGE, Grünewald Guild, CIVA).  These conversations generated a very small list of potential artists—indicating that within the Christian/Evangelical Christian community, there are not many professional artists of color who are known within national organizations, or known in NYC circles.  We were all surprised to realize this.  After sending my list of potential guest artists to Greg Wolfe, he indicated we’d “pretty much found ‘em all.”

This situation exposes large problems within the normal structures we use to connect artists to venues and artists to the larger artistic community.  In part, we may be confronting a larger cultural perception that art is optional, or a luxury.  A survey of historically black colleges and universities revealed, for instance, that very few have art departments.  Yet It seems impossible that there are so few Christian artists of color working in the United States.  We speculate that in addition to problems with the existing networks, there may also be problems with our language requesting “career or semi-professional” artists, and artists who “were enthusiastic about their Christian faith.”  If we were to broaden our search to include talented amateurs who don’t necessarily make a living as artists, or sought to include generally spiritual people who were career artists, we may have been able to expand our list considerably.  Given our stated parameters, however, and our desire to bring people to campus who are both career artists and self-identified Christians, we decided to move ahead with our short list of artists. (p. 8-9)
The Irvine Diversity Grant helped us recognize the enormity of our challenge.  Westmont requires that faculty be Christian, as well as talented and properly credentialed in their discipline.  This already narrows our potential pool.  (For a analysis of the challenges of being a sincere religious practitioner in the art world, see James Elkins’ book The Strange Place of Religion in Contemporary Art, Routledge, 2004; See also DeBoer “Faith in Art,” in Re-Enchantment, eds. James Elkins and David Morgan, Routledge, 2008.  This last short essay is included in Appendix 3.1.2.) To find faculty who are Christian and professional artists and persons of color—well, we have our work cut out for us.  
We’ve taken the challenge seriously, though, and have begun building networks as best we can to realize, in the future, more diverse candidate pools.  Our yearly “Networking and Recruiting for Diversity” reports are included in Appendix 3.1.3.  As this excerpt from our last report shows, over the last two years we’ve intensified our networking activities in anticipation of the possibility of up to two full-time studio hires during the next Program Review Cycle.  
The department chair asked colleagues to think of all possible contacts we could approach.  She sent personal notes to twenty-five colleagues at other colleges, universities and arts organizations.  She heard back from nine people who suggested a total of twelve possible artists.  Of these twelve, four are women.  All appear to be white.  Lisa has made contact with eight of these artists and we’ve had four of them to campus: one for a casual walk-around and chat; one was invited to come for the Conversation on the Liberal Arts; one was invited to talk in Senior Seminar; and one was our outside critic for the senior show.  Two of these on-campus guests were women.  

As we wrote in our earlier 2007-2008 report:  

While it is true that women remain underrepresented among the ranks of full faculty nation wide, the gap between women and men in the arts is much less severe than the gap between majority and minority faculty.  As we look to the future, we may face challenges in maintaining gender balance in our department due to the increasing number of women pursuing careers in the arts as well as gendered perceptions of the arts.  But the challenge of building a more ethnically and racially diverse faculty will very likely be much greater.  

3.1.4 Instructional Load Data
	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	Total

	Anderson
	564
	572
	573
	588
	597
	300
	3194

	Askew
	93
	105
	137
	
	
	
	335

	Carlander
	204
	390
	405
	416
	391
	577
	2383

	DeBoer
	624
	0
	765
	368
	268
	408
	2433

	Larson
	
	
	
	28
	108
	44
	180

	Savage
	314
	300
	322
	297
	326
	300
	1859

	Part-time
	408
	709
	416
	348
	504
	572
	2957

	TOTAL
	2207
	2076
	2618
	2045
	2194
	2181
	


Explanatory Notes:  

Askew: The data reflect a 1/3 teaching load + sophomore project for three years.  

Carlander: The data reflect a Spring 2006 Sabbatical 

DeBoer: The data reflect a year-long sabbatical in 2006-07; Europe Semester Fall 2009; and five one-course load reductions for administrative work.  
Larson: The data reflect a first-year teaching release Fall 2008 and a 1/3 teaching load

Savage: The data include three teaching releases for chair duties 

Adjuncts: The data demonstrate the important role that our long-term, part-time faculty play in the art department.  As is usual for art departments, part-time instructors supplement the work of the full time faculty by teaching in a media areas beyond the expertise of the full-time faculty.     
3.1.4.1 Intradepartmental Commentary:  

The effect of teaching Art 01 (Principles of Art) on faculty load is clearly reflected in the data.  Scott Anderson taught Art 01 until Fall 2010, when John Carlander took it on.  The effect on load is immediate.  For many years, now, we’ve been offering four sections of Art 01 every year.  Each class enrolls 30 students.  Even though Art 10—Design I, and (since Fall 2010) Art 15—Drawing I also count as GE classes, the enrollment in Art 10 is limited to twenty students and in Art 15 to fifteen.  We’ve restricted enrollments in these classes in accordance with NASAD standards, “Classes in creative work generally should not exceed 25 students. Experience indicates that a class size of 20 or fewer is educationally more effective. In some cases, safety considerations and specialized equipment limitations will require class limits of fewer than 15” (p. 54).  
We’ve been aware of the inequity in teaching load for some time, and have decided, on the basis of our program review process, to make some changes that would benefit our students and our faculty.  We are taking steps to remove Art 01 from the list of required foundational courses for art and art history majors and minors, and will, in future years offer only three sections a year.  That will equalize to some extent the impact of this course on our faculty and also allow students room in their schedules for more upper-division classes.  
3.1.4.2 Interdepartmental Commentary:
Student Credit Hours per Instructional Unit--Comparing our Instructional Load Data to that of other departments, the art department ranks slightly below the college average in the number of student credit hours per unit of instructional load.  Our average for the last five years (2006-2010) was 16.1 student credit hour per unit.  The college average for the same period was 18.7.  While this number is not wildly out of line, it does reflect the fact that in spite of offering 11-12 well-enrolled GE classes a year, we also offer a number of specialized studio classes that have smaller enrollments.     
Student Credit Hours as a Percentage of the Whole: Due to the number of GE classes we offer, the art department serves a respectable proportion of the entire student population. Comparing our Student Credit Hour data to those of other departments, the Art Department’s average was 5.9%.  The art department ranks 6th overall, behind Religious Studies, History, Economics & Business, Kinesiology & Athletics, and English in providing Student Credit Hours.  
3.1.5 Advising Load
	 
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Anderson
	0
	1
	5
	29
	22
	18

	Askew
	10
	8
	5
	0
	0
	0

	Carlander
	20
	21
	18
	17
	16
	18

	De Boer
	14
	14
	12
	14
	6
	16

	Savage
	17
	30
	32
	32
	23
	21

	 TOTAL
	61
	74
	72
	92
	67
	73


Commentary: These numbers reflect a gradual equalization of the advising load for faculty in the art department.  This is in part due to a more pointed effort by Michelle Hardley, our Director of Academic Advising, to spread advisees more equally among colleagues and departments.  The average advisee load for Westmont faculty is 18.3, the same as the art department average for 2010; the average number of advisees per department is 75; the art department’s average for the last six years is 73.  
3.2 STUDENT DEMOGRAPHICS
3.2.1 Number of Majors

	CCCU Institutional Size
	1001-1500 students
	Westmont

	Average number of Art/Design Majors
	40-90
	2005-2010 average = 41

Count as of Feb 2011 = 56




	Graduates
	
	
	
	
	

	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	TOTAL

	17
	14
	17
	24
	18
	18
	108

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Art Majors as % of total Graduates
	
	
	

	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	AVERAGE

	4.2%
	4.2%
	4.9%
	7.4%
	4.3%
	5.8%
	5.1%


Commentary: In terms of numbers of majors and the proportion of majors within a typical student body, Westmont falls within the patterns found at other CCCU schools.  
3.2.2 Gender and Ethnicity

	Gender Breakdown
	
	
	
	

	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	TOTAL

	9
	1
	3
	7
	5
	5
	30 M

	8
	13
	14
	17
	13
	13
	78 F

	27.7%
	Total % Male Art Majors
	
	
	

	38.4%
	Average % Males at Westmont 
	
	
	

	Ethnicity 2005-10
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/PI
	Hispanic
	Unknown
	White NH
	
	
	

	12
	8
	10
	78
	
	
	

	11.11%
	7.41%
	9.26%
	72.22%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18.52%
	Total % Art Minority
	
	
	
	

	22.82%
	Average % 05-10 Westmont Minority
	
	


Commentary: 
What stands out among all these numbers is the gender ratio of students in Westmont’s art department (for which we do not have comparative data).  We do have fewer students of color in the art department (4.3% fewer than the college at large); we have many fewer men in the art department—almost 11% fewer than the college at large.  Westmont’s average ratio for the years in question has been 61.5% women to 38.4% men; the average ratio in the art department has been 72.3% women to just 27.7% men.  (Our 2012 class will only have one male graduate!)  
Even though the gender ratio for our faculty is closer to the overall college ratio, it is still skewed toward women.  Taken together, student numbers and faculty numbers create the potential of an overly feminized art major.  The arts in general have long been viewed as somewhat feminized, a perception that is rooted in sociology rather than in any intrinsic qualities pertaining to art or to women.  (For a fine analysis of this situation, see the summary of chapter two, “Women and Artists, Students and Teachers” in Howard Singerman’s 1999 book Art Subjects, in Appendix 3.1.4)   As we look to future faculty hires, we will want to keep this issue in mind if we want to continue to be welcoming to male students and provide them with role models within our own department.  
3.3 ALUMNI SURVEY 
(See Appendices 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 for the survey and a comprehensive summary)
We have 108 in the alumni database for our last six years.  These students, including the class of 2011, were the primary focus of this survey.  We had an e-mail address on file for 98 of those alumni, but it was not certain if all of these addresses were current.  We did our best to research current e-mail addresses.  Of the 98 for whom we had an e-mail address, 47 replied to our survey request.  

Because this is an alumni survey, it is by definition not a random sample, and thus is likely to have attracted those alumni who either had strong positive or negative experiences in the department.  Due to the non-random nature of the survey and the relatively small pool and number of respondents, this data is considered “unreliable.”  Nonetheless, these responses, taken in conjunction with other data sources for our Six-Year Program Review Report, has been helpful in shaping discussions of the strengths and weaknesses of the art program.  On occasion, the responses of our graduates from the last six years are compared to survey responses gathered the students who graduated in the ten years before our primary target group.  

3.3.1 Post-graduate Education and Employment 
3.3.1.1 Further Education: About half of our graduates pursue degrees beyond the BA.  For our six-year target group, about 45% had already earned a supplementary degree.  Reaching back to the decade prior to that, the proportion rises to 55%.  Among those, the MA is the most common degree, followed by the MFA and the teaching credential.  A few students pursue MBAs and PhDs.
3.3.1.2:  Time to professional Employment:  66% of our most recent graduates found professional employment within a year of graduation. For the prior decade, that rises to 78%.  61% of our six-year targeted alumni report working in art-related professions.  This is slightly higher than the national average of 57% reported in the 2011 SNAAP survey. This result should be an encouragement to current students who hope to find employment in an arts-related field.  The numbers are also reassuring for all who think that art majors are destined for the unemployment office.

3.3.2 Educational Experience
3.3.2.1  Quality of Instruction:  76% of the respondents in our six-year target group rated the quality of instruction as “Strong” (62%) or “Superior” (14%).  These averages are lower than the national average of 88% of visual arts alumni expressing more than average satisfaction with their instruction (SNAAP, 2010).  
3.3.2.2 Teaching Styles:  60% of the respondents reported that the teaching styles available in the department met their learning preferences most (46.5%) or all of the time (14%).  5% reported that their learning preferences were accommodated only occasionally.  Interestingly, compared to art alumni from the decade prior, our recent graduates give the department lower evaluations in both overall quality of instruction and the degree to which teaching styles met their needs.    

3.3.2.3 Westmont education in general:  Recent art alumni were more favorable about their Westmont education in general (63% rating it as “strong” or “superior”) than about their education as art majors with respect to preparation for work and life after college.  Just 55% rated their education in the art department “strong” or “superior” and 12.5% rated it “weak” or “very weak” in preparing them effectively.  While these results may seem disappointing, they are very much in line with national data that show 51-53% of art alumni reporting that their education did not prepare them adequately for a career in art (SNAAP, 2010).  

3.3.2.4 The Liberal Arts component of their Westmont Education:  Recent alumni were overwhelmingly positive (89%) about the value of their liberal arts education.  Interestingly, these attitudes and skills, clearly deemed valuable by our alumni, do not seem to be identified with the art department, but rather with Westmont as a whole.  The department will be discussing, over our next program review cycle, how we could communicate more clearly to students that some of the “liberal arts” skills and sensitivities they are learning are actually embedded in their major. Since we already have an integrative program with solid structures to back it up, this may simply be a matter of telling students what we are doing.  Sometimes students are not aware of what they are learning until we point it out to them.
.  
3.3.2.5 Off Campus Programs:  The vast majority (76%) of the alumni who replied to this question participated in an off campus program.  Survey respondents participated in OCPs at the same rate as our actual pool of graduates, of whom, 78% did an OCP.  The SACI program in Florence was the most heavily subscribed program among both survey respondents (28.6%) and actual graduates (26.8%).  Among survey respondents, the Urban Program was the next most frequently populated program, at 19.5%.  Programs that were specified under “other” by our alumni included two that are art-related—the semester in Thailand and the Los Angeles Film Semester.  Art alumni also participated in a variety of non-art off-campus programs: the Kinesiology Mayterm, the Israel Mayterm, the Creation Care program in New Zeeland, England Semester, Semester in Spain, and a consortium exchange at Wheaton. 
Respondents were unanimously positive about their off-campus experiences.  The dominant theme here, mentioned by twelve people, was the benefit of an art-only semester which accelerated their learning and deepened their commitment to the discipline.  Eight students discussed the way in which their off-campus experience broadened their horizons personally or artistically.  This testimony to the crucial role that Off Campus Programs play for us matches what we learned from our review of Senior Reflections from the class of 2009 (4.2.1.4.1).  
3.3.2.6  Internships:  Just over half (52.5%) of the alumni who replied to this question participated in an internship.  This compares to 45% of the graduates in our six-year pool who did an internship.  Of the forty alumni who answered this question, twenty two also left a comment describing their internship and commenting on how it contributed to their education.  The most common theme (in 10 comments) was a variation on “the internship let me see what this line of work looks like from the inside.”  Helping students articulate more precise goals for their internships could easily enhance students’ perception of the practical skills they are learning in their major.  

3.3.2.7  What Did We Miss?  When asked what would have enhanced their preparation for work and life after college, 42% of our recent alumni suggested some version of “business,” “entrepreneurship,” “personal finance,” or “marketing” would have been welcome.  Fascinatingly, 53% of the respondents to the SNAAP survey expressed the same concern.  Bearing in mind the tentative nature of our alumni data, this juxtaposition is provocative: our alumni appear less dissatisfied with their practical preparation than the SNAAP respondents, who are drawn from undergraduate and graduate programs, from liberal arts programs and dedicated “art & design” programs.  For prospective students worried that an art major at a liberal arts college will put them at a disadvantage, this should offer some comfort.

Nonetheless, this information also tells us that providing students with more business tools could enhance their sense that the art department had prepared them well for a productive life as an artist after college.  According to the National Bureau of Labor Statistics, 60% of those working in the field of art are self-employed.  (BLS, 1—See Appendix 3.2.3 for the full text).  The department is interested in exploring how we might enhance students’ sense of preparation, without taxing our resources or distorting our program.  Though we cannot (and should not) provide a full slate of business course, we could see if students could take EB 191 (Entrepreneurship and New Venture Development) as a cognate, or we could explore the possibility of an optional one-credit portfolio development course, or pilot a weekend seminar on running your own art business.  Any of these would enhance students’ preparation for life after Westmont.    

3.3.3 Alumni Assessment of Program Goals
When asked to assess the degree to which the department had accomplished its program goals, patterns in the responses show that some goals are perceived as more effectively accomplished than others.  In rank order, with average scores (on a 1 – 5 scale, where 1 = “not at all” and 5 = “a great deal”):


Goal 3         4.80—Critical appreciation of art’s role in the world
 
Goal 1 C     4.20—Mastery of visual analysis & critique
 
Goal 1 A/B  4.08—Mastery of design & drawing (standard deviation begins to increase here)  
 
Goal 2 B/C  4.05—Independent creative exploration in theory & history
 
Goal 2 A      3.95—Independent creative exploration in varied media
 
Goal 5         3.65—Personal vision for vocation as an artist & Christian
 
Goal 4         3.20—Discerning grasp of the current art world

There are interesting tensions between this self-reporting from alumni, and that of current students.  Alumni see us as weaker in some of our higher-order program goals than students currently finishing our three upper-division core courses, who report making substantial progress, especially in Goals 2, 4 and 5 (See 4.2.1.4.3). We are not entirely sure what these differences mean. What, for example, does the tepid alumni response to the goal of helping students “develop a discerning grasp of the current art world” tell us?  Is this linked to alumni desire for more practical tools for negotiating the art world post college?  Or does it indicate a lack of attention to contemporary art in the curriculum?  Or possibly both?  
At this point, our data on this issue consists almost entirely of student perceptions.  The Art 131 “Criticism Project” data, however, (see 4.2.1.4.2) are NOT self-reported, and indicate that our majors could do better successfully completing the conceptual tasks involved in the “Criticism Project.”  The department continues to discuss what we think these responses are telling us, and how, in our next assessment cycle, we can generate more pointed data to help us evaluate our progress. 
3.3.4 Summary Comments on the Alumni Survey
Given the unreliable quality of this data, we are hesitant to draw sweeping conclusions.  We can, however, use this feedback in conjunction with other sources to guide our future assessment and program review efforts.  We note that alumni rated us lower than the national norm for quality of teaching, that there was a strong felt need for more practical financial preparation, and that alumni rated us lower than our current students do in accomplishing some of our higher-order program goals.  We also note that overall, students were very positive about their learning in the art department and at Westmont, were especially positive about their relationships with professors, and report finding full-time professional employment in art related fields at a rate slightly higher than the national norm.  

4. PROGRAM
4.1 STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES

4.1.1 Program Goals with Student Learning Outcomes

Goal One: Toward mastery of the foundational skills of drawing and design, and the attendant skills of visual analysis and critique
Drawing 

1. Students will employ of a variety of drawing tools and media and understand their properties.

2. Students will draw the human figure reasonably well, in proportion, by using a variety of approaches.

Design 

1. Students will be able to identify and employ the basic principles of 2-D design: form, shape, pattern, texture, line, color and value. 

2. Students will devise individual solutions to design problems

Visual Analysis and Critique 

1. Students will know and use correct vocabulary in describing works of art

2. Students will analyze and evaluate their own and other’s works of art with respect to basic principles of drawing and design

Goal Two: Toward independent, creative exploration in various media and in the history and theory of the visual arts

A. … in various media

1. Students will successfully complete at least one independent project In each non-foundational studio class

2. Students will recognize the connection between concept and choice of medium 

3. Students will identify themes, issues, or problems that they wish to pursue in their own work

B. … in the history of art

1. Students will identify key movements, people and eras in the history of art

2. Students will effectively compare and contrast works from varied stylistic and historical periods.   

3. Students will identify artists or art historians from a variety of periods, including the present, whose work, process, or method informs their own.  

C. … in the theory of art

1. Students will identify key people and themes from the history of Western art criticism

2. Students will apply a variety of theories of art to a body of contemporary art criticism

3. Students will synthesize their own working theory of art and art criticism

Goal Three: Toward a critical appreciation of the roles that artists and their art have played, and continue to play, in our world

A. Students will understand the relationship between art and various social, political and cultural contexts 

B. Students will understand the ways in which the arts interact with various religious practices, particularly those of the Christian faith.     

Goal Four: Toward a discerning grasp of the contours of our current art world
A. Students will locate themselves and their work in the contemporary field.

B. Students will make informed and thoughtful judgments about contemporary art

Goal Five: Toward a personal vision for their vocation as Christians and as Artists/Art Historians who will be life-long participants in the art world. 
A. Students will assess their growth as artists via their Sophomore and a Senior Projects

B. Students will evaluate a variety of theoretical positions with respect to their Christian values and convictions

C. Students will articulate their own vision for being a Christian and an artist or art historian in the art world.  

Note: The Student Learning Outcomes under Program Goal One are viewed by the department as foundational skills. We were advised, Fall of 2010, by the PRC to concentrate our assessment energy on higher order outcomes, and only to assess these if we see a problem that seems to originate at the foundation level. 

4.1.2 Alignment Chart (see section 1.2 above)
Note: The alignment chart in 1.2 reflects the removal of Art 01 (Principles of Art) from our departmental core, a decision we reached on the basis of our assessment and program review discussions.  
4.1.3 Our Curriculum in Comparison 
In reviewing our curriculum, we found four external sources of information helpful.  One is the already-mentioned CCCU 2010 National Status Report.  A second is a set of comparisons we made among peer institutions with similar missions (Azuza Pacific University, Biola University, Calvin College, California Lutheran, Gordon College, Hope College, and Seattle Pacific University) three of which also have well-known art programs (APU, Biola and Hope).  We also used the standards outlined by NASAD and CAA to assess our program.  
4.1.3.1 Size of the Major:  According to the 2010 NSR, departments following NASAD’s formula of 30-45% of courses taken in the art department (NASAD, 73) for BAs in studio art or art history showed “evidence of rigorous and healthy programs” (NSR, 12-13).  Our 53 unit program for studio students , and 49 unit program for art history students, take 42.7% and 39% respectively of the minimum number of units required for graduation.  These numbers are well within, and even on the robust end of NASAD’s formula.  

4.1.3.2 Media Offerings: 

The Art Department’s media offerings are very much in line with our sister schools.  Two unusual aspects of our offerings are our Design II class and our Contemporary Crafts classes.  In the lists below, the areas in bold are offered at Westmont (CCCU, 34-41).  

90%+ of survey schools offer painting, drawing, photography, printmaking, and graphic design. 

85% offer sculpture and 82% offer ceramics.  

78% offer a stand-alone design class

60% offer new media, illustration, film, or web design

24% offer contemporary craft
Other areas offered in fine art programs at lower rates are jewelry (22%) and furniture (6%)

Other areas offered in design programs at lower rates include graphic communication (56%) print design (52%) Business design (46%), time-based media (45%), animation (43%), advertising (34%), interior design (26%), editorial design (19%), architecture (17%), liturgical design (6%).  

With respect to media areas, the National Status Report (p. 35) quotes the guidelines established by the College Art Association (CAA) for art programs in liberal arts institutions:  

The studio curriculum should be designed to provide breadth, rather than specialization, by insuring that students take courses in a variety of media.  The maximum elections in studio and art history should normally not exceed one-half of the total for graduation. There is no necessity that every institutional offer work in all conceivable art disciplines.  It is more important to teach fewer areas thoroughly and well than to cover a large number superficially.
          







         
One item of note, invisible in these statistics, is that Westmont is one of only two CCCU schools to offer true life drawing—that is, drawing from a nude model.  (Gordon College is the other school.)  Life drawing has been core to art education since the Renaissance. The vast majority of art programs elsewhere in the U.S. offer true life drawing.  Nakedness, however, especially in any semi-public setting, makes many people very nervous—not least religiously sensitive people.  Most Christian colleges avoid the issue by using partially draped models.  We believe this is wrong on two counts.  First, on an artistic level, the parts of the body that are draped are also where the most important anatomical transitions occur.  Students need to see these transitions clearly in order to learn to persuasively render the human form.  Second, on an ethical level, learning to deal with real human bodies, in all their complexity, without sexualizing or objectifying them fosters Christian maturity.  At Westmont, we can frame this entire discussion in terms of artistic skills, Christian affections and ethical practices that we want our students to appropriate while at Westmont.   
Finally, because only 10% of the CCCU schools surveyed offer art history programs, the NSR  did not gather data in this area.  Thus there is no comparative data for art history from that particular source.  

4.1.3.3 Class Size:  Most department chairs who contributed to the 2010 National Status Report, reported class sizes of 16-24 students in lower division courses.  NASAD states: “Classes in creative work generally should not exceed 25 students. Experience indicates that a class size of 20 or fewer is educationally more effective. In some cases, safety considerations and specialized equipment limitations will require class limits of fewer than 15” (p. 54).  

Enrollment caps in the art department range from 10 to 30, depending on the capacity of our facilities and on the nature of the course.  The only art course at Westmont that currently enrolls more than 20 students is Art 001—Principles of Art.  Soon this course will be aimed primarily at non-art majors.  All other studio courses that serve the major have a maximum enrollment of 20 or less, falling within NASAD guidelines.  

Westmont’s lower division courses are typically healthily enrolled, some with long waiting lists every semester (Principles, Design, Drawing, Ceramics, Photography).  While lower division courses are fully or healthily enrolled, upper-division electives are often under-enrolled.  This emerged as a common problem in the 2010 NSR.  46% of the department chairs interviewed reported having to “stack” upper and lower division students in the same class.  These concerns mirror our situation.  Currently, we have to “stack” students in Sculpture, Crafts, Ceramics and occasionally in Printmaking.  (25).  The steps we describe below in section 4.1.3.4.1, will, we hope, direct more majors into upper division studio courses and mitigate our challenges in this area.  
4.1.3.4 Art Department Core:  Neither NASAD or the CCCU study address the specific composition of a department’s curriculum.  We drew our comparison data from our study of the curricula of eight sister institutions (Azuza Pacific University, Biola University, Calvin College, California Lutheran, Gordon College, Hope College, and Seattle Pacific University) three of which also have well-known art programs (APU, Biola and Hope).  

4.1.3.4.1: Size of the Core: One important finding that emerged very clearly in this comparison, was that our basic studio core of three classes (Art 001; Art 010 and Art 015) was too large. All of our comparison schools offered just drawing and design as studio foundation courses; in Hope’s case, there is only one studio foundation course. Because of our overly-large studio core, our faculty are disproportionately teaching lower-division (and often GE) courses, students don’t have enough room in their schedules for adequate upper-division work, and as a consequence, our upper division courses are under-enrolled.  This constellation of circumstances has also led to “stacking” of upper and lower-division studio classes, a practice we try to avoid, but often have to acquiesce to, for the sake of individual students. We are not unusual in facing this challenge: 46% of the departments included in the CCCU National Status Report also had to resort to stacking (p. 25).  As a result of these findings, we are taking steps to remove Art 001 (Principles of Art) from the departmental core and require more upper division work.  We hope that this will equalize, to some extent, teaching loads in the department and funnel more students into our upper division studio electives.  

4.1.3.4.2: Composition of the Core:  
One characteristic of our department is our commitment to an integrated program of studio and historical study.  This is represented in the way we talk about teaching and learning in our classes, in our Student Handbook (pp. 11-13), and most clearly in our curriculum, where 21 units of learning (39% for studio students, 42% for art history students), both at the foundation and advanced level, are shared by all majors in the department.  This not only fosters integrated thinking and learning, but a sense of shared community as well.  Students get to know one another well and learn to draw on one another’s developing expertise in discussion, critique and research.  (The table below reflects the removal of Art 001 from the departmental core.)
Shared Core for all Art/Art History Majors (21 units)

Lower Division

ART 010 Design I (4)

ART 015 Drawing I (4)

One of the following: (4)

       



     ART 021 History of Western Art I (4)

       



     ART 022 History of Western Art II (4)

ART 093 Sophomore Project (1)

Upper Division

ART 128 Twentieth Century Art (4)

ART 131 Theory and Criticism in the Arts (4)

	Additional Required Courses 

For Studio Students (32 units)
	Additional Required Courses For Art History Students ( 28 units)

	At least one 3-D media area:

       ART 040 Ceramics I (4)

       ART 070 Sculpture I (4)
       ART 110 Design II (4) 
ART 115 Drawing II (4)

ART 193/5 Senior Project/Seminar (4)

+ 20 units of additional studio work in a variety of media

	At least one additional AH course from:

     ART 021 History of Western Art I (4)

     ART 022 History of Western Art II (4)

     ART 023 Introduction to World Art (4)

HIS 198 Historical Method/Research (4)
+ 16 additional units of upper division art history


And one of the following cognates:

     ENG 101 Film Studies (4)

     PHI 189 Aesthetics (4)

     AN 145 Culture Theory (4)




4.1.3.4.3  Composition of the Core in Comparison 

A look at the curricula for studio and art history students in our comparison schools bears out the unique strengths of our program.  

	
	Art History for 
studio students
	Studio study for 
Art History students

	Azuza Pacific University

(offers a BFA and an MFA)
	3 3 unit AH electives 
                                                  (9)
	Minor only; 

no studio required

	Biola University: Note—Biola only offers a  BFA
	5 3 unit survey courses for a BFA; they do not offer a BA in art    (15)
	No major/minor 

	California Lutheran
	1 4 unit survey course

1 4 unit Modern Art course       (8)
	No major/minor 

	Calvin College

(offers a BFA)
	2 survey classes                       (8)
	AH major/minor offered; 

No studio required

	Gordon College
	2 4  unit AH electives                (8)
	No major or minor offered

	Hope College
	1 4 unit survey

1 4 unit 20th century

1 4 unit AH elective                 (12)
	AH major/minor offered;

2 units studio req.     (2)

	Seattle Pacific University

(on the quarter system)
	2 one quarter AH surveys

1 one quarter AH elective         (8)
	AH major only

2 quarters studio       (6)

	Westmont College
	1 4 unit survey

1 4 unit Modern & Contemporary

1 4 unit Theory & Criticism     (12)
	1 4 unit drawing

1 4 unit design

1 1 unit project          (9)

	Wheaton College

(on the quarter system)
	3 2 unit AH surveys                 (4)
	AH major/minor offered

No studio required


Art History for Studio Students:  While it is typical for programs to require a certain amount of art history and theory for studio students, only two programs in this sample require 12 units of history and theory for their studio students.  According to CAA’s Standards and Guidelines, studio majors should earn “a minimum of 8–12 credits in art history” (2).  

Studio Work for Art History Students:  More unusual is our emphasis for art history students on experiencing various media and acquiring basic studio sensitivities.  Neither NASAD or CAA provide specific guidelines for the composition of an art history program beyond the basic proportion of credits that should be done in the major.  Setting aside the nine units of required studio work required for our art history students, the remaining 40 units of the program compare well with a typical art history program: Calvin requires 40 units of art history and cognates; Hope and SPU require 32 units.  

This data demonstrates that our department has articulated and instantiated an integrated, non-hierarchical program of study in the arts that is unique among our sister schools.   
4.1.4.4 Co-curricular Activities

There are a number of additional activities that support and reinforce our program goals.    

4.1.4.4.1 Field Trips:  To enhance students’ exposure to contemporary art, for the last three years we’ve arranged for at least one all-day field trip/semester to major museums in Los Angeles.  These trips give art majors crucial, regular exposure to cutting-edge art and have included LACMA, MOCA, MOCA Geffen, Bergamot Station and UCLA’s Hammer Museum.  Costs for these trips have risen precipitously in the last three years, rising from c. $600 for a full-sized bus in 2008 to $1,100 in 2011.  We’ve also traditionally taken all students in Art 001—Principles of Art to the Getty.  Busses for that activity now cost c. $1,100 per semester.  Field trips for art majors and for Art 001 are a major expense for the art department and we continue to discuss the merits and drawbacks of using our budget in this way.


4.1.4.4.2 Outside Critics:  For the last six years, we’ve invited a noteworthy outside critic to review our Senior Exhibition.  This event provides a fresh, outside perspective on  visual analysis and critique.  Our critics have been Frank Goss (Sullivan & Goss Gallery), Dan Callas (Biola University), Casson Denon (Westmont Alum, local artist, and Art Council member), Mary Heebner (noted Santa Barbara artist), Lynn Aldrich (UCLA and Art Center), and Astri Swensrud (Azuza Pacific).  Each has conducted a public critique with the seniors and been asked to write an informal assessment of our program, based on what they saw in the show.  We’ve received helpful, consistent feedback from our outside critics.  Nearly all have emphasized that our students display admirable technical competence and professional polish.  Our outside critics also agree that our students need to think bigger, need to work more intentionally with content, and seem insufficiently aware of how their work connects to that of other contemporary artists.  
4.1.4.4.3 Sophomore Critique: The sophomore critique is a very special departmental event during which the current seniors critique the work of the sophomores.  Each senior is assigned two or three works from the Sophomore show, and asked to prepare a concise, honest yet charitable critique.  After the lead senior has finished their observations, other seniors and members of the faculty may make additional brief remarks.  For some sophomores the critique confirms their identity as art majors.  For others it reveals that this may not be the major for them.  For seniors, it is a way to publicly demonstrate what skills of analysis and critique look like, peer-to-peer, outside of a classroom context.  Anecdotally, we know that students see this evening as an important ritual event in the department.  It enhances seniors’ sense of what they have learned and what they are capable of, creates a bonding “rite of passage” experience for younger students in the department, involves all the faculty in a celebrative, public way, and builds community across the board.       
4.1.4.4.4  Museum Openings: Students are strongly encouraged to attend every exhibition opening at the Westmont Museum of Art.  Not only do the exhibitions increase their exposure to the depth and breadth of the art world (via a minimum of twenty-eight exhibitions over the course of their college career), participating in openings helps form them as young artists.  Every vocation includes behaviors as well as skills and knowledge.  Learning to attend art events is part of learning to be an artist and an art lover.  At present, we do not track how many students attend; but we strongly encourage them, via e-mail reminders and in-class announcements to participate.  
4.1.4.4.5 Volunteer Hours: All our scholarship recipients are asked to volunteer 10 hours a semester to the department or Museum.  Last year (2010-2011) we began tracking students’ follow-through with volunteer hours.  In part, we need more student volunteers in our new facility.  But in part, we know that being a successful artist involves a willingness to volunteer for art organizations.  We want to reinforce this value, especially for students who are receiving financial support from the college.       

4.1.4.4.5  Art Club:  Finally, over the years we’ve had an on-again, off-again art club.  Given our new facility and the increased energy in the department, we’d like to resuscitate a student-led group to organize First Thursday outings here in Santa Barbara, sponsor art-related films on campus, and take charge of curating student exhibitions in the new “lower-west gallery.”  A functioning art club would support goals 2 (independent creative exploration) and 5 (realizing a personal vision for their vocation as Christians and as artists/art historians who will be life-long participants in the art world).  Of course, a functioning art club also depends on the motivation of two or three charismatic student leaders.  To the extent that we can cultivate and support these student leaders, we’ll have an art club.  
4.1.5 Commentary:  
Comparing our program to a handful of sister schools, to the schools included in the 2010 National Status Report, and to relevant NASAD and CAA guidelines, it is clear that we enjoy a vital, robust structure in which to nurture student learning.  In nearly every area, we meet or exceed the norms or guidelines established by peer institutions and by national bodies who set standards in our field.  These include the size of the major, the media areas offered, and typical class size.  We can further strengthen our program by reducing our required lower-division studio core and requiring more upper-division studio work. Our integrative vision for studio and art history, reflected in our shared core is unique to our department, clearly setting us apart from our peer institutions.  We also support our in-class work with extra-curricular offerings that include: field trips, museum openings, volunteer opportunities, the yearly sophomore critique, and access to a critic from outside the department for seniors.  With the right student leadership, we can enrich these offerings with an art club.  
4.2 ASSESSMENT OF OUTCOMES
4.2.1 Overview of previous year’s assessment activities

4.2.1.1 Background:  The Art Department has a long history of informal and formal program review.  Our commitment, however, has not always been matched by our understanding of the mechanics of the process as outlined by WASC and the Program Review Committee.  Therefore, this section of our Six-Year Program Review Report will demonstrate our effort and good faith, but also our learning about the process itself.  It took us several years (2003-2006) to move our thinking from “inputs” to “outcomes.”  And it took us several more (2007-2011) years to move from “outcomes” that were really “program goals” to more targeted “student learning outcomes.”  It was pointed out to us just last year (Fall 2010) that one reason we were finding the process so overwhelming (even as we continued to do our best) was that we were attempting to do “program review” every year.  It was also pointed out to us that we still didn’t really have targeted student learning outcomes.  The list of student learning outcomes in section 4.1.1 is new as of Summer 2011.  

As additional history, we want to point out that we’ve made substantial changes in the art department over the last decade.  Some of these changes were phased in before this review cycle began in 2005 but deserve a brief mention because subsequent improvements are extensions of these earlier adjustments.  The number of full-time teaching faculty doubled in 1998-1999.  What had been a two person department became a four person department.  This allowed us to move from two-unit studio classes to four-unit studio classes bringing us in line with peer institutions (2003-2004).  Additional improvements include receiving a $250,000 grant to develop the gallery program and move toward a full-time director (2003-2006); introducing the Sophomore Exhibition & Critique to better prepare students for their senior exhibition and create more opportunities for public critique (S 2004); phasing in the new GE curriculum and adapting our foundation courses and all our upper-division studio courses for use in the GE curriculum (2004-2005); and adding a mandatory life-drawing requirement for all studio majors to bring our program into line with reputable programs elsewhere, enhance our students’ drawing skills and enhance their understanding of historical and ethical issues in art’s history (S 2004). 

The following changes to the program, made within the six-year review period, are extensions of these earlier improvements.  They include: adding a formal, public faculty critique for Senior Exhibition to increase opportunities for public critique (S 2005); introducing an outside critic for Senior Exhibition to increase opportunities for public critique and to generate feedback for the department as a whole from an outside source (S 2006); creating a mission statement for the department to aid us in articulating our goals (S 2007); adding a selection process for the Senior Exhibition to reinforce our students’ sense of professional standards (S 2008); adding a full-time gallery director in an endowed chair to broaden, deepen and professionalize the museum program (F 2008); receiving a major IMLS grant of $113,000 to catalog and develop programming around our permanent collection (F2009-S2011); adding a formal Art History Major within the department to replace the previous, informal “alternative major” route to an art history major (S 2009); and introducing the “Art Handbook” for majors in the department to communicate in a concentrated way the philosophy, mission and goals of the department, and the means by which we accomplish those goals (F 2009).  Of course, moving into our wonderful, spacious new Adams Center for the Visual Arts in the F 2010 is a landmark for the department, and we look forward to seeing the results of larger, better equipped, purpose-built facility in the future.  
Nearly all of these changes emerged from our bi-monthly, dynamic department discussions about how to improve our program.  They often occurred alongside our assessment activities, not necessarily as a result of them, though in retrospect, it is clear that we had a firm intuitive grasp of the process.  Toward the very end of this six-year cycle, we did see convergence between the decisions made to improve the program and our assessment/program review activities.  We add this background to demonstrate both our dedication to the continued improvement of our program, and to explain the less than systematic assessment history that follows.  

4.2.1.2 Building on our Irvine Self-Study (F2005-S2007)
From 2005 to 2007 the goals we were pursing were cast in terms of Westmont’s Six Learning Standards, as we were instructed to do (as early as 2000, for Westmont’s Irvine Self-Study program).  We phrased our goals very succinctly:   

1. Judgment and Criticism (Active Social and Intellectual engagement)

2. Vocab & Written Communication (Oral and Written Communication)

3. Personal Vision; Faith w/o cliché (Christian Orientation)

4. Risk-taking and Initiative (A department specific goal)

5. Improvement of skills (A department specific goal)

For these years, we invented a variety of strategies to sharpen teaching in these areas.  In retrospect, many of our strategies were additional inputs, rather than assessed outcomes.  For example, we drew up vocabulary lists for students to master, decided that the MLA style guide would be the departmental standard for all writing assignments, complied a departmental writing portfolio of exemplary student work, decided to sharpen the prompts for writing artist’s statements, created a web-based gallery of exemplary student work, and negotiated new exhibition venues for student work in the Library.  

In one area, vocabulary, we did effectively assess outcomes.  For Goal #2, we targeted our lower division media-specific courses, and administered pre- and post- vocabulary quizzes.  Two faculty elected to give just one post-test, but both demonstrated substantial increases in mastery of technical language (pre-test 4% perfect score to 64% perfect score in Drawing I; 60% to 95% in Watercolor I).  Other faculty elected to allow multiple post-tests, until students scored 100% (printmaking, photography, ceramics, and computer graphics).  In either case, we were able to demonstrate that the classes are effective in increasing students’ mastery of the technical language of art, one of the department’s stated goals.  

A quotation from our Spring 2005 report sums up these initial years of our assessment activity very nicely:  “Overall, this review finds us full of strategies for improving our program, but still struggling with the evaluation and documentation of the success of our strategies” (p.3).  

4.2.1.3 Streamlining (F2007-S2008)

During the 2007-2008 school year, following the advice of the Program Review Committee, we streamlined our five goals into three: 

1. Analysis and Critical Thinking (Active Social and Intellectual Engagement)

2. Personal Vision; Risk & Initiative (Christian Orientation; Department Specific Goal)

3. Improvement of Skills (Written and Oral Communication; Department Specific Goal)

While these goals are still very broad and not expressed in terms of specific student learning outcomes, our grasp of the process did improve over the next few years.  From 2007-2010 we grasped more clearly the distinction between “inputs” and “outcomes” and focused our attention on finding ways to generate reliable data for the assessment of outcomes.  In our 2009 report, we wrote: 


In the past, we have used a variety of mechanisms to assess our progress toward these goals.  We’ve used vocabulary pre-and post- tests, specific assignments in given classes, a writing portfolio, a student web-gallery, outside critics, and exit interviews.  Over the years, our good intentions have resulted in a proliferation of mechanisms.  We are good at identifying a need and then inventing a process to address it.  We’ve not been so good at stepping back to see where we can piggy-back the assessment of several goals into one assessment mechanism.  Thus, we have had some difficulty actually keeping track of our several mechanisms, collecting the evidence and analyzing it collectively.  


4.2.1.4 Assessment vs. Program Review (F2008-S2010)

Following the advice of the Program Review Committee, Fall 2008 saw us reconsidering our program goals in light of our new mission statement.  This helped us focus more clearly on our goals as articulated in our mission, and moved us a bit closer to the PRC’s understanding of assessment and program review.  Though this nudge helped us carry out assessment activities more narrowly and productively, it did not move us entirely away from the language of “goals” to that of “learning outcomes.”  We did, at this point, however, decide to target our assessment energy at three specific areas: the Sophomore and Senior Projects, the “Criticism Project” in Art 131, and our upper-division core courses in general.  
4.2.1.4.1  A focus on Sophomore and Senior Project data

Beginning in 2008, we increased the linkages between the Sophomore and Senior Exhibition experiences so that we could generate a solid base of visual and verbal comparative date. (All So/Sr Project data is available in our assessment archive and in notebooks for each graduating class, in the art office.)  Our spring 2008 graduates were the first to have gone through an early version of the Sophomore Project and the Senior Exhibition, and we took time in three department meetings to discuss our initial data set, to see what it could tell us.  Here are the findings we reported in our Fall 2009 report (for the rubrics mentioned at the end, see Appendices 4.1 to 4.3): 
In spring 2008, we had for the first time a complete set of statements and projects from all our graduating seniors with a fair degree of “parallelism” between the two projects.  We took three department meetings to look at and discuss a handful of students’ materials: Carr, Cave, Chouinard, Dale and Davis.  Our main goals were to see 1) what kinds of questions this data can help us answer?  And 2) does the data, as we are currently collecting it, help us answer those questions as best we can?  We came to four conclusions:

1. Student comments confirmed the effectiveness of the sophomore project helping prepare students for the senior project.  That was good to know—because that was the original intent of the Sophomore Project.  

2. Students artists’ statements often incorporated material that was beside the point.  While we could use these statements to do some assessment of writing ability and control of technical vocabulary, we realized that we needed a sharper prompt to get students to distinguish their process from their formal artist’s statement.  We’ve added a stand-alone “process statement” to the requirements of both Sophomore and Senior Project.  We’ll look to this, especially, for correct use of terminology and for awareness of larger issues in the art world.  

3. On occasion, we still are missing images or parts of written work, which makes it more difficult to assess the progress we see in students’ technical ability and independence of vision.  We need to tighten up our record keeping.  Unfortunately, due to the Jesusita fire, the 2009 seniors took their work out of the gallery before Brad Elliott could document it for us.  While our administrative assistant worked on getting digital images from students, we were resigned to the fact that we would not get everything we needed this year.   

4. We think there is a lot of promise here for streamlining our program review process.  We will concentrate on improving and using this mechanism.


On the basis of our discussion, we developed a chart to help us track each student’s improvement, and a cohort’s improvement, from the sophomore project to the senior project.  

As a result of these discussions we adjusted our So/Sr project protocols, creating more structural parallels between the two projects:  

	Elements of Sophomore Project
	Elements of Senior Project

	1. Artwork

2. Artist’s Statement

3. Process Statement (added 2009-2010)

4. Professional, Public Display 

5. Post-Project Reflection

6. Public Critique (led by the senior class; faculty in attendance)

7. Post-Critique Reflection

8. Summary Grade—compiled from all the art faculty’s individual grades


	1. Body of Work

2. Artist’s Statement

3. Process Statement (added 2009-2010)

4. Professional, Public Juried Display 

5. Retrospective Reflection based on Sophomore project statements

6. Sr. critique of sophomore show

7. Faculty Critique

8. Critique by outside critic

9. General input from students on the program as a whole.  

10. General input from outside critic on the program as a whole, based on the products of the graduating seniors. 

11. Summary Grade—complied from all the art faculty’s individual grades



Over the course of the 2009-2010 school year, and into the beginning of fall 2010, we discussed the data gathered from our 2009 and 2010 graduates.  
We first discussed the Senior Reflections from the class of 2009 (See Appendix 4.4 & 4.5 for summaries of department discussions over the course of several meetings).  Students were asked to describe a turning point in their artistic education, and a key project or event that pushed them to capacity.  In both cases, an off-campus semester and the senior project were identified as crucial for student growth.  Off-Campus programs edged out Senior project in terms of turning points.  The reverse was true for challenging projects.  

We then turned to the data set as a whole.  This is what we reported in our 2010 year-end report:
In reviewing the data, thinking about what it can and can’t tell us, and testing our rubric, we noted the following:

1. Some students come to us proficient in certain skills.  How do we take that into account?  
2. We had not anticipated seeing so much continuity (particularly in theme) between the sophomore and senior projects.  This seems significant at least to “developing a personal vision.”  

3. The draft rubric was unhelpful.  We concluded that having each faculty choose a handful of students and use the data for each as a memory aid to generate a more qualitative assessment would be a better approach.  
Acting on these observations, the department chair simplified the rubric, and we used it, in early fall 2010 to discuss our 2010 grads.  (Appendix 4.6 shows the data we discussed.)  Here is what we reported later in that same report, on that discussion:
For the class of 2010, we have a complete data set.  At the end of the spring semester, following up on our observations from our work with the 2009 data, we chose a handful of students and used a looser, revised rubric to assess each student’s progress toward our goals.  The results were compiled in late September 2010, and discussed among the faculty on October 5.  
Using our revised draft rubric and dealing with students we knew well, we noted the following:

1. We saw more growth in “critical appreciation” than in “foundational skills” or “personal vision.”  We wondered if this isn’t because that’s actually where college work is most different from their previous high-school work.  We also noted that advanced, upper division work is a component of developing a “personal vision” and that we currently don’t have a mechanism to push students toward upper division electives.  We also discussed the challenge of getting students to take the criticism and art history courses that would enrich their sources for developing a “personal vision,” earlier rather than later in their college career.  Many of our students take Art 128 and Art 131 in their last semester of college.  

2. We discussed the reliability of these results, given that this time we intentionally selected students who we knew well.  

3. We observed that breaking the rubric down would yield more information—for example, in the “foundational skills” category, one student was a poor writer, but very strong in design.  She ended up with a “satisfactory” when she probably should have had an “unsatisfactory” in writing and an “outstanding” in design.  

4. We returned (again) to the challenge of motivating our students.  It’s hard to “light a fire” under them.  

5. We discussed (drawing on our SWOT analysis) how to deepen our students’ engagement in a specific medium.  

We drew several tentative conclusions from this very profitable discussion.  

1. Learning about doing Assessment: With respect to our rubric, we decided that in the future, we will be much more modest, and choose only one or two items to track in any given year.    

2. Personal Vision: Currently, we have no requirement in our program that students HAVE to take upper-division electives.  Tacitly, we endorse exposure to varied media over working in just a couple of media.  We could add a requirement for upper division electives (at least one, and optimally two) to our program description.    

3. Personal Vision: We decided to seriously consider re-arranging our course schedules so that Art 128 is offered in the Fall term, rather than in the spring.  That would necessarily distribute Art 128 and Art 131 over two semesters.  

4. Personal Vision: Using the language of “body of work” rather than “projects” for their studio products fosters a better understanding of what we are after.  “Projects” works well for our foundation courses.  But for all other courses, “body of work” is better suited to our goals.

5. Personal Vision: We want to explore the idea of unpaid, for-credit “TA-ships” where advanced students in a particular medium (e.g. graphics, painting, printmaking) could get a supervised independent study while working with intermediate level students.  This addresses a practical issue—namely, that we can’t ask our long-term adjunct faculty to teach independent studies because of the budget implications.  But this would allow students to purse advanced work without budget impact.  

6. Personal Vision: We discussed the implications of having THREE foundational courses.  We are unusual in this respect.  Most other colleges (we discovered, after some comparative investigation) only offer one, or at most two, foundation courses.  Our program requires more entry-level work than advanced work.  This is a complex issue, as our foundation courses currently serve the GE.  Scaling those back has big implications for the college and for the department.  Nonetheless, we think it’s an issue we need to explore, for the sake of our students’ learning.  

4.2.1.4.2  A focus on “Criticism Project” data from Art 131

In addition to concentrating our data-gathering efforts on the Sophomore and Senior Projects, during the 2007-2008 year, the department introduced a draft rubric for evaluating the extent to which we are accomplishing our goals for the semester project in Art 131—Theory and Criticism.  The “Criticism Project” for Art 131 is a challenging, semester-long investigation of a body of critical literature devoted to some contemporary art form.  Students are asked to analyze this body of literature in light of the major themes and issues we cover in class readings and discussion. The project is broken down into five phases, and at each phase, the student gets feedback from the professor. Each student also gets at least one face-to-face research session with the professor to insure that they are headed in the right direction.  

This project gives us data relevant to two of our student learning outcomes:  Goal 2C 1& 2, and Goal 3A.  The rubric is targeted specifically to Goal 2C 1 & 2, where the horizontal axis assesses the degree to which students “identify key people and themes from the history of Western art criticism” and the vertical axix assesses the degree to which students “apply a variety of theories to a body of contemporary art criticism.”  
In 2008-2009 a third criterion was added—bibliographic accomplishment.  This is a legacy of our earlier assessment efforts under Westmont’s “Written and Oral Communication Standard,” and does not actually relate to any of our current learning outcomes.  But since Art 131 is a writing intensive course and therefore of interest for reviewing our GE, it seems helpful to continue tracking this information.  

In the fall of 2010, the PRC pointed out that we would do well to separate the art majors out from the other students taking Art 131, and by Spring 2011, we had comparative data for these three objectives from three years of Art 131.  

One thing to keep in mind in reviewing this data is that the Criticism Project is one of four requirements for the class.  It is possible to do poorly on this project and still earn a respectable grade for the course.  One shouldn’t interpret a large number of “sub-par” projects with a large number of failing students.
Criticism Project Overall Assessment 2008-2011

	H Axis = handling of course readings

V Axis = handling of primary critical sources
	Relevant, correct, meaningful connections with the course readings
	Some correct, meaningful connections to course readings; some missed opportunities
	Random connections; missed opportunities, superficial application
	Misunderstanding of course texts; or no connections

	Properly selected sources, solid meta-analysis of critical criteria
	2008: 7 (pilot)

2009: 8

2010: 10

2011: 11 / 4 (art)
	2008: 6

2009: 7

2010: 5

2011: 4 / 2
	2008: 0

2009: 0

2010: 0

2011: 4 / 2
	2008: 1

2009: 0

2010:0

2011: 0 / 0

	Some appropriate sources with some meta-analysis
	2008: 0

2009: 1

2010: 2

2011: 0 / 0
	2008: 3

2009: 10

2010: 9

2011: 10 / 10
	2008: 4

2009: 1

2010: 2

2011: 3 / 3
	2008: 0

2009: 0

2010: 2

2011: 1 / 1

	Poorly chosen sources; weak meta-analysis 
	2008: 0

2009: 0

2010: 0

2011: 0 / 0
	2008: 0

2009: 3

2010: 0

2011: 2 / 2
	2008: 6

2009: 1

2010: 2

2011: 2 / 2
	2008: 1

2009: 1

2010: 0

2011: 0 / 0

	Inappropriate sources; 

No meta-analysis
	2008: 0

2009: 0

2010: 0

2011:0 / 0
	2008:0

2009: 0

2010: 1

2011: 0 / 0
	2008: 1

2009: 0

2010: 0

2011: 0 / 0
	2008:0

2009: 4

2010: 0

2011: 1 / 1


Bibliographic Accomplishment:

	
	Error Free
	Minor Errors
	Numerous Errors
	Unacceptable

	Bibliographic format


	2008: no data

2009: 10  

2010: 10 

2011: 9 / 8 (art) 
	2008: 

2009: 15

2010: 16

2011: 16 / 10
	2008: 

2009: 8

2010: 7

2011: 8 / 4
	2008: 

2009: 3

2010: 0

2011: 5 / 5


Comparative Summary

	
	2008 (pilot)
	2009
	2010
	2011 (w/ art majors broken out)

	Total number of projects
	31
	36 of 39 completed
	33
	38; 27 by art majors

	% of acceptable projects
	52 %
	72%
	79%
	76% of all students

67% of the art majors

	% sub-par projects 
	48%
	28%
	21%
	24% of all students

33% of the art majors

	% bibliographically acceptable
	Data not gathered
	69%
	79%
	66% of all students

67% of the art majors

	% bibliographically sub-par
	Data not gathered
	31%
	21%
	34% of all students

33% of the art majors


Discussion of results:  

In spite of the intense supervision and support offered by the professor, a number of students each year fall prey to two typical errors, both of which indicate challenges in higher order critical skills.  A small number—in spite of regular counsel not to do so—choose to write a report on their chosen art form.  This mistake invalidates the two main goals of the project because they have not engaged a body of critical literature, nor have they engaged the themes and issues central to Western art criticism that we’ve discussed in class.  Working with these students is frustrating because it is clear that conceptually, they simply can’t make the leap from the lower order skill of reporting to the higher order skills of analysis and synthesis.  Others—and this, though less serious, is still an error—analyze a body of contemporary art criticism, but fail to make any connections to the course material.  Though they go beyond reporting to analysis, but they don’t move from analysis to synthesis.  They can be evaluated on their handling of the external sources, but not on their understanding of, and use of the sources from class.  These two, typical errors, described and warned against repeatedly in class and in private consultation, account for most of the “sub-par” projects that are turned in.  It is clear that the project pushes students to develop the higher order thinking skills, though some, at the time they take the course, do not yet have these skills completely under control.  
In addition to these conceptual challenges, the character of each class varies.  One instigation for the development of this rubric was the exceptionally weak class of 2008 (only 52% turning in acceptable projects) with large number of students struggling simply to finish the project.  Five students had documented learning disabilities; two additional students were struggling with major emotional issues.  Three more (a group of close friends) were suffering from advanced senioritis and simply lacked the motivation to apply themselves to this challenging project.  We were heartened to see that numbers of acceptable projects increased to 72% the following year.  In 2010 Professor DeBoer handed the chart out to the class to help explain the goals of the project, and while that may account for the bump in the percentage of acceptable projects that year (to 79%), she did the same in 2011, with slightly lower results (76%).  

In 2011, the department broke out the performance of the art majors, demonstrating that by-and-large, art students are less successful with this particular project than the class at large.  The department will strategize during this next assessment cycle toward improving the art majors’ overall performance on this project.  
The department has also expressed concern to Sarah Skripsky, our liaison for writing intensive courses, on two counts.  First, the number of students in the class is too large for a writing intensive class that requires an enormous amount of graded, written work and sustained supervision from the professor.  Second, it is deeply frustrating that the professor can not count on students having the basic bibliographic skills necessary for the successful completion of this project.  It is simply not possible, and, we would argue, it is inappropriate to use precious time in a packed, conceptually driven upper-division course like this to teach basic research and documentation skills.  

4.2.1.4.3  A Focus on Upper Division Core Courses
Finally, during the 2010-2011 school year, acting on the advice of the PRC to concentrate on higher order skills rather than foundational skills, we piloted a simple survey that asked students in three, core upper division courses to assess the degree to which that class helped them accomplish the goals stated in our departmental mission (on a 1 – 5 scale, where 1 = “not at all” and 5 = “a great deal”):  

	Goal
	
	Art 128

(21 of 25)
	Art 131

(21 of 27)
	Art 193/5

(12 of 17)

	1 A/B
	Drawing & design
	1.5
	1.7
	3.8

	1 C
	Visual Analysis & Criticism
	4.5
	4.8
	4.3

	2 A
	Independent Exploring media
	3.0
	3.4
	4.2

	2 B/C
	Independent exploration in history & theory
	4.8
	4.7
	3.5

	3 
	Critical appreciation for the role of art
	4.9
	4.8
	4

	4
	Discerning grasp of current art world
	4.8
	4.4
	3.5

	5 
	Personal vision for vocation 
	4.0
	4.2
	3.8


We decided to use the same survey in all three classes (see Appendix 4.7) even though it is clear that a course in Art Theory is not designed to provide avenues for exploring various media, and the Senior Seminar is not designed to serve as a survey of contemporary art.  We expected low assessments in certain areas in certain courses.  Interestingly, current students in the department have a strong conviction that their upper division courses are fostering progress toward our higher-order program goals (Goals 3-7).  Yet alumni (3.3.3), reflecting on their education in light of subsequent experience, gave us lower scores, particularly for goals 6 and 7.  These preliminary results, taken in conjunction with our alumni survey and our own work with our Sophomore and Senior Project data, have sharpened our sense of what we want to learn in our next assessment cycle from data that is not so heavily weighted toward  self-reporting.    
4.2.2 Conclusions 

Though this assessment narrative shows us tackling too many program goals at once, and inadequately focused on learning outcomes, our discussions nonetheless all began to point in a consistent direction, which was subsequently confirmed by our program review work.  We’ve decided to remove Art 001 from the departmental core and add a requirement for upper-division studio work.  Art 001 will be retained as a GE class for non-majors, and accepted as a lower-division elective unit toward the major.  This will reduce our studio foundations to just Art 10—Design I and Art 15—Drawing I, much more in keeping with other curricula.  This change, in conjunction with the discussion in the GE section of this report, will go some way toward equalizing teaching loads among studio faculty, push more art majors into under-enrolled upper-division courses, and increase the major overall.    

In order to more helpfully sequence upper-division core courses for students, we are also taking steps to re-sequence Art 128 (Modern & Contemporary) and Art 131 (Theory & Criticism) to the fall semester.  Up to now, both courses have been offered only during the spring semester.  This has allowed students to postpone two courses dedicated to higher-order skills to their last semester in college, when they are also preparing their Senior Projects and taking Senior Seminar.  Distributing these courses over the fall and spring semesters will encourage students to take them over multiple semesters, extending the period of time during which they are immersed in higher-order skills.    

4.2.3 The Next Assessment Cycle

Below, we’ve mapped out a six-year cycle that will let us investigate all our higher-order student learning outcomes.  
	2011-2012
	Goal 2 A: Independent, creative exploration in various media 

1. Students will successfully complete at least independent project In each non-foundational studio class

2. Students will recognize the connection between concept and choice of medium 


	Written and Oral (& Visual) Communication

	2012-2013
	Goal 5: Focus on Artistic and Christian Vocation 

2. Students will evaluate a variety of theoretical positions with respect to their Christian values and convictions

3. Students will articulate their own vision for being a Christian and an artist in the art world. 


	Christian Understanding, Practices and Affections

	2013-2014
	Goal 2 B: Independent, creative exploration, in the history of art 

1. Students will identify key movements, people and eras in the history of art

2. Students will effectively compare and contrast works from varied stylistic and historical periods.  

	Diversity, Global Awareness

	2014-2015
	Goal 2 C: Independent, creative exploration in the theory of art 

1. Students will identify key people and themes from the history of Western art criticism

2. Students will apply a variety of theories of art to a body of contemporary art criticism

3. Students will synthesize their own working theory of art and art criticism 

	Critical Thinking & Information Literacy

	2015-2016
	Goal Four: Toward a discerning grasp of the contours of our current art world

1. Students will locate themselves and their work in the contemporary field.

2. Students will make informed and thoughtful judgments about contemporary art


	Active Social and Intellectual Engagement & Physical and Emotional Health

	2016-2017
	Focus on Personal Vision
2-A1: Students will identify themes, issues, or problems that they wish to pursue in their own work

2-B3: Students will identify artists or art historians from a variety of periods, including the present, whose work, process, or method informs their own. 

5-A: Students will assess their growth as artists via their Sophomore and a Senior Projects


	Creative Expression & Research


For our next year of assessment, we are concentrating on Program Goal 2A: Independent, creative exploration in various media.  We’ve identified two Student Learning Outcomes: 1) Students will successfully complete at least one independent project in each non-foundational studio class, and 2) Students will recognize the connection between concept and choice of medium.  We have a draft rubric (Appendix 4.8) for the evaluation of independent studio work, and will use Sophomore and Senior Project Data to evaluate students’ success in recognizing the connection between concept and medium.  

5. GENERAL EDUCATION AND SERVICE COURSES
5.1 The Art Department’s service to General Education 

	GE ART 
	Fall 05
	Sp 06
	Fall 06
	Sp 07
	Fall 07
	Sp 08
	Fall 08
	Sp 09
	Fall 09
	Sp 10
	Fall 10
	Sp 11
	Fall 11
	Sp 12
	
	Ideal even fall
	Ideal odd Sp
	Ideal odd fall
	Ideal even Sp

	Art 001
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	*1
	*1
	
	2
	1
	2
	1

	Art 010
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	1
	
	1
	2
	1
	2

	Art 015
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2
	1
	2
	1
	
	2
	1
	2
	1

	Art 180
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	
	 
	1
	 
	1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Art 021
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	
	1
	 
	1
	 

	Art 022
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	
	 
	1
	 
	2

	Art 023
	1
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	1
	 

	# / Term
	7
	4
	6
	4
	7
	4
	6
	5
	5
	5
	7
	7
	6
	5
	
	6
	6
	7
	7

	# / Year
	 
	11
	 
	10
	 
	11
	 
	11
	 
	10
	 
	14
	 
	11
	
	 
	12
	 
	13

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* The low number of Art 001 sections for 2011-2012 is due to a Professional Development course release for Scott Anderson and a course release for John Carlander, who is chairing the department.  
5.1.1 Contributions: The Art Department supplies many classes and sections to Westmont’s GE curriculum.  Our core contributions are in the “Common Inquiries” section of the GE.  Art 001, 010, 015 and 180 fulfill “Performing and Interpreting the Arts.”  Art 021 and 022 fulfill “Thinking Historically.”  Art 023 fulfills “Thinking Globally.”   In our current configuration, we serve approximately 290 Westmont students every year in these courses.  
Additionally, Art 131 is a writing intensive class that serves a number of music and theatre students as their “outside the major” writing intensive course.  All our upper division studio classes, and two art history classes—Art 132 and Art 133—fulfill the “Productions and Performances” category in “Competent and Compassionate Action.”  
5.2.1 Challenges and Solutions: Because we know how important arts education is, we are pleased to serve the GE curriculum so vigorously.  One of the challenges Westmont has faced in phasing in the new GE, created issues for the art department.  In 2007-2008 especially, demand for GE courses—especially PIA course—sometimes outstripped supply.  For 2008-2009 the art department was asked to add another section of Design I to absorb some of this new demand. While we were happy to do this, we also began to wonder about the impact of so much GE on our curriculum.  A little investigation revealed a curious situation, described in an April 2008 memo the chair wrote to Bill Wright, Marianne Robins and Ray Rosentrater:

The dialogue about our need in 2008-09 for more lower division GE courses for “Performing and Interpreting the Arts” got me thinking in a more general way, about how these courses are currently distributed across our fine arts departments.  I did a bit of looking around, and discovered that right now, the bulk of these courses are being offered in the visual arts by the art department.  While we certainly celebrate the high degree of interest in our courses, it does appear that students flock to these courses, because they are pretty much the only ones on offer!  (Full memo in Appendix 5.1)
The chart that accompanied the memo (Appendix 5.2) showed the lay of the land in 2007-2009.  This exchange started a productive chain of thought in the department, leading us to re-imagine our GE contributions in order to continue serving the college, but maintain equilibrium in our department.  This involved adding an additional section of Art 015 (Drawing I) every year, adding Art 015 to the GE (see Appendix 5.3 for the full rationale), deleting a section of Art 001, and eventually, deciding to remove Art 001 from the major while retaining it as a GE.  Now the GE load our studio faculty bear is more-or-less evenly distributed (more-or-less, because enrollment caps are different in these courses).  As an added benefit, we are now able to designate one section of Drawing I as “majors only.”  All these changes are visible in the chart at the beginning of this section.  
5.2.3. Compliments: Excerpts from Westmont’s 2010 GE Program Review Report demonstrate that the art department’s contributions to GE are valued (see summary document in Appendix 5.4).
Thinking Globally

It was conjectured that humanities courses such as World Literature and World Art would not prove as effective in helping students develop a global perspective as Social Science courses would be. This did not prove to be the case. In fact, the highest average course scores were found among these classes. 

Performing & Interpreting the Arts

John Carlander’s work in ART 10 was singled out as providing an exemplary model for both effective instruction and assessment of bona fide student work. The particular characteristics of the assignment were: 

1. The assignment was built upon an exercise in which students were called upon to demonstrate their skill in a particular technique (color mixing in this case) according to criteria communicated to the students as part of the assignment. 

2. The production assignment was coupled with a reflective exercise in which students were asked to describe their design and production processes and to analyze the results of their efforts. As part of the prompt, students were provided with a list of some 100 terms that had been introduced in the course of the semester. The student responses were evaluated on the basis of their correct choice and use of the supplied (or other appropriate) terms. This work has resulted in a process that now has strong buy in across the disciplines offering Performing and Interpreting the Arts and has generated some excitement about the way the results might inform future work. 

5.2 The Art Department’s service to other Majors

A few art classes serve other majors.  Art 180 serves our liberal studies majors and is tightly calibrated to the education department’s needs.  Art 131 is required for music majors and serves as an upper-division elective for theater and English majors.  Art 010 and Art 015 are elective courses for theater majors as well.      
6. FINANCIAL AND PROGRAM RESOURCES
6.1 Financial Resources
“Art/design programs were the most robust and faculty morale the highest, where administrative philosophical support for the visual arts was matched with actual funding” (NSR 13).
6.1.2 Departmental Budget
The arts are expensive.  They require specialized spaces, specialized equipment, and a range of faculty expertise.  This is reflected in the art department’s budget.  A summary of our yearly budgets can be found in Appendix 6.1.

6.1.2.1 The “Core” Budget:  Our annual budget has ranged from $19,320 in 2005-2006 to $20,190 in 2010-2011. These numbers represent a 4.2% increase over the six years in this review cycle.  A portion of those monies ($4600 in 2005-06 and $4880 in 2010-11) are reserved for student workers.  At current funding levels, that leaves the department with approximately $15,310 to support programming.  
Over these last six years, the costs associated with important elements of our program have risen exponentially.  For example, chartering a bus for our Art 01 Getty excursions (two/year) and for field trips to Los Angeles (two/year) has gone from ~$600/trip to ~$1,100/trip.  From 2005-2007 we had only one field trip each year.  In 2008, in response to our need to give students more sustained exposure to contemporary art, we decided to offer field trips once a semester.  Obviously, this now consumes a big chunk of our budget.  What began as an ~$1800/year expense is now a ~$4400/year investment.  Yet we are loathe to scale back on either activity.  Many students in Art 001 (Principles of Art), believe it or not, have never visited an art museum.  The fieldtrip, taken at the end of the semester and tied into their final exam, is an electrifying experience.  Fieldtrips for our majors not only expose students to contemporary art, they become fodder for class discussion throughout the remainder of the term.  The 2010 NSR underscores the importance of fieldtrips, even recommending longer, weekend excursions: “CCCU institutions need to be financially diligent to provide funds for yearly long-distance student field trips to major art museums.  Funding methods for traveling sports teams may serve as useful models” (p. 83).
Other major, predictable expenses include our copy machine which costs us an astounding ~$3500/year, and our scholarship dinner, an important communal event in our department, and done in lieu of an event just for graduating seniors.
6.1.2.2 Course Fees:  Material costs have risen just as precipitously. In addition to our annual budget, the art department manages $35,000 to $41,000 in course fee income every year.  Because costs have risen so dramatically over the last six years, we’ve added course fees, increased course fees, and added course fees for Mayterm classes (Appendix 6.2).  We’ve also experimented with three different vendors in order to get the best value for our money.  Even so, we’ve struggled to maintain our budget while adequately supplying courses, and we still spend about $4000 a year to cover costs for some classes that have no fee, to pay for models for Life Drawing, and to absorb extras for courses that do have course fees.  
6.1.2.3 The Total Budget Picture:  All of which (student workers, bus rentals, copy machine, and regular materials costs above course fees) leaves us with under $3500 for all other expenses: postage, departmental subscriptions, expenses for our outside critic, honoraria for guest lecturers, hospitality, sponsorship of campus events, and most importantly, there are no longer any monies for equipment replacement.  With judicious management, we used to support our program AND be able to reserve a few thousand dollars a year to invest in our equipment and facilities.  This is no longer possible.  We are using every last dollar of our budget simply to fund the year’s activities.  We are incredibly grateful for our new space, but with more classrooms to equip and new needs that arise, we are really struggling to make ends meet.
6.1.2.4 The Invisible Budget Line:  It’s been an ongoing frustration for us that there is no “rollover” line in the department or college budget for regular upgrades for our computer lab.  This finds Scott Anderson, the department chair and colleagues from IT scrambling every three to four years to find money to purchase 25 new state-of-the-art computers, the accompanying software, and auxiliary tools.  Appendices 6.3 to 6.5 detail, via CIP requests, our on-going management of this situation.  According to the 2010 NSR, 

Almost three-quarters of the responding members and affiliates reported their art/design computer equipment was updated every one to three years. Six institutions reported their computer equipment was updated every four to five years and one, every six to seven years.  The obvious concern in these numbers was the rapid rate in which technology changes in the 21st Century. The need for on-going investment in state-of-the-art computers on campus is not exclusive to art/design programs. However, in order for design students to learn current technologies on CCCU campuses, up-to-date equipment must also be available to them. Six schools indicated that their institution’s art/design computer equipment was not updated on a regular schedule. A lack of replacement schedules fuel on-going need by campus departments to compete for institutional dollars and to spend art/design chairs’ time bidding for new computer purchases.” (p. 76)

Our current graphics lab computers were installed in Fall 2009.  They are now in their third year of use.  It’s already time to begin brainstorming about how to pay for the renewal of the lab.  We’d like to work with the college to create a rollover fund that would allow the college to budget a certain amount every year for necessary, periodic computer replacement.  

6.1.2.5 A Request:  Because we are working with such a tight budget, it would be wonderful if budget processes could be cleaned up in two ways.  Specifically there are problems in these areas: ongoing confusion between department and museum; the accuracy and timeliness of Journal Entries from Reprographics and from the Procurement & Auxiliary Services Office.  

Every couple of months, the chair and the department’s administrative assistant have to comb through vendorlink accounts to find errors.  And find them we do.  At one point, in disputing a $400 charge to the department, the chair was told by a member of our business office that this amount was “not significant enough to me [that is, to our colleague in the business office] to engage in an extended exchange.”  Here is a portion of the chair’s response to this colleague, (9/7/2010) which illustrate the issues:  

$400 for you may not seem like much. But it's all a matter of scale. For us, it's a field trip to Los Angeles for our majors. Or an honorarium for a guest speaker from the Getty. Or having refreshments at the senior show opening. We watch our bottom line to the last dollar in order to maximize resources for our students. If $400 seems small to you, imagine my frustration at having $50 here and $50 there go missing because Reprographics is charging the chapel attendance cards to our account, or the gallery's order for name tags for new art council members gets billed to us rather than to them. Each, individually, is trivial. Together, they add up. 

As for my monthly vendorlink checking...mostly, I've caught many, many problems with journal entries. There are a couple departments on campus where these are not handled with precision or timeliness. The bookstore is great. They enter their charges regularly, and they are always accurate. Reprographics is a disaster on several levels...not least of which is the confusion they created around the introduction of the new canon printer/copiers, which cost us at least $2500 last year [Note: this was for less than a total year’s use]. I've spent quite a bit of time trying to help Sodexo understand the difference between the department and the gallery (I hope that this year, we've finally got it figured out because 8 art council breakfasts at c. $350 a pop really adds up!). Various other departments regularly use journal entries to charge for services and it's not uncommon to discover that the charges should have gone elsewhere. A couple of times we've been double charged. All this to say, as the chief steward of our department's financial resources, I can't let our funds go bleeding away through inattention. I've no doubt that if other department chairs did the same, they'd find similar problems. 

Last year, in addition to the situation with the canon copier, I probably disputed over $1000 worth of transactions. For us, that's more than 10% of our department's "discretionary" spending (take our budget, and subtract the student worker line, and the classroom supplies line, and we're left with about $7000 for other department activities and expenses).  Moreover, my diligence caught $370 in fraudulent charges that Verizon is refunding us, and identified a subscription renewal scam that our department had, apparently, been falling prey to for many years. Given what I see on this small scale, I do worry what the cumulative effects of all this are at the macro level…But given this situation, I'll need to continue to monitor the department's vendorlink accounts carefully so as not to short-change our students through inattention.

Finally, the Procurement Office could help by processing major purchases in a timely way. In April 2008 the department chair filed requests for $5000 worth of new office furniture for our new gallery director.  We’d carefully planned to cover these costs in our 2007-2008 budget, saying “no” to other needs (see CIP requests).  The amount was not billed to our account in 07-08, but rather in 08-09.  The $5000 we’d saved in 07-08 evaporated at the end of the fiscal year, and we were charged an additional $5000 the following year.  Essentially, the department paid for this furniture twice.  With a lot of sleuthing, several e-mails and two follow-up meetings, the department chair eventually rectified the problem. But the time and energy this took could have been used much more productively.  Anecdotally, I’ve heard from colleagues that this experience is not unique.  


6.1.3. Scholarships 
The department is thankful to have approximately $34,000 a year to award in scholarships. These scholarships are very important for our students. As mentioned above, art is expensive. The additional financial support is a tremendous encouragement for young artists.

We have one external award of $1000 from the Santa Barbara Art Foundation. There are four endowed scholarships, which range from $2000 to $5000 and together constitute approximately $14,000. Approximately $19,000 is distributed among three additional named scholarships ($1000-$2000 each), and general art department scholarships ($1000-$500 each). All scholarships are awarded competitively. All students submit a cover letter and a digital portfolio. Incoming students must also provide two letters of reference; continuing students must provide a progress statement. We are indebted to Professor Susan Savage, our point person for scholarships, for her careful work in this complicated area.  Under Sue’s leadership, the full-time faculty review portfolios together and make scholarship decisions collectively.
6.2 Facilities

It is impossible to overstate our enthusiasm for The Adams Center for the Visual Arts. We are very proud of all we accomplished over the last years in the Art Center. The Art Center gave the art program a place and an identity, and helped us grow from 6-8 majors a year in the 1990s to, on average, 18 majors a year. The growth of the department, however, in terms of both numbers of majors, but also with respect to service to the new GE, really put a strain on the Art Center. We are very happy to now have adequate facilities to serve our students and the college. 
Space was an issue in the Art Center. We had very small print and ceramics studios.  Students in those areas could come to class, demo’s and lectures, but would have to return later to work on their projects due to lack of space. Beyond that, the print and ceramics studios were enclosed patios, with fabulous ventilation but no temperature control. Students froze (and clay and glazes thickened) in the winter and cooked during heat waves. We were also scattered around the campus: sculpture was, until the Tea Fire, in a quonset hut up by the library, computer graphics was in the Stamps Lab in the basement of the library, and Photography was in the Observatory. After the Tea Fire, Sculpture was moved closer to the Art Center, but it was conducted under a temporary awning, and tools were stored in a container unit. 
Our upstairs classroom (AC 201) was in constant use, accommodating two sections of Principles, two sections of Design, Drawing, Art for Children, and Crafts. Because every student had to pack everything up after every class, and the classroom had to be turned around for another type of course, students lost momentum, and only had evening access to the space for working on their projects. Drawing II (Life Drawing) was taught in the downstairs Art History room, which meant that before class could start, students had to remove 50 desks and set up the lights and screens for class. After class, the whole process had to be reversed—and quickly, before the next class started. 
Needless to say, we are very happy that in the Adams Center, we are all together and finally have specialized spaces. Not only that, we are at the heart of campus, and traffic patterns take most of the college population past our studios and past the Museum every day. Our new studios are more spacious—an entire class can be accommodated for lectures, demo’s and studio work at the same time. Students have space to work outside of class, and can return to work on their projects throughout the day and well into the night. 
6.3 Program Resources
In general, we are pleased with the way we’ve been supported by staff in other offices at the college.  We know that in some cases we are under-utilizing the expertise available there.  As we reflect on our goals for the next program review cycle, we will be taking into account how our colleagues elsewhere at the college could be supporting us and our students. 


6.3.1 Art Program Staff

Our major concern (since 1999) in the area of staff does not have to do with staff and resources elsewhere in the college, but rather with our own departmental staff.  The “dual-purpose” role of our administrative assistant who serves both the museum and the department has long been unworkable.  To be very clear, it is not a problem with the quality of our staff.  It is a problem with the quantity.  
In making our case in June of 2010, the department chair sent the following explanation to the Provost.  Redacted, the entire document with a longer history of our situation can be found in Appendix 6.6.
There are four issues at stake for us here.  First, from its inception, the combined position virtually requires expensive overtime.  In part this is because of the number of evening receptions and special events that exceed the normal 40 hour work week, but more so it is due to the sheer number of responsibilities.  Managing the overtime is a financial and logistical challenge that becomes more severe as we raise the profile of the gallery program and increase the expectations for what departmental secretaries do.  Second, and more critically, the experiences, skills and educational background required for the gallery assistant far outstrip the skills required for the secretarial role.  Yet the position remains hourly, tethered to the description of a secretary.  Third, as chronicled below, Westmont has increased the scale and profile of the gallery program over the last eight years yet we’ve not added support staff.  In fact, in the 2009 round of belt-tightening we lost Westmont’s salaried Arts Coordinator. While the Arts Coordinator position wasn’t dedicated 100% to the art department, that person did relieve our secretary/gallery assistant of quite a bit of PR and development work.  Fourth, in the last years new tasks have been added to the typical job description of a departmental secretary—most significantly, updating department websites (in our case, two websites—one for the gallery and one for the department) and assisting the chair with assessment and program review.  With the increased burdens of both gallery work and departmental work, what was already difficult in 1999 when we first made this request, is now untenable.  

We are pleased that the college has recognized the complexity of our situation and created the position of collections manager to take some of the pressure off the administrative assistant.  Last year the Provost’s Office also generously funded a short-term part-time “assistant-to-the-assistant” who helped our front-office person manage the department end of things.  Nonetheless, the amount of work to be done continues to exceed the parameters of one, hourly employee.  Over the next program review cycle, we’d like to complete the process of disentangling the “art department secretary” position from the “assistant to the museum director” position, and adequately staff all aspects of our program.  
6.3.2 Library collections & staff
The art department is pleased with the support we get from the Library and its staff.  Library staff have been responsive to our requests to order books, do a great job maintaining the general art collection with limited resources, and are always willing to conduct special research instruction sessions for our classes.  We’ve used Savannah Kelly and Robin Long as resources for Art 21, Art 22, Art 195 and Art 131. 

The library has also, over the last six years, evolved into a secondary display space for student work and for small auxiliary exhibitions.  We are thankful for Dr. Quast’s enthusiasm for connecting the library to departments, and for her willingness to have her staff work with ours to enable this connection.  

6.3.3 Internship Office

We enjoy excellent support from the Office of Internships and Practica. The alumni who responded to our survey 
who did an internship were unanimous in their appreciation for the experience (3.3.2.6). Interestingly, survey respondents were more likely to have participated in an internship than our general pool of graduates (52.5% vs. 42%).  45 of our 108 graduates participated in an internship.  40% of those were done at the Urban Program in San Francisco.  40% were done in Santa Barbara under the supervision of a professor in the art department, and 20% were done in conjunction with the Office of Internships & Practica.  

Because of the prominent role the Urban Program plays for our art-student interns, 35% of art students who did an internships, took 8 units.  26.7% did a 2-unit internship.  15.5% did a 4-unit internship.  The number of 3-unit (6.7%) and 1-unit internships (15.5%) attests to their usefulness for students who need a bit of “wiggle-room” in order to help their transfer or OCP units add up to the correct number of over-all art units necessary for the major.  
Though Internships and Practica were not a focus for us during this assessment and program review cycle, the data we gathered from our alumni survey and our 2009 Senior Reflections, along with alumni comments and SNAAP data, show the degree to which art students see internships as valuable for learning.  We also noted alumni desires for more practical preparation for life after college.  In our next review cycle, we will consider how we might connect Internships and Practica to our learning outcomes, and to these student and alumni desires.  

6.3.4 Office of Life Planning
Staff from the Office of Life Planning participate regularly in Art 195 (Senior Seminar).  One of our challenges, though, is endemic to Westmont—students have a hard time appreciating what OLP can do for them while they are still students. However, with the data we have to hand, and in light of our desire to evaluate our internships and our mechanisms for enhancing students’ preparation for life after Westmont, we will, during our next review cycle, consider how we might use this valuable resource more effectively.    

6.3.5 Off-Campus Programs

We enjoy a very positive relationship with the office of off campus programs, whose staff are efficient and unfailingly helpful.  Our alumni survey (3.3.2.5) and our Sr. Reflection data (4.2.1.4.1) both underscore student perceptions of the value of an off-campus semester.  Additionally, the art department has served Off Campus Programs by supplying faculty for two programs: a 2006 Europe Mayterm, and the 2009 Fall Europe Semester.  
According to data from OCP, 84 (78%) of our alumni participated in an off campus program during this review cycle.  This aligns well with our alumni data, that reports 76% of respondents’ participation in an OCP.  SACI, Cortona and Urban are our most utilized off-campus programs.  

	Program
	Graduates
	
	Program
	Survey

	SACI
	28.6%
	
	SACI
	26.8%

	Cortona
	22.6%
	
	Non-WM Other
	22.0%

	Urban
	15.5%
	
	Urban
	19.5%

	Non-WM Other
	14.3%
	
	Cortona
	17.1%

	NYCAMS
	9.5%
	
	Orvieto
	9.8%

	Orvieto
	6.0%
	
	WM Other
	7.3%

	WM Other
	3.6%
	
	NYCAMS
	4.9%

	
	
	
	
	

	% of total
	78%
	
	
	76%


In our next review cycle, we will assess more clearly what, exactly each of these programs is doing for our students and how we might more effectively harness off-campus learning to our program goals.  

6.3.6 Disability Services

We are heavy users of the Office of Disability Services.  It would be interesting to know if the art department has a higher proportion of students with documented learning disabilities that other departments have. We are sure that data is available, but have hesitated to ask Michelle Hardley to generate it these last months.  But whether that is the case or not, Professor Hardley is an excellent resource for us as we seek to work with our students.  We especially appreciate her clear articulation of accommodations as ways to help students fulfill the course requirements rather than circumvent them. Her experience and wisdom is indispensable. She is always eager to help. This last year, as her student load increased dramatically, her ability to respond to faculty as quickly as she’d like decreased.  But that is a limitation of time, not of talent or willingness.
6.4 Conclusions  
Considering all the resources that enable our work, financial, human, physical, and programmatic, we are struck by the generous support Westmont has given to the visual arts.  Christian colleges and universities are not always the most hospitable environments for the arts, and Westmont should be proud of its record here.  We note that with respect to physical plant and institution-wide program resources, we are very well supported.  We also note that with respect to financial resources and staffing, we have gaps that could, if not addressed, eventually hobble this vigorous, unique and otherwise well-resourced program that stands out among its sister institutions.   

7. CONCLUSION AND LONG-TERM VISION
Note: Please find our self-evaluation with respect to WASC’s Program Learning Goal rubric appended to this report in Appendix 7.1
7.1 Major department accomplishments over last 6 years
The art department has undergone substantial transformation over the last six years.  Our noteworthy accomplishments include:  

· The conclusion of our Irvine Diversity Grant, which helped us begin networking among artists of color, and gave us a sense of the challenges we face (S 2006)

· Strengthening the Sophomore and Senior Projects, and harnessing them more effectively for assessment (2006-2009)

· Writing a Mission, Philosophy and Vision Statement for the department (2008) 

· The addition of an endowed chair, and the hiring of Dr. Judy Larson to fill it (2008).  With Dr. Larson’s arrival, we note the professionalization of our exhibition program, moving from a “gallery framework” to a “museum framework;” and the award of a highly competitive IMSL grant

· The Introduction of The Art Handbook (F 2009) 

· The addition of an Art History Major in the department (F 2010), eliminating the former “alternative major” process that students had used from 2000-2009  
· Moving from the Art Center to the Adams Center, though the move is not entirely complete, as there are still many details that need attention (F 2010) 

7.2 Where we’d like to be in 2016-2017; and how we hope to get there  

Our vision for the next six years includes:

Student Learning
· Successful implementation of the changes to our departmental core outlined above with the aim of increasing student progress toward our higher-order program goals


· Improved documentation of and progress in student learning in our higher-order program goals 
(department conversation and action).  Part of this will involve more visible articulation of our goals in syllabi, in the catalog and on the department website.  

· An increase in students’ perceptions that they are prepared for life in the art world after
graduation (department conversation and action)

Program

· Festive acknowledgements of the contributions retiring faculty have made to the department (department)

· Successful hires for up to two studio faculty, keeping in mind our need for gender balance and more ethnic diversity, in addition to our need for a desire for an active engagement with contemporary issues and media (department, led by chair)

· A properly staffed front office with adequate support for the department and the Museum (chair & Museum Director)

· If at all possible, a $5000 increase to our department budget (chair)

· A sustainable process for renewing the equipment in the graphics lab (Scott Anderson & chair)

· An Assessment and Program Review process for the Westmont Museum of Art (Judy Larson & department)

7.3 Multi-year plan for next 6-yr cycle

	
	Westmont Wide Goals
	Art Assessment
	Art Program Review

	2011-2012
	Written and Oral (& Visual) Communication 
	Goal 2 A:  Independent, creative exploration in various media 

1. Students will successfully complete at least one independent project In each non-foundational studio class

2. Students will recognize the connection between concept and choice of medium 


	Evaluate and enhance students’ sense of being prepared to be self-employed.

	2012-2013
	Christian Understanding, Practices and Affections
	Goal 5: Focus on Artistic and Christian Vocation 

2. Students will evaluate a variety of theoretical positions with respect to their Christian values and convictions

3. Students will articulate their own vision for being a Christian and an artist in the art world.  


	Evaluate our students’ learning via Internships and Practica



	2013-2014
	Diversity, Global Awareness
	Goal 2 B:  Independent, creative exploration, in the history of art 

1. Students will identify key movements, people and eras in the history of art

2. Students will effectively compare and contrast works from varied stylistic and historical periods.   


	Evaluate our students’ learning via Off Campus Programs

	2014-2015
	Critical Thinking & Information Literacy
	Goal 2 C:  Independent, creative exploration in the theory of art 

1. Students will identify key people and themes from the history of Western art criticism
2. Students will apply a variety of theories of art to a body of contemporary art criticism

3. Students will synthesize their own working theory of art 

	Consider ways to evaluate and enhance our students’ identification of their liberal arts education with the art department as well as with Westmont.  


	2015-2016
	Active Social and Intellectual Engagement & Physical and Emotional Health
	Goal Four: Toward a discerning grasp of the contours of our current art world

1. Students will locate themselves and their work in the contemporary field.

2. Students will make informed and thoughtful judgments about contemporary art


	Evaluate and enhance our students’ learning via the Office of Life Planning



	2016-2017
	Creative Expression & Research
	Focus on Personal Vision

2-A1: Students will identify themes, issues, or problems that they wish to pursue in their own work

2-B3: Students will identify artists or art historians from a variety of periods, including the present, whose work, process, or method informs their own.  

5-A: Students will assess their growth as artists via their Sophomore and a Senior Projects


	NOTE: Some tasks require sustained attention.  These include attention to staffing & budget Issues (department budget / graphics lab renewal) via annual performance reviews, budget requests and ongoing work with the Office of the Provost.  



8. APPENCICIES

Note: For ease of access, all appendices in numerical order  are also available in the department’s assessment archive, in the “Six Year Report Appendices” folder

1.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
1.1 2010 CCCU National Status Report Summary

1.2 2010 SNAAP Report Summary
2 CONTRIBUTION TO THE COLLEGE MISSION

2.1 2002 DeBoer “Engagingly Liberal: The Arts Go to College” 

2.2 2009 Strategic Planning Key Terms Document 

2.3 2002 Hoeckley “Liberal Arts Traditions and the Christian Liberal Arts: A Brief Guide”
3. BASIC STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

3.1 Gender & Ethnic Diversity

3.1.1 2006 Irvine Diversity Grant Final Report

3.1.2 2008 DeBoer “Faith in Art” 

3.1.3 2008-2010 Networking and Recruiting Reports

3.1.4 Singerman “Women and Artists” Summary
3.2  Alumni Survey & Related Materials

3.2.1 S 2011 Alumni Survey

3.2.2 S 2011 Alumni Survey Summary

3.2.3 2010 BLS Occupational Outlook report for Artists and Related Workers

4. PROGRAM (Assessment Related Documents)

4.1 2009 Rubric for Discussing So-Sr Project Data individual students

4.2 2009 Rubric for Discussing So-Sr Project Data for a cohort

4.3 2010 Rubric for Discussion So-Sr Project Data for individual students

4.4 2009 Department Discussion Notes

4.5 2010 Department Discussion Notes

4.6 2010 So-Sr Data Summary Sheet

4.7 2011 Upper Division Program Goals Survey

4.8 2011 Draft Rubric for Program Goal 2A1

5. GENERAL EDUCATION AND SERVICE RELATED COURSES 

5.1 2008 GE-PIA Memo

5.2 2008 GE-PIA Chart

5.3 2010 Art 15 GE-PIA Proposal 

5.4 2010 GE Program Review Excerpts

6. FINANCIAL AND PROGRAM RESOURCES

6.1 2005-2011 Budget Summary

6.2 2011 Course Fee Master 

6.3 2008 CIP Request

6.4 2010 CIP update on 2008 Request

6.5 2010 CIP Request

6.6 2010 Staffing Review

7. CONCLUSION & LONG TERM VISION 
     7.1 WASC Program Learning Outcomes Rubric
