LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

ART DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENT: 2014 Creative Thinking
HISTORY and DEVELOPMENT:

Art department faulty worked with an Assessment Team sponsored project to focus on curriculum assessment of the Creative Thinking core learning outcome.  Art faculty developed a Creative Thinking rubric in 2013, collected data and scored 135 artifacts (projects) from eleven classes during winter and spring terms of 2014.  Artifacts were scored from the following classes ART 115: Basic Design, ART 116:Basic Design Color, ART 131: Introduction to Drawing and ART 231: Intermediate Drawing.
Faculty also worked to score student ratings in attaining objectives as outlined on the State Required Outcomes Rubric for Basic Design.

Participating faculty: Satoko Motouji, Erica Beyer, Kate Ali, Gabriella Soraci, Laura Ahola-Young, Andrea Ciaston, JS Bird. 

GEN-ED DATA METHODOLOGY and RESULTS

The CE rubric was developed by members of the 2D art discipline area over the course of one semester, with the goal of assessing creative thinking in 2D art.  Many creative thinking articles, rubrics, and on-line resources were used in creating the rubric. The rubric was not meant to be used as a student grading tool in the course or on a project; rather it was designed to gauge the ability of creative thinking by students across the 2D curricula, and the success of faculty projects and assignments in teaching creative thinking.  Each artifact was scored separately by at least two faculty, sometimes three, in an effort to create a standardized and objective scoring process.  If there were scoring differences, scoring faculty would then discuss reasons for scoring and decide upon an agreed final score.  
One clear issue in scoring artifacts using the Creative Thinking Rubric was that the Creative Thinking outcomes clearly consider the issue of process, not just product.  Consequently some sense of student process may have been related during scoring by the cooperating faculty member.  Though this was an issue in scoring artifacts after the fact by random faculty, it would not be the same concern for faculty using the rubric to score and teach creative thinking in the studio classroom in real time with exposure to the students’ process.

The six dimensions of the Creative Thinking rubric are: 1) Explore/Experiment; 2) Utilize (technology); 3) Invent; 4) Persist; 5) Risk-taking; 6) Reflect.  Rubric attached.
Creative Thinking assessment scoring data below:
Table 1.  Student scores using Creative Thinking rubric across 2D classes, including Art 115, Art 116, Art 131 and Art 231, 
(135 artifacts).
	
	Exemplary
	Proficient
	Developing
	Beginning

	Explore/Experiment
	4 (3%)
	34 (26%)
	63 (47%)
	29 (21%)

	Utilize
	
	
	
	

	Invent
	3 (2%)
	28 (20%)
	53 (39%)
	47 (35%)

	Persist
	3 (2%)
	32 (25%)
	48 (35%)
	47 (35%)

	Risk-taking
	4 (3%)
	19 (15%)
	39 (28%)
	66 (48%)

	Reflect
	5 (4%)
	24 (17%)
	43 (32%)
	57 (42%)

	Total
	19
	137
	246
	246


Table 2.  Student scores, 200 level, Art 231
(27 artifacts)

	
	Exemplary
	Proficient
	Developing
	Beginning

	Explore/Experiment
	1 
	10 (37%)
	10 (37%)
	6 (22%)

	Utilize
	
	
	
	

	Invent
	1
	6
	12
	11

	Persist
	0
	10
	8
	9

	Risk-taking
	2
	3 (11%)
	8
	14 (52%)

	Reflect
	1
	7
	11
	8

	Total
	5
	39
	49
	48


Table 3.  Student scores 100 level, Art 115, Art116, Art131
(98 artifacts)

	
	Exemplary
	Proficient
	Developing
	Beginning

	Explore/Experiment
	3 
	24
	53 (54%)
	23

	Utilize
	
	
	
	

	Invent
	2
	22
	41
	36

	Persist
	3
	22
	40
	28

	Risk-taking
	2
	16 (16%)
	31
	52 (53%)

	Reflect
	4
	27
	32
	49 (50%)

	Total
	14
	98
	197
	198


DATA SUMMARY:

In all areas of study, Explore/Experiment scored highest of all categories of artifacts while Risk-Taking scored the lowest in most categories.  Risk-taking also scored the lowest percentage in the 200 level.  This seems to point out one of the issues of art making in an academic setting; that being how does the student and faculty balance the risk of experimentation and possible failure (process), with the result of a strong product that will possibly score a higher grade.  This to me seems a fertile area for thought and discussion for myself, my students, and hopefully among faculty who are interested in teaching creative thinking.
Overall, the general level of Creative Thinking scores seem very similar to previous scoring data of Critical Thinking and Communicating Effectively scored across disciplines at LCC as part of past Gen Ed Assessment projects across academic disciplines.
It remains to be seen what this work or data will lead to in terms of further participation, development, re-design or use of the rubric, or Creative Thinking assessment in the art department.  Aside from data, I believe use of the rubric as an evaluation tool may offer faculty clear ways to reflect on teaching practice, effectiveness of assignments, and a way to create clear language, discussion, critique, and student peer review with students concerning the concept of creative thinking.  When this information was shared, faculty were already discussing ways to enhance risk-taking in their classes.
In the end, this work remains a part of a broader discussion and assessment of 2D art and the art department in the implementation of a larger design of program and department assessment and review.
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Submitted by JS Bird, Art Faculty, winter 2015
