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Response:	
  Informal	
  discussions	
  were	
  held	
  around	
  Faculty	
  Forum	
  on	
  this	
  topic	
  with	
  
members	
  of	
  the	
  Music,	
  Chemistry	
  and	
  Liberal	
  Studies	
  faculty.	
  This	
  is	
  something	
  
that	
  we	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  continue	
  to	
  explore,	
  particularly	
  as	
  we	
  approach	
  our	
  formal	
  
NASM	
  major	
  review	
  in	
  2018-­‐2019.	
  All	
  departments	
  involved	
  acknowledge	
  the	
  
extra	
  burden	
  of	
  meeting	
  two	
  widely	
  divergent	
  assessment	
  protocols,	
  and	
  note	
  
that	
  the	
  exterior	
  agencies	
  offer	
  little	
  room	
  for	
  deviation	
  from	
  their	
  standardized	
  
practices.	
  An	
  ideal	
  solution	
  would	
  be	
  for	
  these	
  programs	
  to	
  be	
  exempted	
  from	
  
institutional	
  program	
  review	
  and	
  allow	
  the	
  external	
  accreditation	
  process	
  to	
  
substitute	
  for	
  institutional	
  protocols.	
  The	
  Program	
  Review	
  Committee	
  could	
  have	
  
complete	
  access	
  to	
  all	
  reporting	
  practices.	
  If	
  a	
  complete	
  substitution	
  of	
  annual	
  
protocols	
  is	
  not	
  possible,	
  then	
  at	
  least	
  a	
  waiver	
  of	
  standard	
  institutional	
  review	
  
should	
  be	
  granted	
  for	
  the	
  year	
  of	
  comprehensive	
  external	
  review.	
  The	
  next	
  such	
  
review	
  for	
  the	
  music	
  department	
  will	
  be	
  in	
  2018-­‐2019.	
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II	
  B.	
  Key	
  Questions	
  	
  

Key	
  Question	
  



TUS[! TUST! 2011 2010 

ZU!@-)/2! S[S!'-)/2! 107 Forms 104 total contacts 
\V!0(,6$6-#2! STU!0(,6$6-#2! 95 auditioned 86 auditioned 

VW!02!-'![M[MS[!
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[M[MST! 76 as of 3/5/11 70  as of 3/5/10 

TV!#-!0+0),2! WU!#-!0+0),2! 47 no awards 30 no awards 

W[!D+0),2! VS!D+0),2! 71 awards 56 awards 

ZU!D442! S[S!0442! 107 apps 103 appls 

[[!.-//6$/&#$2! YT!.-//6$/&#$2! 41 commitments 38 commitments 

XT]!^6&3,! XZ]!^6&3,! 58% Yield 68% Yield 

[[]!#-!0+0),! YX]!#-!0+0),! 43% no award 45% no award 
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Review	
  of	
  audition	
  and	
  recruitment	
  practices	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  The	
  department	
  met	
  weekly	
  throughout	
  the	
  year	
  to	
  review	
  auditions	
  and	
  planning	
  for	
  auditions.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Contacting	
  over	
  1,200	
  prospective	
  students	
  to	
  encourage	
  auditions	
  and	
  music	
  scholarship	
  applications	
  in	
  an	
  effort	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  to	
  increase	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  applicant	
  pool.	
  	
  Contact	
  protocols	
  included:	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  a)	
  	
  initial	
  email	
  from	
  music	
  office	
  when	
  prospect	
  Is	
  identified	
  either	
  from	
  Admissions	
  or	
  music	
  dept.	
  outreach	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  b)	
  prospect	
  added	
  to	
  mailman	
  prospect	
  list	
  and	
  receives	
  monthly	
  emails	
  from	
  Department	
  Chair	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  c)	
  prospects	
  receive	
  individual	
  phone,	
  text	
  or	
  email	
  (all	
  attempted	
  until	
  successful	
  contact	
  made)	
  to	
  identify	
  



Indirect	
  
Assessment	
  
Methods	
  

Interviews	
  with	
  representatives	
  of	
  peer	
  institutions	
  
	
  
Direct	
  statistical	
  information	
  is	
  highly	
  guarded	
  by	
  peer	
  institutions.	
  Conversations	
  with	
  representatives	
  from	
  Vanguard,	
  
Oberlin	
  Conservatory,	
  Biola,	
  Wheaton	
  and	
  Pacific	
  Lutheran	
  University,	
  however,	
  all	
  revealed	
  a	
  movement	
  toward	
  full	
  
scholarship	
  awards	
  and	
  higher	
  average	
  awards	
  than	
  are	
  currently	
  being	
  offered	
  by	
  Westmont.	
  	
  	
  Another	
  significant	
  factor	
  	
  
is	
  the	
  premium	
  charged	
  for	
  private	
  music	
  lessons.	
  This	
  fee	
  adds	
  an	
  additional	
  $5,600	
  to	
  $7,200	
  to	
  the	
  expense	
  of	
  being	
  a	
  
music	
  major	
  or	
  minor	
  at	
  Westmont.	
  Approximately	
  50%	
  of	
  c.	
  30	
  schools	
  surveyed	
  verbally	
  reported	
  that	
  they	
  either	
  do	
  
not	
  charge	
  such	
  fees	
  or	
  that	
  they	
  waive	
  them	
  for	
  students	
  who	
  are	
  required	
  to	
  take	
  lessons	
  in	
  their	
  major	
  or	
  minor.	
  
(Survey	
  taken	
  at	
  a	
  panel	
  discussion	
  on	
  orchestral	
  program	
  in	
  liberal	
  arts	
  settings	
  	
  of	
  the	
  College	
  Orchestra	
  	
  
Director’s	
  Association	
  national	
  conference)	
  
	
  
Responses	
  from	
  individual	
  students	
  who	
  chose	
  to	
  and	
  not	
  to	
  attend	
  Westmont	
  over	
  the	
  past	
  two	
  years	
  were	
  solicited.	
  In	
  	
  
6	
  cases	
  scholarship	
  awards	
  were	
  compared	
  directly	
  to	
  Westmont	
  awards	
  and	
  though	
  in	
  most	
  instances	
  the	
  overall	
  award	
  	
  
was	
  close	
  to	
  parity,	
  the	
  music	
  awards	
  were	
  30%	
  to	
  50%	
  less	
  than	
  competing	
  institutions.	
  Although	
  other	
  types	
  aid	
  often	
  	
  
leveled	
  the	
  playing	
  field,	
  it	
  was	
  clear	
  that	
  the	
  student’s	
  sense	
  of	
  self	
  worth	
  was	
  affirmed	
  through	
  the	
  recognition	
  of	
  	
  
specific	
  talent	
  rather	
  than	
  unspecified	
  institutional	
  grants.	
  Examples:	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  Vocal	
  Student	
  #1:	
  Westmont	
  vocal	
  scholarship	
  $3,000	
  Biola	
  award	
  $11,000	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  Violin	
  Student	
  #1:	
  Westmont	
  violin	
  scholarship	
  $4,000	
  Whitworth	
  violin	
  award	
  $7,000	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  Piano	
  Student	
  #1:	
  Westmont	
  Guild	
  Finalist	
  award	
  $10,000	
  Biola	
  Award:	
  Full	
  Tuition	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  Vocal	
  Student	
  #2:	
  Overall	
  gift	
  aid	
  was	
  equivalent	
  but	
  the	
  vocal	
  award	
  from	
  Whitworth	
  was	
  $1,000	
  higher	
  than	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  the	
  vocal	
  award	
  from	
  Westmont.	
  The	
  request	
  from	
  the	
  family	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  academic	
  or	
  general	
  grant	
  aid	
  changed	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  to	
  a	
  vocal	
  award	
  was	
  denied	
  by	
  the	
  Office	
  of	
  Financial	
  Aid	
  and	
  the	
  student	
  chose	
  Whitworth	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  Violin	
  Student	
  #2:	
  Declined	
  participation	
  the	
  Augustinian	
  Competition	
  because	
  she	
  sought	
  recognition	
  for	
  her	
  violin	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  playing	
  rather	
  primarily	
  and	
  could	
  not	
  attend	
  two	
  weekends	
  in	
  a	
  row	
  (coming	
  from	
  Illinois).	
  Was	
  denied	
  the	
  Augustinian	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  





5. Restoring	
  music	
  scholarship	
  funding	
  to	
  its	
  2005	
  level	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  tuition	
  and	
  indexing	
  this	
  level	
  to	
  future	
  increases	
  	
  
in	
  tuition	
  	
  
(No	
  action	
  known	
  to	
  be	
  pending)	
  

6. Providing	
  direct	
  access	
  and	
  training	
  to	
  Music	
  Department	
  staff	
  and	
  designated	
  faculty	
  for	
  the	
  new	
  DOMO	
  	
  
admissions	
  software	
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III. Follow-­‐ups	
  



	
  
	
  
	
  


