


 

B) Program Learning Outcomes 

 
Outcome One: Solo Performance 





Description: 
The full-time faculty and many of the adjuncts meet at the end of each 
semester to hear music majors and minors perform in their specific and 
secondary areas. Written comments are submitted by each of the faculty to 
the student’s teacher who then shares those comments (at the private lesson 
teacher’s discretion) with the student. In many instances, there is immediate 
discussion and reflection of the student’s progress and difficulties among the 
faculty in order to assess the progress and determine the best next steps for 



 
Description: 
Westmont offers a chronological study of the development of cultivated music 
in the western world in MU-120 and MU-121 History of Western Music I & II. 
Musicians need to develop historical awareness of the music they perform for 
many reasons. At Westmont, students learn to appreciate music as a vehicle 
by which we commune with God. They also gain a deeper appreciation of the 
creative process. Students develop their appreciation of diversity by 
understanding music of the western world as one of many musical traditions 
of the world. They learn critical and interdisciplinary thinking by considering 
how to define musical parameters, by developing the skills to examine music 
critically and trace the historical development of musical form, style, and 
compositional technique. An appreciation of how musical instruments have 
developed through the centuries as well as the manners in which 
performance practices have changed over time can inform performance 
technique of the present day.



participation in classroom discussions is encouraged and monitored by the 
professor. 
 
Summary of Findings:  
The data for the most recent assessment of this outcome was gathered from 
the six students enrolled in MU 121 in the spring of 2018.  To observe the 
trend in student achievement over time data was also gathered from the 
students enrolled in MU 121 in Spring 2015 and Spring 2017(data for spring 
2016 are not available, as the course was taught by an adjunct instructor, 
who used a different course format and grading system). 
The instruments used to gather data were the three exams given in the 
course, each of which includes a score identification portion, particularly 
geared to assesses music literacy, as well as student research papers and 
presentations.   
 
Assessment of Final Grades: 
The simplest way to determine whether s



It is instructive, however, to compare the performance of MU 121 students in 
Spring 2018 with that of students in other years.  The data shows that while 
the Spring 2017 students achieved a lower average score in the course than 
did the Spring 2018 students, the 2017 students fared much better on the 
score identification portion of exams.  Of the seven students enrolled in MU 
121 in Spring 2017, five, or 71%, achieved better than 80% on the first exam, 
seven, or 100%, achieved better than 80% on the second exam, and six, or 
86%, achieved better than 80% on the third exam.  Here we more than met 
our benchmark. 
  
See the Appendix for graphs capturing this data. 
Graph 1:  Percentage of students achieving benchmark vs. average final 
scores, 2015, 2017, and 2018 
Spring 2015: benchmark: 56%  course average: 78% 
Spring 2017: benchmark: 43%  course average: 80% 
Spring 2018: benchmark: 50%  course average: 81% 
Graphs 2a, 2b, and 2c: Score identification on exams 
Graph 2a: Score identification on exams, 2015 
Exam 1: benchmark: 56%  score identification average: 77% 
Exam 2: benchmark: 44%  score identification average: 80% 
Exam 3: benchmark: 44%  score identification average: 66% 
Graph 2b: Score identification on exams, 2017 
Exam 1: benchmark: 71%  score identification average: 78% 
Exam 2: benchmark: 100%  score identification average: 87% 
Exam 3: benchmark: 86%  score identification average: 86% 
Graph 2c: Score identification on exams, 2018 
Exam 1: benchmark: 50%  score identification average: 74% 
Exam 2: benchmark: 67%  score identification average: 81% 
Exam 3: benchmark: 50%  score identification average: 76% 
 
Interpretation 
Since the course content and requirements have changed little over the 
years, performance in this outcome clearly varies according to the academic 
strength of each student cohort.  As has been noted, the Spring 2018 
students did not fare as well as the Spring 2017 group, despite the fact that, 
responding to a student request, Dr. Brothers spent more time than in past 
years playing the required music examples in class.  This left less time to 
explore material beyond the text anthology, and since Dr. Brothers feels the 
course was weakened as a result, he has not continued that practice. 
  



Another indication that overall academic strength is a key element was the 
improvement in student performance observed in Spring 2017, which the 
instructor  attributes to the change made that year to a multiple choice exam 
format for the score ID portion of exams. However, while this format was  
retained in Spring 2018, that semester's students performed worse, similarly 
to those of Spring 2015.  Given the bump in performance seen in Spring 
2017, however, Dr. Brothers has retained the same exam format. 
  
As proposed in the 2015 report, Dr. Brothers lessened the overall workload of 
MU 121 somewhat, reducing the amount of information the students had to 
master for exams, so that students had more time to spend on the core music 
literacy component.  Dr. Brothers  intends to winnow his lists of terms and 
names for memorization in the future. 
 



Our current methods for assessing student achievement in music literacy seem to be 
quite effective. Conversation with students yields anecdotal evidence concerning the 
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● The development of additional full time faculty positions to strengthen the 
leadership in the department in the areas of Vocal Music, Wind 
Instrumental & Conducting, and Music Education. 

 
● The develop of appropriate budget, endowment or gift funding for major 

program components, including scholarships and appropriate staffing 
 
 
 
These priorities are included in the Department’s recommended priorities for the 
upcoming capital campaign and have been included in the preliminary planning for that 
campaign by the Office of Advancement. 
 
It is also significant to note that the next 10 years will likely see a major turnover of full-
time faculty. With four of the five current full-time faculty members being 60 years of age 
and over, it is probable that some or all of these may retire within this projected period 
of time. The Music Department should carefully plan for such developments. 
 
The following pages provide tables outline the sequencing of the Music Department’s 
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1. We would like to see the construction of a 350 seat recital hall and 
supportive spaces. 
 
 
Central to the success of any music program is a performance space and 
appropriate large ensemble rehearsal spaces to pr



into the overall instructional budget of the institution or scholarship funding 
must be increased to support student interest and faculty work.  
 
A system of merit pay and evaluation needs to be implemented to 
appropriately reward and encourage adjunct faculty. Adjunct faculty members 
teach over ½ of the total music student credit load and yet they receive no 
consideration for funding for faculty development, mentoring, quality review or 
promotion. Their specialized skills are not being fully utilized for either the 
nurture of students in their areas in activities such as master classes or studio 
classes, nor are they being utilized for their recruiting potential to increase the 
size and quality of our student pool. 
 
It is clear that with the current model adjunct faculty can be teaching the 



sustainable.  This position could be combined with a studio teaching 
emphasis or other classroom assignments to further strengthen the program. 
 
 3. Wind – Brass specialist – with our orchestral emphasis, it is critical to 
have some coordinating the 10+ adjunct faculty and numerous ensemble 
offerings for this essential area of the performance program. There needs to 
be a “go to” faculty source such as our full time string position supplies in that 
arena to coordinate lessons, programs, recruiting and other student interests. 
This position could have a studio teaching or particular performance area 
emphasis (jazz, chamber or other), and/or an emphasis in music education 
 
 

4. We would like to see the development of appropriate support systems in the areas of 
budget, endowment or gift funding for major program components including 
scholarships, affiliate support groups and appropriate staffing. 
 
*

Supporting all the endeavors of the department are key budgetary issues. These 
may ultimately be addressed by endowment funding, but it is likely that some 
mechanism for budgetary or ongoing grant funding may be needed to sustain the 
health of the program. Specific items that are beyond the scope of the current 
budget, has largely remained unchanged even as the program has grown 
dramatically in numbers and activity, include: 

 
 1. Scholarships – While music scholarship budgetary funding has remained 
constant for the past 14 years, tuition has increased by 63% and the cost of private 
lessons instruction (which is a requirement for holding a music scholarship) has 
risen along similar lines. This has depreciated the value of music scholarship 
funding. The department would request that the budgetary funding for music 
scholarships be indexed to the increase in tuition and restored to its proportionate 
value to 2006. While fund-raising by the department and with the assistance of the 
college Advancement Office has worked to mitigate this shortfall to some degree, 
the irregular and unpredictable nature of that revenue stream makes it difficulty to 
plan long-range and make effective commitments to students and program areas. It 
is true that music students benefit in significant ways from other college gift funding 
programs, including the Augustinian scholarship program and for that we are 
grateful. However, some of those programs also make additional curricular demands 





this be funded through an endowment that would allow for management over a 
span of years rather than an annual budgetary allotment that might be adequate 
for one year, more than needed the next and significantly insufficient the next. An 
endowment of $5,000,000 would adequately provide support for this program 
and relieve the pressure on students to meet the fluctuations of cost and the 
Department for annual fund-raising.  
 
It may be noteworthy to cite the experience of a member of the Westmont 
College Choir who, while on a consortium semester at Wheaton, was able to tour 
to China with the Wheaton Men’s Choir. After having traveled to Austria with the 
Westmont Choir and having to pay $2,500 for the opportunity, he was delighted 
that all Wheaton required was $500 to supplement the touring endowment funds 
provided by the college to pay for a trip that cost in excess of $4,000 per student. 
The Music Department is grateful for the many donors who contribute to this and 
other non-budgetary projects of the program. We hope that the prominent role 
that our touring program plays in the life of the college and our students might 
attract a donor or group of donors who would like to see it made secure through 
endowment funding. 

 
� Please refer to the 2019 Touring graph in the Budget Graphs folder in the 

appendices for data and charts. 
 
  
 4. The continuing development of the Music Council, Music Guild and the donor 
and patron base will be critical to the success of all these endeavors. Additionally, 
the Music Department may consider developing a national board of advisors to 
increase the connection of music alumni and other interested individuals to the 
program. 
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The music faculty are consistently and actively seeking processes and methods for 
improving student learning, particularly in the areas of solo and ensemble performance, 
as well as music literacy and core musicianship skills. We are also highly motivated to 
have the appropriate teachers and teaching facilities for our growing program. As well, 
we are seeking funding avenues to support this endeavor. (Included in the appendices 
are some dated excerpts from our meeting minutes recording countless references to 
this end during our weekly one-hour department meetings.) 
*
*
*
*
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1.     Program Review Link: https://www.westmont.edu/departmental-program-
reviews/program-review-music 

2.     Summary of assessment results for every PLO  

3.     Rubrics and assessment instruments for every PLO 

4.     Reports on closing the loop activities for every PLO  

5.     Curriculum Map and the PLO Alignment Chart: 
https://www.westmont.edu/departmental-program-reviews/program-review-music 

6.  Alumni Survey 


