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Department: Music         Date: June 17, 2020 

Members involved with analysis  of artifacts: Grimpo, Herl, Jacobs, Schultz 

See General Education Assessment Plan for: 
 a) Learning Outcome; b) Background; c) Question(s); d) Methodology 

Analysis of artifacts:  
1). PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used).  
See attached. 

Summary of RESULTS*:  
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan):  
We would like to find out whether students can analyze a piece of music using commonly accepted analytical 
techniques. 
2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are 
encouraged but optional.  
We scored 15 student papers: (1) 12 students met the standard in the formal sections category, and 3 

approached the standard; (2) all 15 students met the standard in the key areas category; and (3) in the “other 

characteristics” category, 2 students met the standard, 11 approached it, and 2 were below standard. 

3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s).  
Our goal was that 80 percent of students meet the standard in each category. This was the case in the first two 
categories, but not in the third. We determined that the piece of music analyzed was atypical of sonata form 

movements, especially in its development, and the rubric devised for “other characteristics” did not work well 

because of that. It was also unclear to some of the readers whether all of the “other characteristics” had to be 

identified in order to meet the standard, or simply most of them. In the end, we determined through a more 

subjective evaluation that the analysis of other characteristics was reasonable in most of the students’ papers, 

and that in any case the answers do not show cause for concern. 
4).  Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring 
tool was low) n/a 

Sharing of Results: When were results shared? Date: June 17, 2020 
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department)  In a regular department meeting. 
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Blersch, Grimpo, Herl, Jacobs, Schultz, von Kampen. 

Discussion of Results –Summarize your conclusions including:  

1. ACTION*- How will what the department learned from the assessment impact: 
    a. Teaching:  The teaching of musical analysis appears to be adequate for second-year music students. 
    b.  Assignment/course: The assignment is a good measure of the learning outcome. 
    c.  Program: We recommend no changes to the program. 
    d.  Assessment:  We are ready to evaluate another goal or assignment next year. 
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in 
the next academic year?      n/a 

3. BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Indicate budget requirements necessary for the successful implementation of 

the ACTION* (i.e. an additional staff person, new equipment, additional sections of a course).       
 n/a 

If action is taken – it is recommended that the same learning outcome and assessment plan be used for 

a second assessment cycle. 

What assessment questions related to the learning outcome would the program like to investigate in 
the future? n/a 
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Department Chair notified – approval/additional action needed:7/14/2020    

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Assessment Committee Chair notified appropriate Dean: na   

 
 


