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Course Title & Number:  _MUHL 2200 Intro to Music___________________ 

For Academic Year:         2005-06____________

(Date submitted to review committee:  __October 9 2006___________By: _Rolf Groesbeck ragroesbeck@ualr.edu______________)

Overall Rating:__________________________________

Respond to all six parts following the “Core Course Assessment Progress Report Instructions.”  (NOTE:  Parts 1 through 4 can be copied from the relevant sections of your assessment plan.)  Attach additional pages as needed.
(1)  Student learning goal(s) addressed this year: 

The same goals and Objectives are addressed and assessed, by means of the same instrument, every year, for reasons that will be noted in (4)(a and b) below.

PRIMARY COMPETENCIES: Aesthetic Experience, Historical Consciousness, International Awareness, Social/Cultural Awareness, Critical Thinking

SECONDARY COMPETENCY: Verbal Literacy

COURSE GOALS/AESTHETIC EXPERIENCE: Students should be able to use technical terms to describe the elements of music, such as melody, rhythm, harmony, and instrumentation, especially while responding to musical performances (in-class, recorded, and public); also, to use those terms in analyzing, explaining, and interpreting major performers/composers, works, styles, and genres of various musical traditions.

COURSE GOALS/HISTORICAL CONSCIOUSNESS: Students should be able to describe, orally and in writing, the relationships of these works and styles etc. to the style histories of various musics, including Western classical music and American vernacular musics (jazz, blues, rock etc.).

COURSE GOALS/INTERNATIONAL AWARENESS: Students should be able to describe, orally and in writing, stylistic and social/cultural/historical distinctions between Western (predominantly European) classical music, various American traditions, and non-Western traditions such as West African tribal music and Indian music.

COURSE GOALS/SOCIAL-CULTURAL AWARENESS: Students should be able to demonstrate, orally and in writing, an understanding of the social and cultural contexts of the various traditions covered.

COURSE GOALS/CRITICAL THINKING: Students should be able to respond to and analyze musical works not previously heard, using their own ideas and experiences and understandings of material presented in class.

COURSE GOALS/VERBAL LITERACY: Students should be able to present their ideas and responses in clear and grammatically and syntactically correct and imaginative prose.

(2)  Learning outcomes/objectives for those goals addressed this year:   

Aesthetic Experience: Students will demonstrate, through objective and short answer tests, concert reports, and an essay exam, proper usage of musical technical terms (such as melody, harmony, texture, timbre, rhythm, and meter), and apply these to analyses of selected works they hear at concerts and in class. 

Historical Consciousness: Students will demonstrate, through objective and short answer tests, concert reports, and an essay exam, knowledge of major musical style-historical periods (e.g. Renaissance, Classic; bebop, swing; classic blues, urban blues). Students will also demonstrate awareness of patterns of change or continuity by comparison of periods. In concert reports and the essay students will contextualize works that they hear in live performance historically. 

International Awareness: Students will demonstrate, through objective and short answer tests and an essay exam, and possibly through the concert reports, awareness of the historical development of music in various geographically disparate regions (e.g. the divergence of the development of music in 20th c. America from that of 20th c. Europe; 20th c. U.S. Northern and U.S. Southern musical traditions; similarities and differences between music of India and that of the West). 

Social and Cultural Awareness: Students will demonstrate, through objective and short answer tests and occasionally the concert reports and essay exam, awareness of how musical works are related to the intellectual and social contexts in which they thrived (e.g. the Romantic etude and the increased size of the European 19th c. urban bourgeoisie; the Baroque fugue and the Age of Reason). 

Critical Thinking: Students will demonstrate, through concert reports and the essay exam, that they have made connections, on their own, between the pieces performed at a live concert they have attended or heard in an exam for the first time, and previously heard material covered in the classroom and/or in their textbook.

Verbal Literacy: Students will demonstrate in concert reports and in the essay exam that they can discuss music clearly in their own prose.

(3) Activities where assessed:

	Goals
	Objectives/Outcomes
	Activity
	Used for Assessment

	Aesthetic
	Aesthetic
	Concert Reports

Tests, Final (short answer, objective questions)

Compare-Contrast Essay Question on Final Exam (Core Courses Assessment Exercise)
	No

No

Yes

	Verbal
	Verbal
	Concert Reports

Compare-Contrast Essay Question on Final Exam (Core Courses Assessment Exercise)
	No

Yes

	Critical
	Critical
	Concert Reports

Compare-Contrast Essay Question on Final Exam (Core Courses Assessment Exercise)
	No

Yes

	Historical
	Historical
	Concert Reports (in some cases)

Tests, Final (short answer, objective questions)

Compare-Contrast Essay Question on Final Exam (Core Courses Assessment Exercise)
	No

No

Yes

	Social Cultural
	Social Cultural
	Concert Reports (to some degree)

Tests, Final (short answer, objective questions)

Compare-Contrast Essay Question on Final Exam (Core Courses Assessment Exercise)(to some degree)
	No

No

Yes

	International
	International
	Concert Reports (to some degree)

Tests, Final (short answer, objective questions)

Compare-Contrast Essay Question on Final Exam (Core Courses Assessment Exercise)(to some degree)
	No

No

Yes


(4)  Methods used:
a) Methods and b) Design
The instrument used to measure all six student learning objectives, every year in each semester, is the Core Courses Assessment Exercise, a compare-contrast essay exam, given as part of the final exam for all of the sections of Introduction to Music. In it students hear a piece of music, make analytical notes about the piece (Section I), hear another piece, make more notes about that piece (Section II), and then hear the two pieces again consecutively. After this third hearing, they write an essay comparing and contrasting the two pieces (Section III). They are instructed, in their analytical notes, to cover some or all of the following elements of music: Rhythm, meter, tempo, syncopation; Harmony, consonance or dissonance, tonality (major, minor, etc.); Performing media (voices, instruments, types of ensembles); Melody (melodic range, melodic contour); Texture (Monophony, Homophony, Polyphony); Timbre (tone color or sound quality of the voices or instruments), Dynamics; Articulation (staccato, legato); Form; Overall style, genre, possible composer, musical tradition; Anything on the national/regional background of the piece; Historical period or any other historical data; and any data about social/cultural context. 

Professors start the exercise half an hour before the end of the final exam. They play the first piece (Mozart), wait two-three minutes while students are writing on this piece (Section I), play the second piece (Count Basie), wait two-three minutes while students are writing on that piece (Section II), and then play the two pieces one right after the other (after which students write Section III).

The Core Courses Assessment Exercise thus measures all of the Student Learning Objectives. It measures Aesthetic because students are instructed to cover a range of musical elements from rhythm to form (see above), and document their guesses on the traditions, historical periods, composers, and genres represented with comments on these elements. It measures Historical because students are instructed to guess the traditions, historical periods, composers, and/or genres represented by the two pieces, thus demonstrating some knowledge of major musical style-historical periods and contextualizing the pieces historically. (The two pieces used by most of the professors in this Exercise (Mozart and big band jazz, respectively) are from very disparate historical periods (Classic, 1930s-40s), traditions (classical music, jazz), and genres (symphony, jazz), thus giving students ample opportunity to demonstrate their knowledge of divergent historical contexts.) It measures International: as the two pieces represent contrasting geographical regions (continental Western Europe for the first piece, and America for the second); students are thus instructed to demonstrate awareness of musical traditions in geographically disparate regions. It measures Social-Cultural, since the social/cultural contexts in which these pieces initially existed contrast (aristocratic and haute bourgeois domestic and concert hall patronage and the Enlightenment for the first piece; mass media patronage and the 30s-40s American youth culture for the second), and since students could write in their answers about the traditions and genres of which the pieces are a part; thus students could demonstrate an awareness of the diversity of possible relationships between musical works and the intellectual and social-cultural contexts in which they thrived. It measures Critical, since students are required, having just heard pieces they had never heard before, to perform their own stylistic and contextual analyses of these pieces, including comparing and contrasting the pieces to each other. This process involves demonstration of Interpretation and Application of knowledge attained earlier in the class, original Analysis of new material, and Synthesis of the new material with material covered previously in class—i.e. the second, third, fourth, and fifth levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy for the Evaluation of Critical Thinking (Anderson and Sosniak, eds., 1994). Students must therefore make original connections between the pieces they have just heard for the first time, and previously heard material covered in the classroom and/or in their textbook. Finally, it measures Verbal, as students are thus required to demonstrate that they can discuss this music clearly in their own prose.
For over five years our approach has been as follows: Five Exercises (chosen at random) from the classes of each of the (as of 05-06) five Intro to Music professors are evaluated, for each semester. (This year, however, two of the professors lost one semester’s exercises—one threw his F05 Exercises out before he was asked to have them rated, and the other moved to a different university and his S06 exercises got lost in the move—and one other professor forgot to administer the Exercise in both F05 and S06. So, instead of 50 Exercises, we had a database of only 30.) The four participating instructors included one parttimer and three fulltimers. (The fifth, the one who forgot to administer her exercises, is a parttimer.) Two of the three full-timers took part in the scoring (evaluating), in addition to one other fulltime professor (myself), who chairs the Core Assessment Committee but does not currently teach any sections of this class. The fulltimer who did not take part in the evaluating retired in Summer 2006 (the evaluating took place in Fall 06). Thus the three-person Core Assessment Committee (the chair and the two fulltime evaluators) rated the Objectives in Fall 06, using the following rubrics, for each of the 30 students:
1) AESTHETIC EXPERIENCE (adapted from a scale developed by Mark DeTurk, author of a dissertation (1988) on measurement of student learning in high school music classes)
Prestructural (1): No elements data

Unistructural (2): One datum only

Multistructural (3): Several low level concepts (data): tempo, dynamics, instruments etc.

Relational (4): Relevant data plus interrelations, higher level concepts: texture, form etc.

Extended abstract (5): Generalize beyond data and assignment to performance practice, interpretation, etc.

2) VERBAL LITERACY (adapted from a scale developed by R. Raymond, ex-chair of the Rhetoric and Writing dept. here)
5: EXCELLENT (no major errors, few minor)

4: GOOD (occasional errors)

3: AVERAGE (usually correct, multiple errors)

2: POOR  (Frequent errors)

1: FAILURE: (many errors, communication breakdown) 

3) CRITICAL THINKING

1=No Application of class material 

2=Minimal application of class materials

3=Further application of class’s materials
4=Good Application of class materials

5=New and original ideas re content

4) The other three Blue Ribbon Competencies (HISTORICAL CONSCIOUSNESS, SOCIAL/CULTURAL AWARENESS, INTERNATIONAL AWARENESS):

1=nothing; 

2= one point from any of these Blue Ribbon areas

3= two points from these areas

4=three points from these areas 

5=four or more points from the above.

The reason that we collapse the last three Objectives into each other is that we believe that six Objectives cannot be taught effectively in a two credit hour class, and that when sacrifices need to be made, they should be made in the Historical/Social-Cultural/International area. The reason is that most professors conceive of Intro to Music as a musical fundamentals course; 10 of the 13 sections of the course are taught by professors who devote relatively little time to history (style histories of Western classical and American vernacular musics) or ethnography (descriptions of music cultures), and three others are taught by professors who devote about half or more of their classes to fundamentals. One professor, in one of his sections, emphasizes the international at the expense of the other two competencies in the Historical/Social-Cultural/International area, while he emphasizes the historical (taking as much as half the class for this competency) in another section, and one addresses all three only in passing. Very few address all three areas in any depth. There is no consensus in the department that the above approach needs to be changed.

We determine students’ previous background at the beginning of each semester by means of a pre-class survey, in lieu of a pre-test. Through this survey we learn what students’ academic abilities, abilities in music, and backgrounds are when they begin the course. The survey includes questions such as the following: 1) Whether or not the student has taken English Composition; 2) the student’s year in school (Freshman, sophomore etc.; also whether or not the student is a transfer, and if so from where); 3) whether the student attended public or private high school, and if private, what kind; 4) the student’s major at UALR; 5) Whether or not the student has taken Intro to Visual Arts (ARHA 2200) and/or Intro to Theater and Dance (DRTH 2200); 6) the student’s background in music (years sung in a choir or played in band, years of lessons on an instrument or voice, whether general music, music history, or music theory was studied in high school or junior high school or earlier in college), and musical tastes and/or concerts the student has attended in the past year; and 7) ACT scores and GPA, if known (many students refuse to give these or do not know them). Thus we can compare students’ scores on the four scales to their backgrounds in music; if the scores of students with considerable music background are higher than those of students with little background, it could be attributable to this background (and not to what they have learned in the class)—but if they are either similar or lower, it would indicate that what students know about music, they have learned in the class. The survey thus is needed to determine student learning.  
There is broad consistency among raters, across class sections, and through time. As regards “raters”, the interrater reliability was much higher this year than it has been in the past (see #5), and we believe that this will continue. When the interrater reliability is low, we discuss among ourselves points of disagreement and try to resolve them. (We do this at an annual Core Assessment Committee meeting.) As regards “class sections”, all of the professors use for the most part the same Exercise, the same pre-class survey, and the same two pieces (with the exception of one professor, who substitutes a rock song for the Count Basie piece—he, unlike most of the others, does not cover big band music in his class), and these Exercises are graded by the same Core Assessment Committee members by means of the same four rubrics. (Two Professors, in their pre-class surveys, ask a broader variety of questions about musical tastes. We do not consider this to be a massive difference.) In addition, much or all of each section of the class, as stated previously, emphasizes musical fundamentals over history and ethnography, so that the contents of most of the 13 sections are broadly similar to each other. Finally, as regards “time”, we have been using more or less the same survey since S02, and the same Exercise since 1999. We have been using the same four ratings per student since F01, although we have tinkered with the rubrics. The membership of the Core Assessment committee has remained broadly the same since 1999. Cumulative data are listed below, under #5. 
c) Assessment Cycle

Every Objective is measured every year, with the same instrument, by means of the same four rubrics. We evaluate our findings (see #5 and #6 below) every year. We have as of yet not found a need to substantially revise the plan (although we tweak it every year, at our Core Assessment committee meetings), but keep open the possibility of doing so in the future.

d) Stakeholder Involvement

Only the fulltime faculty involved in teaching the class, plus the Core Assessment Committee chair, are involved in scoring and in decision making as a result of assessment. Anyone else, including students, who wants to see our reports and the data may do so, but no one else has recently shown any interest. The parttimers are schooled by the fulltimers, and their Exercises are evaluated (and their surveys are studied) as part of assessment, but they do not participate in scoring or serve on the Committee. (They are not paid to do so.)
: 
(5) What are the assessment findings (for 05-06)? How did you analyze them?
Average score overall:             3.1 

Average score by professor 
Fulltimer A                      2.99

Fulltimer B                      3.41

Fulltimer C                      3.13

Parttimer A                     2.65

Average student score by Objective: 
Aesthetic Experience                  3.31

Verbal Literacy                            3.03

Critical Thinking                          3.13

Historical/Social-Cultural/Intern. 2.92 

Average score by professor and Objective 

                 AE                    VL                         CT                 HSCI 

FT A     3.23               2.92                 3.07            2.75
FT B     3.58               3.37                 3.33            3.37

FT C     3.29               2.79                 3.29            3.14     
PT A     2.97               2.8                    2.7             2.13

Inter-rater Reliability (all three raters within one point of each other)

Overall                                          87.5% 

Aesthetic                                      97%

Verbal                                           87% 

Critical                                          93% 

Hist./Soc.-Cult./Internat.               73%

Scores of students who entered the class without music background, vs. scores of students who entered with it
                                                      WITH           WITHOUT

Overall (all four competencies)    3.21                 2.71                   

Aesthetic                                       3.39                 3.05

Hist./Soc.-Cult./Internat.                3.12                 2.24

Scores of students who entered the class without English Composition, vs. scores of students who entered with it:

28 of 30 students surveyed (93%) had had English Comp; the others averaged 3.37, about .3 above the norm. 

Scores of students who entered the class without Intro to visual arts or Intro to theatre and dance, vs. scores of students who entered having taken one or both:

Those who finished Intro to Music without either class averaged 3.16, about .06 above the norm.

Scores of students by year, and transfers:

Frosh: 3.09. Sophomores: 2.97. Juniors: 3.24. Seniors: 3.51. 12 of the 30 surveyed had transferred (3.25 average, about .15 above the norm). Of these, three transferred from community colleges (3.24), ten from four-year universities (3.26), and one from “King’s College”, which could be either (2.75). (Two had gone to both a four-year univ. and a comm. college.)

Scores of students from public schools vs. scores of students from private schools:

One had gone to a private school, a Christian school (3.29); one had had some home schooling (3.04). The rest went to public schools.
Scores of students by major:

AHSS (Music) (1 student) 4.0

Bus./Fin./Mgmt./Acctg./Marketing (2 students) 3.6

Education (3 students) 3.25

Math, sciences (5 students) 3.23

Undecided (6 students) 3.19

CPS (RTVF, Criminal Justice) (2 students) 3.0

AHSS (other than Music) (8 students) 2.93

Health Sci, Sports Med, and Nursing (4 students) 2.54

Total adds to 31 rather than 30 because 1 student was a double major

Scores of students by ACT score (only 23 reported their scores):

ACT 13-19 (5 students) 2.74

ACT 20-22 (6 students) 3.11

ACT 23-25 (2 students) 2.79

ACT 26-30 (10 students) 3.37

Scores of students by GPA (only 25 reported their GPAs):

2.0-2.4 (3 students) 3.04

2.5-2.9 (8 students) 2.87

3.0-3.4 (10 students) 3.07

3.5-4.0 (4 students) 3.26

Scores of students by Musical tastes and concerts attended recently:

Not compiled
Raw data available upon request 

Cumulative Scores

NOTE: In 1999-2001 we used only a single number for each student. We started using four ratings per student in F01. We started the pre-class surveys in S02, and started collecting ACT scores and GPAs in F02.

           1999-2000   S01     F01   S02    F02    S03    F03      S04     04-05 05-06

OVERALL   3.3   2.9    2.3   2.6   2.81  2.85  3.05   2.98   2.92   3.1

AESTHETIC                2.5    2.8   2.97  2.96  3.2    3.05   3.04    3.31

VERBAL                      2.6   2.9    3.23 3.22   3.2     3.18   2.92   3.03

CRITICAL                    2.0   2.7    2.57 2.81   3.0     3.03   2.95   3.13

HISTORICAL               2.0   2.0    2.47 2.42   2.85   2.64   2.77   2.92

                                               01-02         02-03         03-04      04-05       05-06

STUDENTS w/MUS. BACKGRD., AS COMPARED TO STUDS. w/o BACKGRD.--OVERALL  .1 below .1 above    .1 bel.  .2 ab.    .5 ab.

“” “”—AESTHETIC        same      .25 above  same   .15 ab.  .34 ab.

“” “”—HISTORICAL      .3 below  .2 above    .6 bel.  .33 ab.  .88 ab.

STUDENTS w/o ENGL. COMP., AS COMPARED

TO STUDS. with it      .2 below   .1 above   .25 bel.  .2 ab.    .3 ab.

STUDS. w/o THE.  and ART, AS COMPARED TO STUDS.

w/one or both              .2 below   .1 above   .03 bel. .16 ab.  .06 ab.

                                              01-02         02-03            03-04      04-05       05-06

TRANSFERS                same       .1 above    .03 ab.  .11 ab.  .15 ab.

BY YEAR (Fr.—Sophs., followed by

Jrs.--Srs.)                    2.4, 2.7    2.75, 3.0   2.9,3.2   2.9,3.0   3.0,3.3

PRIVATE HS GRADS   N/A         .3 above     .1 bel.    .05 bel.   .2 ab.

ACTs (13-22 v. 23-29)  N/A         2.7, 2.8     2.7,3.2    2.9,3.0    2.9,3.3

GPA (2.0-2.9 v. 3.0-3.4 v. 3.5-4.0)         2.7,2.9,2.8    3.0,2.9,3.1 2.8,2.9,3.0 3.0,3.1,3.3

INTERRATER RELIABILITY

  1999-2000     S01     F01      S02     F02       S03      F03     S04   04-05    05-06

     52%        60%   49%   53%   61%    56%   62%   82%  63%   88%

The committee is generally pleased with the improvement in results between 04-05 and 05-06 (Average score 2.92 in F04-S05, 3.1 in 05-06). The instructors must be getting better at what they do (or perhaps the level of the students is higher). Our goal has been to reach average scores of about 3 in all four Objectives, for reasons detailed below. We reached average scores of above 3 in three of the four Objectives, and in the very high 2s in the fourth (Historical/Social-Cultural/International). The reasons for the lower scores in the fourth Objective relate to the department’s belief that six Objectives cannot be taught effectively in a two credit hour class, and that when sacrifices need to be made, they should be made in the Historical/Social-Cultural/International area. See the discussion in question 4a/b above (Methods and Design) for our rationale behind collapsing Historical, Social Cultural, and International together, and for de-emphasizing them relative to the other three Objectives.
The reasons we support 3 as a goal score are as follows. First, as noted in the Verbal Literacy rubric (listed earlier), 3 denotes an average paper, so logically, “3” should be the average score. Second, as noted in the Critical Thinking rubric, “3” denotes evidence that the student is applying material learned in class to analysis of musical pieces heard for the first time, indicating a level of Critical Thinking appropriate to a Core (i.e. low level) class. 

Third, with regards to the Aesthetic Experience rubric, an average score of 3 (“Multistructural”) indicates that most students are mastering “several low-level concepts” such as “tempo, dynamics, and instruments”; such answers represent the minimum of student achievement that the committee would like to see. At the same time, an average score of 4 (“Relational”) would indicate that most students display knowledge of “higher level concepts” such as “texture, form etc.”; such an answer, in our opinion, is the maximum that can be reasonably expected of a student with no musical background taking a two-credit-hour required music class for the first time. We would not expect such an answer from most of our students. A “5” (Extended abstract) answer “generalize(s) beyond (the confines of the) data and assignment” and calls for a level of analysis that in our opinion cannot be realistically expected of a sophomore non-major. (This is in theory a sophomore-level class.)

We have continued to administer pre-class surveys, and have treated them as the equivalent of pre-tests. Admittedly, in most of the areas in which we have surveyed, the results have been either predictable or trivial. For instance, students with higher ACT and GPA scores in 05-06 predictably did better in general on the Exercise; there is little difference between scores of students who have taken Art and/or Theater, and students who have not; few students take this class without first having taken English Comp, but those who do so do not seem to be at a disadvantage; over the past four years students from private schools have scored about the same as those from public schools; majors in math, sciences, education, and business tended this year to do well, and health sciences and AHSS students did poorly; and juniors and seniors this year did better than freshmen and sophomores. We have not decided how we will use any of these data, other than to refrain from advising freshmen or students who have not had Art, Theater, or English Comp to drop the class.

In the area of students’ previous musical background, students with no music background tended this year to do worse than students with music background (2.71 v. 3.21), especially in the Historical etc. area, and to a lesser extent in Aesthetic. But compared with data from the past four years, these results represent an aberration. In the previous four years, students with no music background tended to do approximately as well as students with music background (overall .03 below; .1 below in Aesthetic, and .1 above in Historical etc.). This indicates that in these previous four years, most of what students as a whole knew about music, they learned in this class (and not elsewhere). If decent scores on this Exercise had resulted from prior music background, this datum would have reflected this. We thus hypothesize that this year’s figures are not typical and will not be repeated, but we will keep collecting data in this area to see if this year’s figures do in fact represent a trend. 
A few professors have reported that the pre-class surveys help them in ways not related to assessment. One professor notes the students who list, on the questions concerning musical background, that they have played band or orchestral instruments, and forwards their names to the directors of the UALR pep band, percussion ensemble, and orchestra. He thus uses the survey as a recruitment tool. Some professors also argue that the questions concerning musical tastes and concerts attended help them to know, and thus teach, their students better. One can communicate with one’s students more easily in a music class if one knows something about their own musical worlds.

In F05--S06, all of the fulltime professors (in terms of overall scores) were in the 3.0 range or higher. However, the one parttimer’s scores were lower than those of the fulltimers, especially in the area of Historical/etc.. (The fulltimers’ scores were roughly similar to each other.) This parttimer has since moved to another university and has been replaced with a new adjunct, who has been thoroughly mentored—in all aspects of the class and in assessment—by one of the fulltimers. We expect that this increasing tendency to work closely with adjuncts will result in more consistency across sections.
There has in general been improvement in all Objectives over the last five years. In most areas in which correlations between scores on the Exercise and data from the survey have been tracked over this period, the results have been consistent and have backed up the conclusions above.

This year, our Interrater Reliability percentage was 88% overall, the highest it has ever been (i.e., 88% of the time, all three raters scored a given Objective within a given Exercise within one point of each other). The originator of the Aesthetic Experience rubric we use, Mark DeTurk, notes in his dissertation (1988) that in most attempts to employ this rubric that have been described in the scholarly literature, some interrater disagreement has been inevitable; thus he finds it unrealistic to expect that three judges will score a given Exercise within one point of each other more than 85% of the time. In addition, absolute agreement between three judges is somewhat unusual. We reached this threshold for all of the Objectives this past year except Historical etc. Subsequent discussion revealed that there had been a difference of opinion over which Sections of the Exercise should be considered during evaluation (just III, or I, II, and III), and that this dispute probably accounted for the interrater discrepancy in Historical etc. This issue was resolved, so we expect that Interrater Reliability for this Objective should go up next year.
(6) What conclusions were drawn and what decisions were made as a result? How were stakeholder groups involved?

(See also #5 above) In general, the Core Assessment Committee is satisfied with the current assessment method and results. As shown, the instrument (the Core Courses Assessment Exercise) is capable of evaluating student learning with regards to the six Student Learning Objectives for the class, and the four rubrics score Exercises according to a system in which valuable data about student achievement is communicated. In addition, the levels of consistency among the sections and overall scores on the Exercise are relatively good. In general therefore, our plan is to continue indefinitely using the current curricula and textbooks (for the class), objectives, rubrics, and instrument (the Core Courses Assessment Exercise), as we have been doing these past several years.

However, we do plan to make several changes, as follows:

1) Regarding the surveys, we plan to continue them more or less as is. However, for the time being we will drop the English Comp and Theater/Art parts of the survey, as they have seemed to communicate little crucial information  What information they have communicated has been pretty consistent from year to year.
2) We have further standardized the Exercise, and the class, themselves. Now that Fulltimer A has retired and that Parttimer A has moved to another university, 10 of the 13 sections of the class are taught by either Fulltimer C or a new adjunct, whom Fulltimer C has thoroughly mentored. This means that most sections of the class are almost identical to each other. Fulltimer B has consented to alter his Exercise so that it is identical to Fulltimer C’s, and the other parttimer (the one who forgot to submit her Exercises in 05-06) will also use the same Exercise. She has also agreed not to forget again. The new Exercise contains, in its listing of musical elements (see Question 4a, Methods), slight changes from the list given in this report under #4a. 
3) As noted, we resolved a difference of opinion over which sections of the Exercise should be considered during evaluation, so we expect that Interrater Reliability for Historical etc. should go up next year.

4) We will make sure not to let any instructor forget to use the Exercise or the Survey. Part of the problem last year was that I was on OCDA. Now that I’m back, things should be easier.

Regarding stakeholder involvement: as stated above, only the fulltime faculty involved in teaching the class (Fulltimers B and C), plus the Core Assessment Committee chair (myself), are involved in Core Assessment evaluation and in decision making as a result of assessment. Students of course take the Exercises and fill out the surveys, and if any want to see the data or our interpretations they could do so, but none has so far expressed an interest. Any other faculty or administrators who want to see our reports and the data may do so, but none has recently shown an interest. The parttimers are schooled by the fulltimers, and their Exercises are evaluated and Surveys noted as part of assessment, but they do not participate in scoring or serve on the Committee. (They are not paid to do so.) All of the members of the Core Assessment Committee are vitally involved in evaluating and decision-making, the latter at an annual committee meeting. The above analyses, changes, decisions, and interpretations (see #5 and #6 above) all emerged from discussion at this committee meeting.
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