











MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

IAGDs was actually being used to evaluate music teacher effectiveness. Comparatively, 59% of

the music teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with the same inquiry (see Figure 3).

Q15: My district uses the data generated from IAGD assessments to
evaluate music teacher effectiveness....

Valid Strongly Agree=] 10.87

Agree 47.83

Disagree=| 32.61

Strongly Disagree-| [8.696

Q15: My district uses the data generated from
IAGD assessments to evaluate music teacher
effectiveness

T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50

Percentage of Respondents

Figure 3. My district uses the data generated from my IAGDs to evaluate and measure teacher
effectiveness.
Further investigation of the data generated by question 15 revealed that although the frequency
distribution revealed a near to even split (i.e., 9% difference), descriptive statistics revealed a
mean of 2.6 and a low standard deviation of 0.80. This suggested that music teachers were
genuinely split between agreeing or disagreeing that their district used IAGD data to evaluate
music teacher effectiveness.

Equally important, descriptive statistics revealed a mode of 3.0 for both question five and
15 illustrating that teachers agreed more times than disagreed that the core intent and use of

SLOs and TAGDs was to measure teacher effectiveness (see Figure 4).
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Statistics 3 - Agree
Mode

Values

T T
Q5: The core intent of SLOs and IAGDs is to Q15: My district uses the data generated from
measure teacher effectiveness. IACD assessments to evaluate music teacher
effectiveness.

Variables

Figure 4. Mode comparison between question five and question 15
Finally, the data indicated that music teachers agreed that the data generated by their IAGDs
were used by their district to evaluate their effectiveness. This finding were consistent with state
guidelines in that data from IAGDs were an essential part of measuring successful teaching
(Connecticut State Department of Education, 2011a).

When music teachers were asked to write down an example of an SLO they used in the

past, 72% of the music teachers responded with a valid response (see Figure 5).
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Percentage of Respondents

Share your SLO

72%

28%

SLO Sample NO SLO Sample

Variables

Figure 5. Share your SLO

Alternatively, 28% of the teachers surveyed did not share a valid SLO and responded as follows:

(1
)
3)

4
)
(6)

“Skip”

“No Time — planning period”

“(We were required to use a school wide SLO focused on reading). My students
will show improvement in reading comprehension and shown in the I-Ready
performance end of the year assessment.”

“We have a district plan, so do not use SLO's”

“Varies”

“No. Examples of SLOs can be obtained through the district.”

Equally important, when music teachers were asked to write down an example of a valid IAGD,

83% of the music teachers responded (see Figure 6).
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Percentage of Respondents

Share Your IAGD

83%

17%

IAGD NO IAGD

Variables

Figure 6. Share your IAGD

Alternatively, 17% of the teachers surveyed did not share a valid IAGD. Examples of how they

responded were as follows:

(1
)
3)
4
)
(6)
(7
®)

“Skip”

“No Time — planning period”

“N/A”

“Not used”

“I am not required to execute IAGDs this year.”

“Varies”

“Again, you are asking a question that is best answered by

administrators/supervisors. That is the proper place for sifting through data.”

Although definitive conclusions regarding music teacher perceptions of SLOs or IAGDs could

not be deduced from this specific frequency data, the high rate of valid written responses as

opposed to non-valid ‘neutral’ responses reflected a positive attitude towards SLOs and IAGDs
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(Creswell, 2012). The content of these responses will be discussed in greater detail later in this
chapter
Music Teachers Do Not Perceive That SLOs Or IAGDs As Efficacious.

When teachers were asked to respond to question six, they were asked to respond to the
ideology of ‘fairness and accurateness’ of how they perceived SLOs and IAGDs were being used
by their school district. A combined total of 61% of music teachers disagreed or strongly
disagreed that SLOs and IAGDs accurately measured all music teachers’ effectiveness, fairly and

accurately (see Figure 7).

Q6: In my district, SLOs and IAGDs provide an accurate and fair
measure of music teacher effectiveness for all music teachers....

Uncertain—] 15.22

Strongly Agree (6.522

effectiveness for all music teachers.

Agree—| 17.39
Disagree=] 30.43
Strongly Disagree-] 30.43

accurate and fair measure of music teacher

Q6: In my district, SLOs and IAGDs provide an

T T T T
10 20 30 40

Percentage of Respondents

Figure 7. In my district, SLOs and IAGDs provide an accurate and fair measure of music teacher
effectiveness for all music teachers.

In comparison, a combination of 24% of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed.
Further, an interesting point the data revealed was that 15% of music teachers indicated that they
were uncertain if SLOs and IAGDs provided an accurate and fair measure of music teacher
effectiveness for all teachers. All these results contradicted state guidelines that data driven

indicators were the proof that instruction was effectively impacting student growth and
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achievement and an essential part of measuring successful teaching (Connecticut State
Department of Education, 2011a). As a matter of fact, these results suggested that SLOs and
IAGDs did not prove what the state was asking them to prove.

Survey question seven asked music teachers to respond to the benefits or positive impact
their SLOs had with respect to aligning curriculum, relevant music learning, core art standards,
critical thinking, problem solving, creativity and their day-to-day teaching assignments. A

combination of 67% either disagreed or strongly disagreed (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8. The SLOs used for my district’s teacher evaluation plan are beneficial and help to align
relevant music learning goals with day to day music teaching assignments and the district K-12

music curriculum.
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Interestingly, a low 33% of music teaches either agreed or strongly agreed to the benefits their
SLOs and IAGDs provided with regards to the practical day-to-day relevance of ‘actually’
improving teaching and student learning. These findings contradicted the literature where all
instruction, including music instruction, should be guided by reliable and valid measures that
provide objective data to assist in subjective evaluation (Fox, 2013; James-Ward, Fisher, & Frey,
2013). Further, these results suggested that SLOs and IAGDs do not identify musical giftedness
in order to inform music instruction (Ainsworth, 2011; Gordon, 1967, 2004; Seashore, 1915,
1919; Seashore, C., Lewis, D., & Saetveit, J. G., 1960).

Similarly, in response to question eight, a total of 61% either disagreed or strongly
disagreed that SLO’s helped to align curriculum with core art standards and twenty-first century

skills (Figure 9).
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Figure 9. The SLOs used for my teacher evaluation plan are beneficial and help align relevant
music learning goals with core art standards, twenty-first century learning such as critical

thinking, problem solving and creativity.
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Equally interesting, a total of 39% of the music teachers either agreed or strongly agreed that
their SLOs and IAGDs were beneficial and help align music learning. These results actually
illustrated that a uniformed systematic approach to music instruction that horizontally and
vertically aligns K-12 comprehensive learning objectives ‘had not’ been mandated (National
Association for Music Education, n.d.; State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education,
2016).

When teachers were asked to respond to survey question seventeen, a total of 85% either
disagreed or strongly disagreed that data generated by SLOs and IAGDs positively impacted
collaboration and unified change that improved teaching, student learning and twenty-first
century skill development. Comparatively, 15% of all music teachers agreed or strongly agreed

to the same statement regarding the positive impact of their SLOs and IAGDs (see Figure 10).

Q17: SLO and IAGD data results influence collaborations between K-12
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Figure 10. SLO and IAGD data results influence collaborations between K-12 music teachers in
my district. These collaborations have historically generated positive and unified change to

improve music teaching, student learning and twenty-first century skill development.
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As an additional point of interest, descriptive statistics indicated that the mean response for
question seventeen was 1.9 with a standard deviation of 0.77 suggesting that ‘disagreement’ was
the average response.

Survey questions nine, 10, 11, 14 and 15 probed deeper into music teacher’s perceptions
of the data generated by their IAGDs. For example, when music teachers were asked to respond
to survey question nine, a total of 61% of music teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed
that the data generated for their district’s teacher evaluation plan was useful. Comparatively, a
combination of 39% of the respondents felt otherwise by choosing to agree or strongly agree (see

Figure 11).
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Figure: 11: IAGD data generated for my district’s teacher evaluation plan is useful and provides
information that helps to align my music curriculum assignments ‘with’ the district K-12 music
curriculum.
Although almost 40% of the teachers surveyed did find the data generated by their IAGD to be

useful, descriptive statistics revealed the mean score for survey question nine to be 2.2 with a
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low standard deviation of 0.82, which suggested that on average, music teachers disagreed that
IAGD data they collected were useful. Here, music teachers failed to either recognize or have the
means to accurately collect or reflect on historical and diagnostic student data that could
positively transform curriculum and instruction (James-Ward et al., 2013).

In response to question 10 (see Figure 12), a combined total of 72% of the music teachers
surveyed either disagreed or strongly disagreed that IAGD data generated for their district’s
teacher evaluation plan was an accurate reflection of the day-to-day teaching of relevant music
skills and that the data generated did not align learning goals with core art standards and twenty-

first century learning such as critical thinking, problem solving and creativity.

Q10: IAGD data generated for my district's teacher evaluation plan is
an accurate reflection of the day to day teaching of relevant music ski...

strongly Agree4.348

Agree-|

f

\I/ teaching o

relevant music skills AND aligns learning
goals with core art standards and 21st century

Disagree- 52.17

Q10: IAGD data generated for my district's
teacher evaluation plan is an accurate
learning such as critical thinking, proble

reflection of the day to da

Strongly Disagree=} 19.57

T T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Percentage of Respondents

Figure 12. IAGD data generated for my district’s teacher evaluation plan is an accurate
reflection of the day to day teaching of relevant music skills and aligns learning goals with core
art standards and twenty-first century learning such as critical thinking, problem solving and
creativity.

Comparatively, 28% of the music teachers surveyed either agreed or strongly agreed. Descriptive

statistics revealed that the mean score for survey question nine to be 2.2 and a low standard
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deviation of 0.8, which illustrates that on average, music teachers perceived that the IAGD data
they collected were not an accurate reflection of day to day learning.

Survey question eleven revealed that a total of 72% of the music teachers surveyed either
disagreed or strongly disagreed that the IAGD data they collected for their district teacher
evaluation plan provided information that was used to improve their district K-12 music

curriculum (see Figure 13).

Q11: IAGD data generated for my district's teacher evaluation plan
provides information that is used to improve my district's K-12 musi...

v |
45
E8 Strongly Agree44.348
-
.ﬂg »n I
TOw
>E £
Enyg .
58T E
=S >3 Agree] 23.91
3EE3
- w*
Cc2 g
2583
7] n'g'u
Oc &%
©S; 3 Disagree-] 39.13
' O
o~ £
UE-:;
os g
CF2-
Sem
zé-,:‘a Strongly Disagree-| 32.61
Us -
T T T T
0 10 20 30 40

Percentage of Respondents

Figure 13. IAGD data they collected for my district teacher evaluation plan provides information
that was used to improve their district K-12 music curriculum.

Comparatively, 28% of all music teachers either agreed or strongly agreed. Descriptive statistics
revealed a mean of 2.0 and a low standard deviation of 0.87, which suggested that on average,
most music teachers perceived the IAGD data collected as ‘not’ generating data they used to

improve their district’s K-12 music curriculum
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When music teachers were asked to respond to question 14, a total of 91% either
disagreed or strongly disagreed that the data generated by their [AGDs was used to evaluate K-
12 music programming or used to initiate conversations aimed to improve music course offerings

in their district (see Figure 14).

Q14: My district uses the data generated from IAGD assessments to
evaluate K-12 music programming. In fact, my district uses the IAGD data
to initiate conversations aimed tdo improve music course offerings in my
istrict.

39.13%
Strongly Disagree

52.17%
Disagree

Figure 14. My district uses the data generated from IAGD assessments to evaluate K-12 music
programming. In fact, my district uses the IAGD data to initiate conversations aimed to improve
music course offerings in my district.

Conversely, 9% of the music teachers surveyed either agreed or strongly agreed. Descriptive
statistics revealed a mean of 1.6 and a low standard deviation of 0.63, which suggested that on
average, music teachers perceived the IAGD data they collected as ‘not’ being used to evaluate

K-12 programming or used to improve course offerings for their respective districts.
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Calculating the mode for Likert scale responses and comparing those responses to each

other provided a profound presentation of the data collected (see Figure 15).

3 - Agree / 2 - Disagree

Statistics
Mode

Q4:The core intent of SLOs and IACDs is to improve_]
teaching and student learning.

Q7: The SLOs used for my district's teacher evaluation
plan are beneficial and help to align relevant music_|
learning goals with day to day music teaching
assignments and the district K-12 music curriculum.

(]

Q8: The SLOs used for my teacher evaluation plan are
beneficial and help to align relevant music learning goals_|]
with core art standards and 2 1st century learning such as

critical thinking, problem solving and creativity.

[™]

Q9: IAGD data g?enerated for my district's teacher

evaluation plan is useful and provides information that_]

helps to align my music teaching assignments WITH the
district K-12 music curriculum.

[~]

Q14: My district uses the data generated from IACD
assessments to evaluate K-12 music programming. In
fact, my district uses the IAGD data to initiate=
conversations aimed to improve music course offerings in
my district.

]

1 2 3

Likert Scale Respones

Figure 15. Comparing Modes — question four with questions seven, eight, nine, and 14

In Figure 15 question four was compared to question seven, eight, nine, and 14, and illustrated

that although music teachers might have perceived the intent of SLOs and IAGDs to be positive,

they did not perceive them as efficacious.

Another compelling comparison was the relationship between the modes of question five,

with question seven, eight, nine, 10, 11 and 14 (see Figure 16).
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3- Agree / 2- Disagree

Statistics
Mode
Q5: The core intent of SLOs and IAGDs is to measure teacher_|
effectiveness.

Q7: The SLOs used for my district's teacher evaluation plan are

beneficial and help to align relevant music learning goals with day_|
to day music teaching assignments and the district K-12 music
curriculum.

(]

Q8: The SLOs used for my teacher evaluation plan are beneficial
and help to align relevant music learning goals with core art_|
standards and 2 1st century learning such as critical thinking,
problem solving and creativity.

(N]

Q9: IAGD data generated for my district's teacher evaluation plan
is useful and provides information that helps to align my music]
teaching assignments WITH the district K-12 music curriculum.

[(N]

Q10: IACD data generated for my district's teacher evaluation plan
is an accurate reflection of the day to day teaching of relevant_|
music skills AND aligns learning goals with core art standards and
2 1st century learning such as critical thinking, proble

(]

Q11: IAGD data generated for my district's teacher evaluation plan
provides information that is used to improve my district's K-12-
music curriculum.

~]

Q14: My district uses the data generated from IAGD assessments
to evaluate K-12 music programming. In fact, my district uses the_]
IAGD data to initiate conversations aimed to improve music course
offerings in my district.

]

Likert Scale Responses

Figure 16. Comparing Modes — question five with question seven, eight, nine, 10, 11 and 14
The data in Figure 16 clearly illustrated that although music teachers perceived the intent of
SLOs and TAGDs was to measure teacher effectiveness, teachers perceived that these data driven
indicators did not.

Finally, comparing the modes of question four and five with question 17 revealed
possibly one of the most telling facts about the relationships between music teacher perceptions,

regarding policy and practice (see Figures 17 and 18).
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Statistics 3 - Agree / 2 - Disagree
Mode

3-

Values

.

T T
Q4:The core intent of SLOs and IAGDs is to Q17:SLO and IACD data results influence
improve teaching and student learning. collaborations between K-12 music teachers in
my district. These collaborations have historically
generated positive and unified change to
improve music teaching, student learning and
2 1st century skill development

Variables

Figure 17. Comparing Modes — questions four and 17

Question 17 was carefully designed to ‘tease’ out perceptions regarding the ideology of
collaboration influenced by the successful teaching frameworks of Danielson (2011) and
Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2001). As a point of interest, Connecticut State Department of
Education’s rubric for effective teaching embraced the collaborative attributes of Marzano et al.

(Connecticut State Department of Education, 2016).
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Statistics 3 - Agree / 2 - Disagree
Mode

3—

2—1

Values

1
0 T T
Q5: The core intent of SLOs and IAGDs is to Q17:SLO and IAGD data results influence
measure teacher effectiveness. collaborations between K-12 music teachers in

my district. These collaborations have historically
generated positive and unified change to
improve music teaching, student learning and
21st century skill development

Variables

Figure 18. Comparing Modes — question five and question 17

Question 17 drew out perceptions of music teachers and the effects of SLOs and IAGDs. The
results of this survey question illustrated the lack of the positive effect SLOs and IAGDs had on
collaboration or the encouragement of productive and meaningful conversations between
colleagues. Prior research confirmed that for schools to survive in the twenty-first century and
beyond (Connecticut State Department of Education, 2011a, 2015a, 2015b; Illinois State Board
of Education, 2016; Lachlan-Hache, Cushing, & Bivona, 2012; Lacireno-Paquet, Morgan, &
Mello, 2014), collaboration is a necessary component that helps develop and sustain a
professional learning environment that supports teaching and that positively impacts student

learning (Danielson, 2011; Marzano et al., 2001).
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Music teachers’ perceptions of standardized and non-standardized assessments were
revealed by the data collected from survey questions nineteen and twenty. According to the data
collected, 39% of music teachers reported that they used standardized assessments as a way to
collect IAGD data (see Figure 19). In contrast, 52% of music teachers reported that they did not

use standardized assessments to collect IAGD data.

Q19: | use standardized IAGDs or CFAs to measure and evaluate music
skills that support my music teacher SLOs. (Standardized means -
administered and scored in a consistent manner, are aligned to a set of
performance standards, administered ...)

8.70%
Uncertain

Figure 19. Question 19: I use standardized IAGDs or CFAs to measure and evaluate music skills
that support my music teacher SLOs (Standardized means — administered and scored in a
consistent manner, are aligned to a set of performance standards, administered nation or state-
wide, commercially produced, and are often administered one or two times a year)

As a point of interest, 9% of the music teachers reported that they were uncertain if the
assessments they were using were standardized or non-standardized. Taking this line of

questioning further, question 20 revealed that 83% of the music teachers surveyed used non-
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standardized assessments, 13% did not use non-standardized assessments and 4% were uncertain

(see Figure 20).

Q20: | use non-standardized IAGDs or CFAs to measure and evaluate
music skills that support my music teacher SLOs. (Non-Standardized
means - performance rated against a rubric, portfolios rated against a
rubric, curriculum - based assessments constructed

4.35%
Uncertain

Figure 20. Question 20: I use non-standardized IAGDs or CFAs to measure and evaluate music
skills that support my music teacher SLOs (n.b., Non-Standardized means — performance rated
against a rubric, portfolios rated against a rubric, curriculum — based assessments constructed by
a teacher or a team of teachers, teacher developed tests, formative assessments, and or diagnostic
assessments)

These survey questions revealed an interesting collection of data. To help clarify respondents’
answers, I provided open-ended questions for music teachers to write in examples of their
IAGD:s. I followed that question up with an additional open-ended question for music teachers to
provide the procedures they followed for administering and collecting IAGD data. I analyzed and
coded their responses as either an ‘S’ for standardized with an ‘N’ for non-standardized based on

the Connecticut State Department of Education definition of standardized and non-standardized
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indicators (Connecticut State Department of Education, 2011a). The following are samples of the

responses collected that were consistent with state guidelines for standardized and non-

standardized:
(1) “Seventy percent of students will meet/exceed expectations on school-wide
assessment” (N)
(2) “Twenty-five percent of my students will move from "Approaching Effective" to
"Effective" in pitch accuracy” (N)
3) “The other orchestra teacher at my school and I have collaboratively designed a

formative assessment for performances and auditions” (N)

4) “Students will score a three or better in rhythm” (N)

5) “Of all the first grade students, 6% who scored one out of four on the pre-
assessment will score two or better, 30% of students who scored two out of four
on the pre-assessment will score a three or better, and 60% of students who scored
three out of four on the pre-assessment will score a four by June, 2017 (N)

(6) “All eighth grade band students will increase their score in music literacy to 60%
or better on Eternal Peaks. This is administered with the use of Smart Music” (N)

(7) “Sixty to seventy percent of students who play wind instruments will score at
least a three on tone quality 70-80%% of students will score at least a three on
steady beat 80%-90% of students will score at least a three on rhythm accuracy
80%-90% of students will score at least a three on pitch/fingering accuracy” (N)

(8) “All eighth grade students will advance from lowa Tests of Music Literacy Three
to lowa Tests of Music Literacy Four. The 65% of 8th grade students will score

within one standard deviation of the mean on Iowa Tests of Music Literacy Four.

73



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

The Iowa Tests of Music Literacy is a standardized measure. Also Non-
standardized assessments are used that have not been calibrated for reliability or
validity... but are more formative in nature in that they help inform instruction” (S
and N)
These samples were representative to the type of responses received. Of all these responses, only
one was a standardized measure. As a point of interest, the one standardized IAGD identified
was the lowa Tests of Music Literacy discussed in Chapter Two (Gordon, 1971, 1991). This test
1s administered and scored in a standard manner. As aforementioned, the Iowa Tests of Music
Literacy were designed to provide a diagnostic profile for individual students and are used to
inform instruction (Boyle, 1973). An interesting fact to point out is the survey results for
question 19 revealed that 39% of music teachers used standardized measures. This percentage
did not correlate to the written responses provided by music teachers surveyed and Connecticut
guidelines (Connecticut State Department of Education, 2011a). Perhaps the music teachers
surveyed were unclear with regards to the difference between a standardized test or non-
standardized test and require professional learning (James-Ward et al., 2013).
Finally, I probed deeper into the analysis of the written response data to uncover reasons
‘why’ music teachers perceived SLOs and IAGD as ‘not being efficacious’. I began by
organizing and coding participant open-ended responses as they related to both a two-
dimensional Blooms revised taxonomy table and music learning activities that demonstrated a
corresponding knowledge type and cognitive process attribute. The following five open-ended
responses were examples of music teacher SLOs:

(1) Students will be able to play four scales.

74



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

(2) Students enrolled in sixth grade piano class will improve their knowledge of
musical notation by 80%, same for terminology

3) All violin students will demonstrate growth in their range and fingerings. Eight-
five percent of strings players will demonstrate ability to read and play first
position notes including F# and C#.

4) Students will develop rhythmic awareness and literacy through the learning of
guitar accompaniment skills.

(5) All middle school music students will demonstrate positive growth and increased
understanding of content in relation to context with regards to tonality and meter
through listening, reading, writing and performing with and without an instrument
with enjoyment and good musicianship.

As a point of interest, Richardson (1990) and McPherson (1997), Schmidt (1980) all suggested
three different skill areas that needed to be considered in determining musical giftedness:
performance skills, creative ability (such as composition) and verbal and musical-perceptual
skills. As a way to identify these musically gifted students, Schmidt suggested three procedures:
a performance audition, analysis of student composition and evaluation of student writing. For
the most part, responses one, two and three ignore these guidelines. Further, as they were written,
responses one, two and three were examples of Blooms revised level one and possibly level
three. Cognitive processes suggested — recall and execute/apply. In all three of these samples it
was obvious that students were recalling exercises and or techniques that had been rehearsed or
memorized and not initiating skill areas highlighted by Richardson (1990) and McPherson
(1997), or Schmidt (1980). Further, they did not necessarily align with the Connecticut State

Department of Education’s definition of SLOs in that they were not broad statements about the
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knowledge and skills or reflect content mastery, skill development, and reflect ambitious but
attainable goals for student learning (Connecticut State Department of Education, 2015c).
Sample responses four and five suggested Blooms revised level one, two, three and four.
Cognitive processes suggested — recall, inference, application, classify, evaluate and generate. In
both these samples it was more obvious that students were moving past simple recall of facts or
pre-rehearsed training and muscle memory. After evaluating and coding all the responses, the

following bar graph was generated (see Figure 21).

How Music Teacher SLOs and IAGDs Align with Bloom's
Revised Taxonomy
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How Many Knowlege Type(s) & Cognitive Processes do Music Teachers'
SLOs and IAGDs Address

Figure 21. How Music Teacher SLOs and IAGDs Align with Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy

As a point of interest, Figure 21 displayed a lack of SLOs and IAGD that addressed more than
two knowledge/depth types. As a matter of fact, 80% of the music teacher surveyed provided
either inconclusive information on open-ended survey questions and either addressed one or two
types or depths of knowledge that aligned with Bloom’s revised taxonomy or Webb’s depth of

knowledge in their SLOs and IAGDs (Hanna, 2007; Hess et al., 2009; Webb, 2002).
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Comparatively, 20% of the respondents addressed three or four types of knowledge that aligned
with Bloom’s revised taxonomy and Webb’s depth of knowledge with their SLOs and IAGDs.
As I coded the data, I found that many of the cognitive processes related to low level skills of
memory, recognition, recall and execution. Few SLOs and IAGDs represented higher order
thinking skills (such as discrimination, inference, content in relation to context, analyze,
generate, create, critique, and evaluate are a handful that come to mind).

Summary

In this chapter, the results for the research collected were presented in themes while
discussion was provided. For my research question, how do music teachers perceive the efficacy
of Connecticut State Department of Education’s policies and guidelines for music teacher
evaluation, the first theme to emerge was (1) music teachers perceive that SLOs and IAGDs ‘are
intended’ to improve teaching, student learning, and measure teacher effectiveness. My
quantitative and qualitative findings showed that a majority of the music teachers surveyed
perceived that the intent of SLOs and IAGDs were positive and theoretically used to improve
teaching and student learning. In addition, descriptive statistics and comparing modes of similar
questions confirmed that that majority of participants also perceived that SLOs and IAGDs
measure teacher effectiveness ‘and’ are used to evaluate teachers.

As for the second theme, that music teachers ‘do not” perceive that SLOs or IAGDs as
efficacious, the data collected revealed that music teachers’ perception of SLOs and IAGDs — in
their present state — were ‘not efficacious.” As the research data revealed, in most cases, an
overwhelming majority of music teachers disagree with all statements that ask if their SLOs and

IAGDs provided useful data for improving teaching and student learning, inspire robust
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collaboration for positive change, or provided data that is used to improve K-12 curriculum and
evaluate music programs.

Finally, qualitative data was analyzed and coded by how well SLOs aligned with
Bloom’s revised taxonomy. This was done to help answer ‘why’ music teachers perceived the
intent of SLOs and IAGDs to be beneficial, but in actuality, were seen as ‘not’ being useful or
beneficial. The results from this process illustrated that the majority of SLOs provided, focused
on lower levels of Bloom’s revised taxonomy and perhaps a large population of music teachers
lack the training and resources required to write and implement the desired type of SLO and

related IAGD that would make the process more authentic, meaningful and ‘efficacious’.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Implications

Summary

This case study was driven by my concern for music education. This concern has been
motivated by my perceptions surrounding the ideology of musical ‘training’ vs. music
‘educating,” and how the differences between these two dogmas can be better understood for
improving genuine teaching and student learning. Authentic life-long creators and appreciators
of music are the result of a robust music education fueled by a dynamic music curriculum that
embraces sequential units of study that are based on research based pedagogy. Consequently,
reliable and valid measurement and evaluation of musical awareness and skill are critical to
informing instruction so teachers are better equipped with the data needed to move student
thinking forward. The process of measuring and evaluating higher-order thinking skills that
correlate to music learning led me to explore more thoroughly the issues surrounding music
assessment. This process provoked me to discuss the challenges surrounding objective
assessments for subjects taught, such as music, that are particularly difficult to objectively assess
because their learning outcomes are often measured and evaluated using language that involves
subjective assessment of specific artistic processes.

Although I am optimistic that a plan to uncover ways to determine teacher effectiveness
and authentic student learning is possible, I am also all too familiar with the facts and the culture
of music teaching today. In order for SLOs and IAGDs to exemplify higher-order and critical
thinking in music classrooms throughout Connecticut to take place, a paradigm shift that is
driven by ambitious teachers and school leaders will need to occur. Until then, in their current

state, Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) and Indicators of Academic Growth and Development
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(IAGDs) will continue to ignore the limits imposed by the dead end results that many ‘music
training paradigms’ produce in music classrooms today.

Chapter One discussed the state of Connecticut’s motivation for linking teacher
evaluation with teacher effectiveness. In addition, Chapter One provided a clear statement of the
problems associated with the current state of SLOs and IAGD. With this in mind, the purpose of
this research was to gather, examine and discuss the perceptions of music teachers in
Connecticut regarding the efficacy of the Connecticut Guidelines for Educator Evaluation,
Connecticut’s System for Educator Evaluation and Development (SEED) and other district-
developed guidelines for music teacher evaluation and support. This purpose drove the research
to examine the alignment between perceptions, practice and policy. Also, this study sought to
explore and uncover the relationship between the data collection tools used to evaluate music
teacher effectiveness and their impact on teaching and student learning. Chapter One also
included one research question and concluded by providing a definition of terms and a summary
of all chapters.

Chapter Two presented a comprehensive review of the literature that highlighted the most
relevant historical and current substantive findings related to my research purpose. The literature
review provided a foundation of the fundamental underpinnings and relationships between
themes found in literature. Additionally, chapter two explored the theoretical and pedagogical
contributions related to music teaching, student learning, measurement and evaluation of
instruction. To summarize, the literature review, identified and examined (a) factors that
influence learning (b), how learning occurs, and (c) how learning principles apply and correlate
to ‘music education. Lastly, the literature review identified gaps in the research and offered

recommendations for future study.
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Chapter Three provided a description of characteristics of inquiry that revealed researcher
bias. Chapter Three also specified the rationale for actions taken given the purpose and nature of
the study. Further, Chapter Three described in explicit detail the structure, methodology and
design used and explained why a mixed method case study best supported the research purpose.
In addition, Chapter Three described the sample, the type of data that would be collected and the
methods by which the data would be analyzed. In all, Chapter Three described how all the
procedures of the research process fit together so that if proposed, a knowledgeable researcher
could confidently replicate this study.

Chapter Four reported research findings and revealed the themes that emerged from the
data. Descriptive statistics such as frequency distributions, means, modes, standard deviations
and variances provided information that was used to interpret data meaningfully. Consequently,
the themes generated by the data collected were (1) music teachers perceive that SLOs and
IAGDs ‘are intended’ to improve teaching, student learning, and measure teacher effectiveness
and (2) music teachers ‘do not’ perceive that SLOs or IAGDs as efficacious, the data collected
revealed that music teachers’ perception of SLOs and IAGDs, in their present state, are ‘not
efficacious’. Chapter Four systematically presented the results of the data collected in a scholarly
fashion so that a robust analysis of the findings could be related to the research questions and
interpretations of the data could be generated. Further, Chapter Four provided visual illustrations
such as pie charts and bar graphs to offer additional perspectives of proportion as they related to
all the data and variables. In all, Chapter Four answered the research questions presented.

In Chapter Five I will discuss the limitations of this study by addressing influences that I
could not control and highlight the shortcomings I faced that may have affected outcomes of my

research. Second, based on my analysis, I will discuss implication for practice by providing what
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can or is being done to improve the process and outcomes of SLOs and IAGDs. Finally, I will
make suggestions for future research that may in turn strengthen the literature and provide points
that will inspire future researchers to explore.

Limitations of the Study

There were three main limitations of the study: the lack of prior research for the topic, the
sample size, and the time allotted to complete the research. The first two limitations were related
to each another. Since there were no pilot studies done before this research, deciding on what the
sample size should be was not possible. The sample size in this study is relatively small.
Creswell (2012) suggested that a small sample size could limit the generalizability of the results
of a study. Albeit, larger sample sizes do increase the chance of finding a significant difference, a
sample size of forty-six respondents did yield data that revealed clear trends and themes that
answered the research questions.

In addition, since there was no prior research for this topic, no instruments such as
surveys or interview questions were available that related to the research questions. Although on
the surface these factors appeared to be a limitation, the absence of such instruments encouraged
a robust and rigorous instrument creation exercise that in the end was tailored to efficiently and
effectively address the research questions for this study (Fink, 2013).

Finally, the allotment of time allowed to complete this study was a significant limitation
(Creswell, 2012; Mertens, 2014; Yin, 2009). Although I was able to create, pilot test and member
check my survey, the process took over a month to complete. Albeit the surveys were
electronically emailed to music teachers in Connecticut on, before and after October 15, creating,

collecting, pilot testing and member checking the survey data within the two-month time period
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allotted by course guidelines caused a methodological limitation that prevented a more robust
data collection process and triangulation of the data.
Implications for Practice

The results of the quantitative data collected implicated that a majority of the music
teachers surveyed perceived SLOs and IAGDs as not useful or efficacious. The comprehensive
data collected suggest that although music teachers continue to create SLOs and collect data and
use IAGD data, they are doing so to fulfill a mandate or district policy. Alternatively, although
the qualitative data collected did not reveal perceptions of efficacy for either Connecticut State
Department of Education’s policies and guidelines, the data did uncover information that
implicated a lack of quality SLOs and IAGDs. To clarify, an overwhelming number of the SLOs
and IAGDs listed by the survey respondents did not address learning objectives that ‘moved
past’ primary types/depths of knowledge and ‘low level’ cognitive processes (i.e., facts and
recall/procedures and specific skill execution) (Hanna, 2007; Hess et al., 2009; Webb, 2002). As
a matter of fact, the absence of SLOs integrating conceptual, metacognitive skills of inference,
discrimination, analysis, collaboration, creation and self-evaluation contradicted research-based
components for successful teaching and learning set forth by the frameworks of Danielson
(2011) and Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2001) that identified accomplished and exemplary
teaching. In addition, the qualitative responses collected implicated that music teachers and
building leaders are either unaware of what a quality music SLO and IAGD looks like or simply
do not consider their purpose a valid one. In all, implications to integrate higher levels of
Bloom’s revised taxonomy concepts or embed multi-layered understanding by design attributes
into music SLOs and IAGDs is in most cases were non-existent in the data collected for this

study.
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Perhaps data generated by this research implicates a lack of quality professional
development, lack of meaningful planning time, resources and lack of musically informed
leaders and primary evaluators. Perhaps the research data collected implicates that there is a
problem with the choice of data being collected that faithfully measures and evaluates authentic
music learning. Further, perhaps targeted professional learning would help encourage more
authentic requirements for demonstrating music learning as opposed to low-order training
exercises (i.e., recalling a group of scales, a specific fingering, the isolated task of identifying
letter names of pitches on a staff or the length of a duration expressed in numbers while ignoring
musical context). Perhaps professional development that guides music teachers by assisting in
the execution of music pedagogy that embeds more sequential learning progressions of logical
cognitive skills similar to those embedded in Blooms revised taxonomy or Webb’s depth of
knowledge principles that illuminate understanding by design attributes will fill the gaps in
music teaching and student learning.

Implications made by the data collected provoke the following: Are students being
trained? Are students simply able to recall? According to the Connecticut State Department of
Education, SLOs are to ‘reflect ambitious but attainable goals’. Overall, if IAGD data is not
reliable or valid, or it only measures low-level skills of recall, muscle memory and basic
execution, data does little to inform instruction, move student thinking forward and answer the
aforementioned questions. At this point, music learning becomes a game of ‘hit or miss’ and the
struggle between all stakeholders to validate learning pervades. Further, what persists are a
collection of either frustrated feelings or an unhealthy compliance between teachers, students and
parents. These feelings typically contribute to stagnant or motionless music education rather than

a vibrant, robust and engaging opportunity critical thinking, problem solving and life-long
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authentic appreciation for music through understanding. Too often, a regurgitation of historical
facts and theoretical musings that have nothing to do with higher order metacognition of musical
content as it relates to musical context have become the measure by which musicianship is
evaluated.

Suggestions for Future Research

On October 5, 2016, the new Connecticut Art Standards were unanimously adopted by
the Connecticut State Department of Education after a fourteen-month stakeholder review and
engagement process (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2016). According to
the National Core Art Standards Coalition (2016), the conceptual learning of music will be
guided by eleven carefully crafted common anchor standards that align to the core standards:
creating performing, presenting, producing, responding and connecting. In addition, the same
arts coalition has informed that the National Core Arts Standards have been written using
understanding by design principles. With this in mind, future research regarding the implications
that the newly adopted core and anchor standards will have on music education and the quality of
music teacher SLOs and IAGDs is recommended. This may uncover whether SLOs and IAGDs
will become more meaningful and efficacious to music teachers in Connecticut in light of these
newly adopted standards and related procedures.

In addition, collecting perceptions of Connecticut State Department of Education’s
guidelines for teacher evaluation from other teachers that teach subjects where it is particularly
difficult to objectively assess students because their learning outcomes are often measured and
evaluated using language that involves subjective assessment of specific artistic processes would
provide additional perspective to the research question that drove this study. Further, comparing

teachers that are required to use standardized IAGDs with those who exercise the option to only
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use non-standardized IAGDs would provide valuable insight related to current best practice
models for music teacher evaluation.

Investigating music teacher perceptions about nationally recognized and commercially
produced standardized music aptitude and achievement tests would contribute significantly to the
literature. More research is needed regarding teacher and student perceptions of music aptitude
testing and standardized music achievement tests that measure students’ ability to discriminate
and infer between different tonalities and meters are recommended. Also, research regarding
perceptions of the ways music teachers measure and evaluate a student’s ability to generate,
develop, refine and share in all the artistic processes is greatly needed.

Gathering perceptions of stakeholders regarding the efficacy of introducing ways
objectively measure teaching and student learning for subjects that evaluate learning outcomes
most often evaluated using language that involves subjective assessment of specific artistic
processes may provide answer to many ‘why’, ‘how’ and ‘what’ questions that remain
unanswered by this study. Research regarding music teacher perceptions of research based music
learning, authentic data collection and their effect on pedagogy would be a valuable contribution
to the existing literature.

The development and research of continuous and additive rating scales that accurately
measure music performance and accounts for tonal, thythmic, expressive and technical
dimensions would also provide a valuable contribution to the literature. Also, more research is
needed regarding the perception of administrators more or less familiar with how the
depths/types of knowledge and the cognitive process correlate with authentic music teaching and
music learning. Finally, more research on student perceptions of music learning as a whole and

what they consider to be ‘meaningful measurement and evaluation’ of their musicianship would
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contribute significantly and perhaps provide data that will move all stakeholder thinking forward

and improve teaching and student ‘music’ learning forward.

87



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

References

Ainsworth, L. (2011). Rigorous curriculum design: How to create curricular units of study that
align standards, instruction, and assessment. Englewood, CO: Lead+ Learn Press.

Allan, S. D. (1991). Ability grouping research reviews: What do they say about grouping and the
gifted. Educational Leadership, 48(6), 60-65. Retrieved from
http://www.donet.com/~eprice/sdallan.htm

Ames, C. (1992). Classrooms: Goals, structures, and student motivation. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 84(3), 261. Retrieved from http://psycnet.apa.org/journals/edu/84/3/261/

Ary, D., Jacobs, L. C., Sorensen, C., & Razavieh, A. (2010). Introduction to research in
education. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning.

Asmus, E. P., & Harrison, C. S. (1990). Characteristics of motivation for music and musical
aptitude of undergraduate non music majors. Journal of Research in Music Education,
38(4), 258- 268. Retrieved from http://jrm.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3345223

Azzam, A. M. (2014). Motivated to learn: A conversation with Daniel Pink. Educational
Leadership, 72(1), 12-17. Retrieved from
http://www.steveclarkprincipal.com/uploads/1/6/5/2/16527520/motivated to learn.pdf

Azzara, C. D. (1993). Audiation-based improvisation techniques and elementary instrumental
students’ music achievement. Journal of Research in Music Education, 41(4), 328 - 342.
Retrieved from http://jrm.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3345508

Beall, G. (1991). Learning sequences and music learning. The Quarterly Journal of Music
teaching and Learning 11, 1, 87-96

Bender, W. N. (2012). Project-based learning: Differentiating instruction for the 21st century.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

88



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Benedict, C. L. (2012). Critical and transformative literacies: Music and general education.
Theory into Practice, 51(3), 152—158. Retrieved from http://www.tandfonline.com

Betts, G. T., & Neihart, M. (1988). Profiles of the gifted and talented. Gifted Child Quarterly,
32(2), 248-253. Retrieved from http://gcq.sagepub.com/content/32/2/248.short

Bolduc, J. (n.d.). How can we objectively rank and rate musicianship. Boston, MA: The
Massachusetts Judges Association. Retrieved from
http://www.massjudge.org/app/download/7117466472/Assessing+Musicianship.pdf

Boyle, J.D. (1973). lowa Tests of Music Literacy. Journal of Research in Music Education,
21(3),281-283

Brualdi, A. (1996). Multiple intelligences: Gardner’s theory. Practical Assessment, Research &
Evaluation, 5(10), 1-6. Retrieved from Retrieved from
http://PAREonline.net/getvn.asp?v=5&n=10

Bruner, J. (1985). Models of the learner. Educational Researcher, 14(6), 5-8. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1174162

Bugos, J. A. (2015). Greasing the skids of the musical mind: Connecting music learning to mind
brain education. General Music Today, 29(1), 5—-11.

Burak, S. (2014). Motivation for instrument education: A study from the perspective of
expectancy-value and flow theories. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 55, 123—
136. Retrieved from
http://www.ejer.com.tr/index.php?git=22&kategori=104&makale=933

Burris, C. C., & Garrity, D. T. (2008). Detracking for excellence and equity. Alexandria, VA:

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

89



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Cogdill, S. H. (2015). Applying research in motivation and learning to music education: What
the experts say. Update: Applications of Research in Music Education, 33(2), 49-57.

Connecticut’s System for Educator Evaluation and Development (SEED). (n.d.). [Connecticut
guidelines for educator evaluation. Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.connecticutseed.org/?page 1d=449

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2003). Code of professional responsibility for
teachers. Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from
https://eregulations.ct.gov/eRegsPortal/Browse/RCSA/%7BB288982B-3ECF-4223-
A9E6-45C5A2CFECE6%7D

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2006). District reference groups, 2006. Hartford,
CT: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/LIB/sde/PDF/dgm/reportl/cpse2006/appndxa.pdf

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2011a). CALI: Connecticut accountability for
learning initiative. Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from http://www.sde.ct.gov

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2011b). CSDE: Using Differentiated Instruction to
Implement the Common Core State Standards. Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2618&q=333594

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2012). Connecticut school leadership standards.
Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/pdf/educatorstandards/ccl-csls.pdf

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2015a). 2015 SEED Handbook Connecticut’s

system for educator evaluation and development. Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from

90



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/lib/sde/pdf/talent office/plans 2015 2016/education_connecti
on_evaluation_plan.pdf

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2015b). Connecticut guidelines for educator
evaluation. Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from http://www.connecticutseed.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/CT_Guidelines_for Educator Evaluation Updated 2015.pdf

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2015¢). Educator effectiveness and professional
learning, guidelines for educator evaluation 2015. Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.connecticutseed.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/CT_Guidelines_for Educator Evaluation Updated 2015.pdf

Connecticut State Department of Education. (2016). Rubric and Effective Service Delivery 2015.
Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from http://www.connecticutseed.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/07/CCT_Rubric_for Effective Service Delivery 2015.pdf

Connecticut State Department of Education. (n.d.). Day One Powerpoint Presentation:
Differentiation. Hartford, CT: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2618&q=333594

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative
and qualitative research (4™ ed). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, Inc.

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five
approaches. Boston, MA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Creswell, J. W., & Miller, D. L. (2000). Determining validity in qualitative inquiry. Theory into
Practice, 39(3), 124-130.

Dalby, B. (1999). Teaching audiation in instrumental classes. Music Educators Journal, 85(6),

22-25.

91



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Danielson, C. (2011). Enhancing professional practice: A framework for teaching. Alexandria,
VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Davis, G. A., & Rimm, S. B. (1989). Education of the gifted and talented. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, Inc. Retrieved from http://psycnet.apa.org/psycinfo/1989-97402-000

Fink, A. (2013). How to conduct surveys: A step-by-step guide (5th ed.). Los Angeles, CA:
SAGE Publications, Inc.

Fox, D. (2013). The principal’s mind-set for data. Leadership, 42(3), 12-36. Retrieved from
http://eric.ed.gov/?1d=EJ 1004500

Gagné, F. (1985). Giftedness and talent: Reexamining a reexamination of the definitions. Giffed
Child Quarterly, 29(3), 103—112. Retrieved from
http://gcq.sagepub.com/content/29/3/103.short

Garner, A. M. (2009). Singing and moving: Teaching strategies for audiation in children. Music
Educators Journal, 95(4), 46-50.

Garnett, J. (2013). Beyond a constructivist curriculum: A critique of competing paradigms in
music education. British Journal of Music Education, 30(2), 161-175.

Gordon, E. (1961). A study to determine the effects of training and practice on drake musical
aptitude test scores. Journal of Research in Music Education, 9(1), 63-74. Retrieved from
http://jrm.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3344396

Gordon, E. (1967). The musical aptitude profile. Music Educators Journal, 53(6), 52-54.
Retrieved from http://mej.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3390915

Gordon, E. (1969). Intercorrelations among musical aptitude profile and Seashore measures of
musical talents subtests. Journal of Research in Music Education, 17(3), 263- 271.

Retrieved from http://jrm.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3343874

92



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Gordon, E. (1971). The psychology of music teaching. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Gordon, E. (1974). Toward the development of a taxonomy of tonal patterns and rhythm
patterns: Evidence of difficulty level and growth rate. Experimental Research in the
Psychology of Music: Studies in the Psychology of Music, 9, 39-232. Retrieved from
http://library.sc.edu/music/gordon/331.pdf

Gordon, E. (1981). The manifestation of developmental music aptitude in the audiation of
“same” and “different” as sound in music. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Gordon, E. (1990). Predictive validity of AMMA. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications, Inc.

Gordon, E. (2001a). Preparatory audiation, audiation, and music learning theory: A handbook
of a comprehensive music learning sequence. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Gordon, E. (2001b). Test validity and curriculum development: Three longitudinal studies in
music. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Gordon, E. (2004). Continuing studies in music aptitudes. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Gordon, E. (2005). Music education research: Taking a panoptic measure of reality. Chicago,
IL: GIA Publications.

Gordon, E. (2008). Clarity by comparison and relationship: A bedtime reader for music
education. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

Gordon, E. (2010). Essential preparation for beginning instrumental music instruction. Chicago,
IL: GIA Publications.

Gordon, E. (2011). Untying gordian knots. Chicago, IL: GIA Publications, Incorporated.

Gordon, E. (2012). Learning sequences in music: A contemporary music learning theory.

Chicago, IL: GIA Publications.

93



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Gordon, E., & Woods, D. G. (2001). Jump right in: The music curriculum. Chicago, IL: GIA
Publications, Inc.

Green, L. (2008). Music, informal learning and the school: a new classroom pedagogy.
Hampshire, England: Aldershot/Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

Hallam, S., Rogers, L., & Ireson, J. (2008). Ability grouping in the secondary school: attitudes of
teachers of practically based subjects. International Journal of Research & Method in
Education, 31(2), 181-192. Retrieved from
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/17437270802124657

Hall, T. (2009). Differentiated instruction. Wakefield, MA: National Center on Accessing the
General Curriculum. Retrieved from
https://web.archive.org/web/20100117230006/http://www.cast.org/publications/ncac/nca
c_diffinstruc.html

Hanna, W. (2007). The new Bloom’s taxonomy: Implications for music education. Arts
Education Policy Review, 108(4), 7-16. Retrieved from
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3200/AEPR.108.4.7-16

Harrison, C. S. (1990). Predicting music theory grades: The relative efficiency of academic
ability, music experience, and musical aptitude. Journal of Research in Music Education,
38(2), 124. Retrieved from http://jrm.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3344932

Harrison, C. S., Asmus, E. P., & Serpe, R. T. (1994). Effects of musical aptitude, academic
ability, music experience, and motivation on aural skills. Journal of Research in Music
Education, 42(2), 131-144. Retrieved from

http://jrm.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3345497

94



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Heavner, T. (2005). The Applied Music Lesson: Teaching Gifted and Talented Students
Utilizing Principles of Comprehensive Musicianship. International Education Journal,
6(2), 170—174. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?1d=EJ854967

Holahan, J. M., Saunders, T. C., & Goldberg, M. D. (2000). Tonal cognition in pattern
discrimination: Evidence from three populations. Journal of Research in Music
Education, 48(2), 162- 177. Retrieved from
http://jrm.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3345574

Illinois State Board of Education. (2016). Guidebook on student learning objectives for type II1
assessments. Chicago, IL: Author.

Ireson, J., & Hallam, S. (2001). Ability grouping in education. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE.

Isbell, D. (2012). Learning theories: Insights for music educators. General Music Today, 25(2),
19-23.

Jackson, R., & Zmuda, A. (2014). 4 (secret) keys to student engagement. Educational
Leadership, 72(1), 18-24.

James-Ward, C., Fisher, D., & Frey, N. (2013). Using data to focus instructional improvement.
Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Jensen, E. (1998). Teaching with the brain in mind. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ed434950

Keast, D. A. (2009). A constructivist application for online learning in music. Research and
Issues in Music Education, 7(1), 1-8.

Krathwohl, D. R., Bloom, B. S., & Masia, B. B. (1964). Taxonomy of educational objectives:
The classification of educational goals: Handbook II: Affective domain. New Y ork:

David Mckay. Retrieved from http://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/clc/982120

95



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Kulik, J. A. (1992). An analysis of the research on ability grouping: Historical and
contemporary perspectives (Research-based monograph No. 9204). Storrs, CT: National
Research Center on the Gifted and Talented, University of Connecticut. Retrieved from
http://eric.ed.gov/?1d=ED350777

Kulik, J. A. (1993). An analysis of the research on ability grouping. NRC/GT Newsletter, 3(1), 8—
9. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED367095

Lachlan-Hache, L., Cushing, E., & Bivona, L. (2012). Student learning objectives: Benefits,
challenges, and solutions. Washington, DC: American Institute for Research.

Lacireno-Paquet, N., Morgan, C., & Mello, D. (2014). How states use student learning objectives
in teacher evaluation systems: A review of state websites. Washington, DC: US
Department of Education. Retrieved from
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/northeast/pdf/REL _2014013.pdf

Larmer, J. (2014). Boosting the power of projects. Educational Leadership, 72(1), 42—46.

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

Martin, M. R., & Pickett, M. T. (2013, May). The effects of differentiated instruction on
motivation and engagement in fifth-grade gifted math and music students (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). Saint Xavier University, Chicago, IL.

Marzano, R. J., Pickering, D., & Pollock, J. E. (2001). Classroom instruction that works:
Research-based strategies for increasing student achievement. Alexandria, VA:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Mayer, R. E. (2002). Designing a new taxonomy of educational objectives. Washington, DC:

American Psychological Association.

96



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

McPherson, G. E. (1997). Giftedness and talent in music. Journal of Aesthetic Education, 31(4),
65—77. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/3333144

Mertens, D. M. (2014). Research and evaluation in education and psychology: Integrating
diversity with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications, Inc.

Meumann, E. (1913). The psychology of learning: An experimental investigation of the economy
and technique of memory. New York: D. Appleton and Company.

National Association for Gifted Children. (2010). Redefining giftedness for a new century:
Shifting the paradigm. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.nagc.org/sites/default/files/Position%20Statement/Redefining%20Giftedness
%2010r%20a%20New%20Century.pdf

National Association for Gifted Children. (2016). State definitions of giftedness. Washington,
DC: Author. Retrieved from http://www.nagc.org/sites/default/files/Gifted-by-
State/State%20definitions%20%281-13-16%29.pdf

National Association for Gifted Children. (n.d.-a). Glossary of terms. Washington, DC: Author.
Retrieved from https://www.nagc.org/resources-publications/resources/glossary-terms

National Association for Gifted Children. (n.d.-b). Who we are. Washington, DC: Author.
Retrieved from https://www.nagc.org/about-nagc/who-we-are

National Association for Music Education. (n.d.). Want to incorporate the new music standards
in your classroom? Reston, VA: Author. Retrieved from http://www.nafme.org/want-to-

incorporate-the-new-music-standards-in-your-classroom/

97



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

National Governors Association and Council of Chief State School Officers. (2016a). English
language arts standards. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.corestandards.org/ELA-Literacy/

National Governors Association and Council of Chief State School Officers. (2016b). Myths vs.
facts. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved from http://www.corestandards.org/about-the-
standards/myths-vs-facts/

National Governors Association and Council of Chief State School Officers. (2016c¢). Standards
in your state. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved from
http://www.corestandards.org/standards-in-your-state/

New York State Education Dept. (2002). Music-A resource guide for standards-based
instruction. Albany, NY: Author. Retrieved from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED477155.pdf

Niland, A. (2009). The power of musical play: The value of play-based, child-centered
curriculum in early childhood music education. General Music Today, 23(1), 17-21.

O’Donnell, C. (2011). An investigation of the effect of instruction in Edwin Gordon’s tonal and
rhythm patterns on secondary students’ advanced measures of music audiation scores
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Oklahoma, Norman, OK.

Perks, K., & Middleton, M. (2014). Navigating the classroom current. Educational Leadership,
72(1), 48-52.

Price, D. (2011). Learning futures: Rebuilding curriculum and pedagogy around student
engagement. FORUM: For Promoting 3-19 Comprehensive Education, 53(2), 273-284.

Quate, S., & McDermott, J. (2014). The just-right challenge. Educational Leadership, 72(1), 61—

65.

98



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Richardson, C. P. (1990). Measuring musical giftedness. Music Educators Journal, 76(7), 40-45.
Retrieved from http://mej.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.2307/3401036

Rinn, A. N., & Bishop, J. (2015). Gifted adults: A systematic review and analysis of the
literature. Gifted Child Quarterly, 59(4), 213-235.

Robinson, M. (2015). The inchworm and the nightingale: On the (mis)use of data in music
teacher evaluation. Arts Education Policy Review, 116(1), 9-21.

Salvador, K. (2011). Individualizing elementary general music instruction: Case studies of
assessment and differentiation. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Michigan State
University, East Lansing, MI.

Sang, R. (1998, May). 4 four-year study of the predictive validity of the “advanced measures of
music audiation”(AMMA). A paper presentation at the Southeastern Music Education
Symposium, Athens, GA.

Schade, A. (2015). Pilot testing: Getting it right (before) the first time. Fremont, CA: Nielsen
Norman Group. Retrieved from https://www.nngroup.com/articles/pilot-testing/

Schmidt, L. (1980). Gifted programs in music: A nuclear model. Roeper Review, 3(3), 31-34.
Retrieved from http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/02783198109552531

Schunk, D. H. (2012). Learning theories: An educational perspective (6™ ed). Boston, MA:
Pearson.

Seashore, C. (1915). The measurement of musical talent. The Musical Quarterly, 1(1), 129—148.
Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/738047

Seashore, C. (1919). Psychology of music talent. Boston, MA: Silver, Burdett and Company.

Seashore, C., Lewis, D., & Saetveit, J. G. (1960). Seashore measures of musical talents. New

York: Psychological Corporation.

99



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Shulman, L. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge growth in teaching. Educational
Researcher, 15(2), 4-14. Retrieved from http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0013-
189X%28198602%2915%3A2%3C4%3 ATWUKGI%3E2.0.CO%3B2-
X&origin=crossref

Shulman, L. (1987). Knowledge and teaching: Foundations of the new reform. Harvard
Educational Review, 57(1), 1-23. Retrieved from
http://www.hepgjournals.org/doi/abs/10.17763/haer.57.1.j463w79r56455411

Slavin, R. E. (1990). Achievement effects of ability grouping in secondary schools: A best-
evidence synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 60(3), 471-499. Retrieved from
http://rer.sagepub.com/content/60/3/471.short

Smith, F. (2012). Understanding reading: A psycholinguistic analysis of reading and learning to
read (6™ ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Routledge.

Southern Regional Education Board. (2011). Research-proven instructional strategies engage,
motivate and support students in meeting higher standards. Louisville, KY: Southern
Regional Education Board (SREB).

Stake, R. E. (1995). The art of case study research. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications,
Inc.

Standerfer, S. L. (2011). Differentiation in the music classroom. Music Educators Journal, 97(4),
43-48.

State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education. (2016). National core arts standards: A
conceptual framework for arts learning. Dover, DE: Author. Retrieved from

http://www.corestandards.org/about-the-standards/myths-vs-facts/

100



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Steele, J. L., & Boudett, K. P. (2008a). Leadership lessons from schools becoming “data wise.”
Harvard Education Letter, 24(1), 1-3. Retrieved from
http://hepg.org/HEPG/Media/Documents/hel datawiseinaction.pdf

Stevens, F. (1993). User-friendly handbook for project evaluation: Science, mathematics,
engineering, and technology education. Washington, DC: National Science Foundation.
Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED366511.pdf

Sundberg, M. L. (2013). Thirty points about motivation from Skinner’s book verbal behavior.
The Analysis of Verbal Behavior, 29(1), 13—40. Retrieved from
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3659498/

Taylor, S. (1908). Becoming Data Wise. Educational Leadership, 12, 15.

Tobias, E. S., Campbell, M. R., & Greco, P. (2015). Bringing curriculum to life. Enacting
project-based learning in music programs. Music Educators Journal, 102(2), 39-47.

Tomlinson, C. (2014). Differentiated classroom: Responding to the needs of all learners (2™
ed.). Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Tomlinson, C., & Strickland, C. (2005). Differentiation in practice: a resource guide for
differentiating curriculum, grades 9-12. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.

Travers, R. M. (1980). Taxonomies of educational objectives and theories of classification.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 2(2), 5-23. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1163930

Vada, C. (2013). National music education standards and adherence to Bloom’s revised

taxonomy. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Walden University, Minneapolis, MN.

101



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Veal, W., & MaKinster, J. (1999). Pedagogical content knowledge taxonomies. Electronic
Journal of Science Education, 3(4). Retrieved from
http://ejse.southwestern.edu/article/view/7615/5382/

Vygotsky, L. (1978). Readings on the development of children. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press. Retrieved from
http://www.faculty.mun.ca/cmattatall/Vygotsky 1978.pdf

Webb, N. L. (2002). Depth-of-knowledge levels for four content areas. Language Arts. Retrieved
from
http://www.hed.state.nm.us/uploads/files/ABE/Policies/depth_of knowledge guide for
all subject areas.pdf

Williams, H. S. (2009). Leadership capacity-a key to sustaining lasting improvement. Education,
130(1), 30-41. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/openview/d020ct9cce05¢3408426725755875b40/17pq-
origsite=gscholar

Woodford, P. G. (1996). Evaluating Edwin Gordon’s music learning theory from a critical
thinking perspective. Philosophy of Music Education Review, 83-95. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40495420

Woolfolk, A., Winne, P. H., & Perry, N. E. (2015). Educational psychology. Don Mills, ON:
Pearson Canada.

Wormeli, R. (2014). Motivating young adolescents. Educational Leadership, 72(1), 26-31.
Retrieved from
http://www.duarteusd.org/cms/lib09/CA01900906/Centricity/Domain/344/Motivating%2

0Young%20Adults.pdf

102



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods (4™ ed.). Los Angeles, CA: SAGE

Publications, Inc.

103



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

Appendix A

A Survey on the Perceptions of Music Teachers Regarding the Efficacy of the Connecticut

(1

)

3)

4

State Department of Education’s Guidelines for Educator Evaluation
Please select / fill in all that apply:
a. Ihold a valid 049 Professional or Provisional Educator, Music, PreK - 12
Certificate
b. Ihave been teaching music in a Connecticut public school for a minimum of 2
years

c. Other

Years of Experience as a Connecticut public school music teacher.

a. 2-5

b. 610

c. 11-15

d. 16-20

e. Over 21 years

I currently teach in the one of the following District Regional Group (DRG).

a. A-C
b. D-F
c. G-I
d. Other

The core intent of SLOs and IAGDs is to improve teaching and student learning.
a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree
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c. Agree
d. Strongly Agree
5) The core intent of SLOs and IAGDs is to measure teacher effectiveness.
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

(6) In my district, SLOs and IAGDs provide an accurate and fair measure of music

teacher effectiveness for all music teachers.
a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

(7) The SLOs used for my district's teacher evaluation plan are beneficial and help to

align relevant music learning goals with day to day music teaching assignments and

the district K-12 music curriculum.
a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

(8) The SLOs used for my teacher evaluation plan are beneficial and help to align

relevant music learning goals with core art standards and 21st century learning such

as critical thinking, problem solving and creativity.
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©)

(10)

(1)

a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

IAGD data generated for my district's teacher evaluation plan is useful and provides
information that helps to align my music teaching assignments WITH the district K-
12 music curriculum.

a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

IAGD data generated for my district's teacher evaluation plan is an accurate reflection
of the day to day teaching of relevant music skills AND aligns learning goals with
core art standards and 21st century learning such as critical thinking, problem solving
and creativity.

a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

IAGD data generated for my district's teacher evaluation plan provides information
that is used to improve my district's K-12 music curriculum.

a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree
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(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

c. Agree
d. Strongly Agree
In the space below, please write example(s) of your SLOs:

a.

b.

C.

In the space below, please provide example(s) of Indicators of Academic Growth and
Development (IAGDs) or Common Formative Assessments (CFAs) you have used
AND please identify it (or them) as standardized or non-standardized:

a.

b.

C.

My district uses the data generated from IAGD assessments to evaluate K-12 music
programming. In fact, my district uses the [AGD data to initiate conversations aimed
to improve music course offerings in my district.

a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

My district uses the data generated from IAGD assessments to evaluate K-12 music
programming. In fact, my district uses the IAGD data to initiate conversations aimed
to improve music course offerings in my district.

a. Strongly Disagree

107



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

In the space below describe how you collect IAGD data.

a.

b.

C.

SLO and IAGD data results influence collaborations between K-12 music teachers in
my district. These collaborations have historically generated positive and unified
change to improve music teaching, student learning and 21st century skill
development.

a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

Choose from the following: My district teacher evaluation plan is ...

a. SEED

b. District Developed

c. Iam not sure

I use standardized IAGDs or CFAs to measure and evaluate music skills that support
my music teacher SLOs. (Standardized means - administered and scored in a
consistent manner, are aligned to a set of performance standards, administered nation

or state-wide, commercially produced, and are often administered 1 or 2 times a year)
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(20)

1)

a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

I use non-standardized IAGDs or CFAs to measure and evaluate music skills that
support my music teacher SLOs. (Non-Standardized means - performance rated
against a rubric, portfolios rated against a rubric, curriculum - based assessments
constructed by a teacher or a team of teachers, teacher developed tests, formative
assessments, and or diagnostic assessments)

a. Strongly Disagree

b. Disagree

c. Agree

d. Strongly Agree

Please complete the following sentence. I collect IAGD / CFA data that support my

SLO:s ...
a. Weekly
b. Monthly

c. Every 3 months

d. 2 times a year
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Appendix B

Cognitive Process
1 Und. ; tand 3 A 4] S 6
Types of Remember naerstan Apply anawyze Evaluate Create / Generate
. Interpret Differentiate
Knowledge Recognize I Execute . Check Plan
Recall nfer Implement Organize Critique Produce
Explain P Attribute q
1.) Factual Music vocabulary Music Terminology Apply basic musical Analyze basic musical Evaluate music by Improvise, compose
. Terminology Symbols Time periods knowledge elements checking for correct and perform music by
. Basic Elements Pitch Names Styles pitches, durations and using basic elements
Pitch Durations Pedagogical concepts other basic elements of
Instrument Parts music
2.) Conceptual Theory Explain and discuss Apply music Analyze musical concepts in | Evaluate music through Improvise, compose
Interrelationships among the basic Time Periods music concepts and concepts to the a variety of ways such as conceptual critique and perform music by
elements within a larger structure Musical Styles music’s relationships in | performing, music theory analysis, using principles
¢ Classifications and category other areas both within composing, ethnomusicology, theories and musical

Principals and
generalization
Theories, model and
structure

3.) Procedural

Skills

Techniques and methods
Performance Criteria

4.) Metacognitive

Knowledge of self and
personal cognition of
music

Strategic knowledge
Knowledge of cognitive
demands
Self-knowledge

Specific
Composers

Notation
procedures

Instrumental &
Vocal
performance skills

Methods /
Techniques

Developed
strategies for
remembering
musical symbols,
notation,
procedures, facts,
techniques

and outside music

Understand, explain,
discuss and articulate
performing, composing,
improvising or listening
to music meaningfully

Understand, explain and
discuss self-knowledge
and personal cognition
of music. Personal
strategies for listening
and ‘audiation’

improvising or
listening to music

Apply specific skills,

methods, techniques
and performance
criteria to music

Apply meta-
cognition ability to
musical tasks

philosophy, music
education, transcription ...

Analyze how to apply
specific types of skills,
methods and techniques to
music

Analyze how metacognition
assists in understanding a
given piece of music or
analyzing a musical
problem

Evaluate music through
checking and critiquing
whether certain
techniques, methods and
skills were used
correctly

Critique and self-
evaluation of
performances, how
music is personally
perceived

concepts

Improvise, compose
and perform music by
using a variety of skills

Improvise, compose
and perform music by
using self knowledge
and personal cognition
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