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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). 

 

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 IAGDs was to measure teacher effectiveness (see Figure 4). 
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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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Figure 5. Share your SLO 

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

(1) “Skip” 

(2) “No Time – planning period” 

(3) “(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.” 

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

(5) “Varies” 

(6) “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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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) “Skip” 

(2) “No Time – planning period” 

(3) “N/A” 

(4) “Not used” 

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

(6) “Varies” 

(7) “-” 

(8) “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). 

 

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).  

 

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. 



MUSIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTONS OF EFFICACY 

	 61	

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). 

 

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). 

 

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).  

 

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.  

 

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). 

 

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 IAGDs 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). 

 

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).

  

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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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 IAGDs 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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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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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.  

 

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).  

 

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 

IAGDs. 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 Iowa Tests of Music Literacy Three 

to Iowa 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. 
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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 Iowa Tests of Music Literacy discussed in Chapter Two (Gordon, 1971, 1991). This test 

is 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. 
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(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). 

 

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, rhythmic, 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. 
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Appendix A 

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

State Department of Education’s Guidelines for Educator Evaluation 

(1) Please select / fill in all that apply: 

a. I hold a valid 049 Professional or Provisional Educator, Music, PreK - 12 

Certificate 

b. I have been teaching music in a Connecticut public school for a minimum of 2 

years 

c. Other __________________ 

(2) Years of Experience as a Connecticut public school music teacher. 

a. 2 – 5  

b. 6 – 10 

c. 11 - 15 

d. 16 - 20 

e. Over 21 years 

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

a. A – C 

b. D – F 

c. G – I  

d. Other ___________ 

(4) 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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a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Agree 

d. Strongly Agree 

(9) 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 

(10) 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 

(11) 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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c. Agree 

d. Strongly Agree 

(12) In the space below, please write example(s) of your SLOs: 

a. _______________________________ 

b. _______________________________ 

c. _______________________________ 

(13) 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. __________________________________ 

(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. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Agree 

d. Strongly Agree 

(15) 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 
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b. Disagree 

c. Agree 

d. Strongly Agree 

(16) In the space below describe how you collect IAGD data. 

a. _________________________________ 

b. ___________________________________ 

c. ___________________________________ 

(17) 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 

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

a. SEED 

b. District Developed 

c. I am not sure 

(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 1 or 2 times a year) 
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a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Agree 

d. Strongly Agree 

(20) 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 

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

SLOs ... 

a. Weekly 

b. Monthly 

c. Every 3 months 

d. 2 times a year
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Appendix B 

 Cognitive Process 

Types of 
Knowledge 

1 
Remember 
Recognize 

Recall 

2 
Understand 

Interpret 
Infer 

Explain 

3 
Apply 

Execute 
Implement 

4 
Analyze 

Differentiate 
Organize 
Attribute 

5 
Evaluate 

Check 
Critique 

6 
Create / Generate 

Plan 
Produce 

1.) Factual 
• Terminology 
• Basic Elements 

Music vocabulary 
Symbols 
Pitch Names 
Pitch Durations 
Instrument Parts 
 

Music Terminology 
Time periods 
Styles 
Pedagogical concepts 
 

 

Apply basic musical 
knowledge 

Analyze basic musical 
elements  

Evaluate music by 
checking for correct 
pitches, durations and 
other basic elements of 
music  

Improvise, compose 
and perform music by 
using basic elements  

2.) Conceptual 
Interrelationships among the basic 
elements within a larger structure 

• Classifications and category 
• Principals and 

generalization 
• Theories, model and 

structure 

Theory  
Time Periods	
Musical Styles	
 
Specific 
Composers 

Explain and discuss 
music concepts and 
music’s relationships in 
other areas both within 
and outside music 
 
 

Apply music 
concepts to the 
performing, 
composing, 
improvising or 
listening to music  

Analyze musical concepts in 
a variety of ways such as 
music theory analysis, 
ethnomusicology, 
philosophy, music 
education, transcription … 

Evaluate music through 
conceptual critique 

Improvise, compose 
and perform music by 
using principles 
theories and musical 
concepts 

3.) Procedural 
Skills 

• Techniques and methods 
• Performance Criteria 

Notation 
procedures 
 
Instrumental & 
Vocal 
performance skills 
 
Methods / 
Techniques	
 

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

Apply specific skills, 
methods, techniques 
and performance 
criteria to music   

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

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

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

4.) Metacognitive 
• Knowledge of self and 

personal cognition of 
music 

• Strategic knowledge 
• Knowledge of cognitive 

demands 
• Self-knowledge 

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

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

Apply meta-
cognition ability to 
musical tasks 

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

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

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

 


