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EVALUATING MUSIC TEACHERS IN VIRGINIA:
PRACTICES AND PERCEPTIONS
ABSTRACT
The purpose o f this study was to investigate current evaluation practices in
Virginia and to assess the impact of public school evaluation upon teachers of music.
Traditional methods for the evaluation of teachers appear to have limited applicability for
the majority of elementary and secondary school educators engaged in the field of
performing arts, due primarily to the specialized nature o f their respective teaching
disciplines. Educational administrators charged with the responsibility for evaluating
personnel confront an additional challenge when compelled to apply general models that
are not suited to the highly complex world o f performing arts instruction. Music teachers
and school divisions in Virginia served as sources o f data for this descriptive study.
In order for educators to make informed evaluation decisions, comprehensive
information about the contributions of music and other fine and performing arts personnel
will need to be considered. New evaluation models emerging in recent years may hold
the key for a more inclusive view of teaching performance in the arts. This study
explored the use o f current evaluation models in the context o f music education and
addressed the need for more reliable approaches to the evaluation of music teachers.
CHARLES MARANZANO
PROGRAM IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY IN VIRGINIA
X
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Chapter I: The Problem
Introduction
Art and music have been part of mankind from the very beginning. Since
nomadic peoples first sang and danced in early rituals, since hunters first painted their
quany on the walls o f caves, since parents first acted out the stories o f heroes for their
children, the arts have described, defined, and deepened human experience. Across
the bridge o f time, all people have demonstrated an abiding need for meaning, in
order to connect time and space, body and spirit, intellect and emotion. People have
created art to make connections and construct personal meaning from experience, to
explain the seemingly unexplainable phenomena in life, to express joy, wonder,
gratitude, or sorrow. The arts are one o f humanity’s deepest rivers of continuity,
serving as a link that connects each new generation with those that have gone before
(Mark & Gary, 1999; National Standards for Arts Education, 1994).
The arts are everywhere in our lives, adding depth and dimension to our
environment. Music and art are a powerful economic force in the global economy of
the twenty-first century, from the visual creativity o f fashion, to the designs that
comprise every manufactured product, to the richness o f traditional and contemporary
architecture, to the performance and entertainment arts that have grown into
multibillion-dollar industries. At another level, the arts are society’s gift to itself,
linking hope to memory, inspiring courage, enriching our celebrations, and making
our tragedies bearable. The arts have touched every generation that lived upon the
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earth because they bring us face to face with ourselves, and with what we sense lies
beyond ourselves (National Standards for Arts Education, 1994).
Music and art are deeply embedded in our daily lives and are an inseparable
part o f the human journey. If civilization is to continue to be both dynamic and
nurturing, its success will ultimately depend on how well we develop the intellectual
capacities of our children. All students deserve access to the rich education and
understanding that the arts provide, regardless o f their background, talents, or
limitations. In an increasingly technological environment, the ability to perceive,
interpret, understand, reflect, and evaluate artistic and aesthetic forms o f expression is
critical. In the National Standards for Arts Education (1994), the Consortium of
National Arts Education Associations stated:
Perhaps most important, the arts have intrinsic value. They are worth learning
for their own sake, providing benefits not available through any other means.
To read Schiller’s poem “Ode to Joy,” for example, is to know one kind of
beauty, yet to hear it sung by a great chorus as the majestic conclusion to
Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony is to experience beauty of an entirely different
kind, an experience that for many is sublime. Because these experiences open
up this transcending dimension o f reality, there can be no substitute for an
education in the arts, which provides bridges to things we can scarcely
describe, but respond to deeply. In the simplest terms, no education is
complete without them. (p. 7)
Music and art have emerged in the closing years o f the past decade as a partner
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in the continuing effort to provide our children with a world-class education. This
study is dedicated to the vital role that music plays in the education o f America’s
youth, and to the professional teachers that bear the responsibility for musical
instruction in our classrooms. As professionals, music educators deserve to be
understood and evaluated fairly and accurately for their abilities to motivate and
inspire each successive generation of children in our schools. Since the
comprehensive evaluation o f music teachers is an area o f study that has not received a
significant amount of attention, it is the intent of the author to introduce research that
will recognize the valuable contribution of music teaching in America’s schools and
the role teacher evaluation plays in that process.
Basis for the Study
Music and fine arts are fighting a battle to maintain enrollment in their
programs and positions in schools due to a variety of factors. Budget cuts, financial
priorities, student accountability, demands for higher test scores, scheduling conflicts,
overcrowded classrooms, outdated facilities, and higher technological demands
contribute to the pressure placed upon educational decision-makers (Kelstrom, 1998).
The future role o f music programs in America’s schools depends primarily upon
school administrators, who will continue to make music a part o f the curriculum only
if they are convinced of the academic value and aesthetic merits o f supporting such
programs, and the connections that arts education has to the curriculum as a whole
(Demorest & Morrison, 2000).
Music and the arts have made an important historical contribution to the
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development o f America’s comprehensive system of public education (Mark & Gary,
1999). The value o f music education’s place within a comprehensive school
curriculum has been confirmed by the many far-reaching and positive learning
implications for students who participate in musical instruction from the elementary
years throughout high school, and music’s impact upon student achievement and
school climate as a whole (Jensen, 1998; Hodges, 2000; Goals 2000 Arts Education
Partnership, 1997). The important decision to support music programs in schools
cannot be made without accurate information about the true worth, value, and impact
o f such programs, and the educational contributions o f approximately 156,000 music
teachers employed in America’s school nationwide (Hodges, 2000; National
Standards for Arts Education, 1994).
Employee appraisal is an integral and accepted part o f the process for
developing human performance and improving the operation o f any school or
organization. Performance appraisals affect the decisions that organizational leaders
make about the selection, placement, retention, recognition, rewards, and professional
growth o f employees (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 1997).
In turn, these types o f decisions affect the vision, philosophy, and climate o f a school,
and the effectiveness o f specialized programs embedded within the school’s
curriculum. If organizational effectiveness and individual improvement are
complementary outcomes o f an evaluation process, then school administrators need
accurate and reliable information regarding the quality o f employee performance in
disciplines represented across a broad curriculum (Hartzell, 1995).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

5

Creating and implementing reliable evaluation processes for music and related
fine arts educators appears to be more elusive than creating evaluation measures in
other areas o f teaching, and has served a source of frustration for teachers,
supervisors, and administrators nationwide (Mark & Gary, 1999; Taebel, 1990b).
According to Shuler (1996b), the related fine and performing arts disciplines appear
eager for valid, reliable, and more meaningful evaluation processes. Schuler suggests
that approaches for the evaluation of fine and performing arts personnel currently do
not supply evaluators with enough comprehensive information needed to make
important educational decisions about music teacher performance.
In order for educational leaders to make valid and accurate observations and
decisions about the overall contributions o f music educators in our schools, more
accurate and complete data will be needed about the nature and effectiveness o f
teachers in specialized disciplines (Peterson, 1996; Shuler, 1996b; Taebel, 1990a).
Accurate baseline data are needed to confirm the benefits of musical instruction
embedded in school curricula, and to accurately establish the effectiveness that quality
music teaching has upon students engaged in musical instruction. This paper
investigated and analyzed the range of evaluation practices currently in use across the
Commonwealth o f Virginia for teachers o f music. The perceptions and impressions
o f Virginia’s music teachers concerning the validity and reliability of music teacher
evaluation is intended to serve as a basis for further investigation.
Statement o f the Problem
Traditional methods for the evaluation o f teachers appear to have limited
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applicability for the majority of elementary and secondary school choral, instrumental,
and general music educators engaged in teaching, due primarily to the specialized
nature o f their respective teaching positions (Kelstrom, 1998; Maranzano, 2000;
Shuler, 1996b; Taebel 1990a, 1990b). Educational administrators charged with the
responsibility for evaluating school personnel confront an additional challenge when
compelled to apply general models that may not be suited to the highly complex
world o f performing arts instruction. In order for educators to make informed
evaluation decisions, comprehensive and reliable information about the contributions
o f music educators may need to be reconsidered (Mark & Gary, 1999).
Research Questions
The following descriptive research questions were designed to address current
teacher evaluation in the Commonwealth o f Virginia.
Phase I: PRACTICES
1.1

How are teachers informed of evaluation requirements?

1.2

Who conducts music teacher evaluation?

1.3

Which methods and observations are included in teacher
evaluation?

1.4

How often are music teachers observed per evaluation cycle?

1.5

What sources of data are included in the evaluation of music
teachers in Virginia?

Phase II: PERCEPTIONS AND OPINIONS
II. 1

What are the perceptions regarding the applicability of
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evaluation for music teachers?
11.2

How accurately does the evaluation system assess music
teacher performance?

11.3

To what extent does evaluation contribute to professional
growth and development?

11.4

What are the most favorable and least favorable aspects of
evaluation for music teachers?

n.5

How can the evaluation system be improved for music
teachers?
Significance o f the Study

A serious reassessment of priorities concerning school curricula appears to be
taking shape in America’s schools. If administrators are to take advantage o f the
research suggesting the positive implications o f multiple intelligences (Gardner, 1983,
1996; Syhvester, 1998), then curricula may need to be developed that reflect the many
ways students learn in American classrooms. A new line o f research is uncovering
the process of how the human brain functions (Sylwester, 1998), and the role stimuli
provided through the performing arts play in healthy brain development (Jensen,
1998). According to Colwell and Davidson (1996), participation in music has been
linked to many additional educational outcomes, such as positive student engagement
in the school community, individual academic performance, appreciation o f cultural
differences, and active community service.
According to Gardner (1983, 1996), musical intelligence, artistic intelligence,
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and bodily-kinesthetic intelligence align with verbal and mathematical intelligence as
unique components o f the human experience, each requiring its own sequential
instruction and experience regimen. In order for the value o f music programs in
schools to be recognized and measured, evaluation o f educators and educational
programs specific to music teaching will need to be developed. Music educators have
long recognized the need for more reliable and accurate teacher evaluation and
program assessment data in order to improve their practice along with the complex
tasks associated with musical instruction (Colwell & Davidson, 1996: Shuler, 1996b;
Taebel, 1990b).
The existing body o f research on music teacher evaluation has explored three
broad evaluation perspectives for music education: I) the lack of agreement
concerning evaluative criteria and sources o f data for choral, instrumental, and
general music (Taebel, 1979, 1990a, 1990b); 2) the failure o f traditional evaluation
instruments to address the complexity of roles and specific responsibilities related to
music instruction and performance or to include criteria related to musical activities in
the classroom (Kelstrom, 1998; Maranzano, 2000; Peterson, 2000; Shuler, 1996b);
and 3) the perception that evaluation reliability may be lowered by subjective
judgments imposed upon music teachers by administrators not specifically trained in
music (Shuler, 1996b; Taebel, 1990b).
This study explored each o f these areas in the context o f the current models
and practices used for teacher evaluation in Virginia, and by extension, examined the
applicability o f current evaluation models and procedures upon music educators. The
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survey o f Virginia music teachers addressed the policies, practices, and purposes for
teacher evaluation, and enlisted the input from music teachers in order to define their
emergent perceptions about teacher evaluation in Virginia. Survey questions sought
to understand if current practices in evaluation contributed to the professional growth
and development o f music educators. Finally, the opinions of music teachers about
how to improve the current models of evaluation in Virginia were presented and
discussed. In chapter 4, the results of the survey are summarized and in chapter 5,
recommendations for further study are presented for consideration.
Limitations of the Study
The following limitations apply to the interpretation and analysis o f the study.
1.

The survey instrument was distributed only to active teaching members o f the

Virginia Music Education Association (VMEA) for 2001-2002.
2.

The random population sample may not represent music teachers from all

school divisions or from all levels of music personnel.
3.

The opinions of Virginia music educators were solicited from VMEA

members who have taught music in Virginia for a minimum of three years.
4.

The descriptive accounts of music teachers were based upon self-report and

may not reflect the opinions of teachers from other subject areas.
5.

The assessment o f evaluation practices and procedures were based upon the

opinion o f music teachers currently employed in Virginia public schools.
6.

Factors may exist which substantially affect music teachers’ responses that

were not identified in this study.
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7.

There are no widely agreed upon or specific criteria for the evaluation o f

music teaching, making it difficult to generalize the results o f this study beyond the
localities surveyed.
Major Assumptions
Listed below are the major assumptions underlying this study.
1.

Quality teaching is central to the success o f music programs, and makes a

direct contribution to the depth and breath of performing arts experiences in public
schools.
2.

Evaluation systems and practices have been locally developed throughout the

Commonwealth o f Virginia, and to date no statewide system of evaluation is
mandated for school divisions.
3.

Teacher evaluation practices are designed to meet the needs of both the

institution and individual: schools need feedback about the acceptable work
performance o f employees, and teachers need feedback for their individual growth
and development.
4.

Teacher evaluations are conducted in a variety o f ways, and vary from school

division to school division in the Commonwealth o f Virginia.
5.

There are no national or state agreed upon criteria for the evaluation o f music

teachers.
6.

Evaluators typically are administrative personnel, who may or may not be

specifically trained in music.
7.

The responses by music teachers to the questionnaire accurately reflect events
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that have taken place in their respective schools.
8.

Teachers o f music possess the skills, knowledge base, and competence to

make valid judgments about evaluation practices and their respective impact on music
educators.
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Chapter II: Review o f the Literature
The Context for Music Teacher Evaluation Research
Introduction
The effects and consequences o f teacher evaluation practices on subjectspecific teaching disciplines in American schools is an area in need o f inquiry and
research. This is particularly evident in the area o f fine and performing arts, where
the evaluation o f music personnel in public schools has not received significant
research attention. The reasons for this are not readily apparent and may be obscured
by the current emphasis on the nationwide movement for standards and accountability
in core areas of the curriculum. According to Seidel (1994), “Compared to other
subject areas in the curriculum, the arts appear much more difficult to classify and
evaluate” (p. 18). Music teacher evaluation has not been a widely explored topic by
educational researchers over the past decade, a problem accentuated by the scarcity of
specific research published in the 1990s concerning the overall impact o f current
personnel evaluation practices on teachers o f music (Colwell, 1992; Kelstrom, 1998;
Seidel, 1994; Shuler, 1996a). The contributions of music professionals teaching in
schools across America offer a vast opportunity for investigation into this specific
area o f evaluation study. This topic deserves the full attention o f educational
practitioners who have long been aware o f the worth and value o f music education in
schools nationwide. The research contained in this comprehensive study investigates
and considers the impact o f current evaluation approaches on teachers o f music in
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Virginia, and by extension, on the quality o f music instruction offered to students in
schools in the Commonwealth.
Four Areas o f Importance
In order to fully appreciate the contribution of music teachers and other
related fine and performing arts specialists, and the role personnel evaluation plays in
measuring the impact o f quality teaching in music, this literature review is organized
into four key areas:
In section one, literature related to the historic place o f music in the
curriculum and research regarding the impact o f music education on intellectual
growth is presented in order to establish an overall framework for the inclusion o f
music education in our schools. This research supports the valuable contribution that
music and related arts education have made when embedded within a comprehensive
school curriculum.
In section two, a general overview o f the development o f teacher evaluation is
discussed along with a description o f commonly accepted evaluation practices used to
evaluate teachers in America’s schools. The evaluation of teachers as a whole is a
research area that has received significant national attention, due in part to the 1983
publication “A Nation at Risk”, which ushered in an era of higher accountability for
teachers o f the core subjects embedded in the curriculum and for students attending
America’s schools. Evaluation practices are discussed in detail in order to explore the
complexity and implications o f traditional approaches o f evaluation upon teachers in
general.
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In section three, a review o f the available research regarding the impact of
current evaluation practices upon teachers o f music in American education is
presented. The research o f the past decade suggests that much work needs to be done
in this area of evaluation for teachers o f music. The problems associated with
commonly used evaluation practices are discussed in the context o f music education.
Section four discusses the need for broader, more accurate, and more reliable
performance measures in music education. Strong indicators exist that suggest
current mechanisms and general evaluation practices have not served teachers o f
specialized disciplines such as music, drama, visual arts, and physical education in
America’s public schools. A thorough review o f this sparsely explored area and the
few existing empirical studies o f the 1990s appears to support the position that music
educators are among those least served by common evaluation practices.
Music in American Education
Music in Society
Music and related arts instruction have historically been linked to the
development of American culture since the birth o f this nation. According to
Kelstrom (1998), the roots o f music education have been advanced throughout the
history o f mankind: by Plato and Socrates in ancient times; by Martin Luther in the
Reformation; by Horace Mann and Lowell Mason in America; and by John Dewey at
the dawn o f the Progressive Age. Music education flourished in religious settings
predating the birth of our nation, from Puritan schools and churches in the Northern
colonies to schools in the Middle Atlantic colonies. From the early singing schools o f
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the Middle Colonies in the 1700s to the introduction o f music into the public school
curriculum in 1838, to the complex systems o f music education as we know it today,
our collective American experience informs us that music has been considered
worthy o f study and practice (Mark & Gary, 1999).
In 1919, Will Erhart, a notable music educator and president of the Music
Supervisors National Conference (later to become the Music Educators National
Conference), claimed that knowledge in such distinct areas as mathematics,
geography, and vocational training was enhanced by a strong musical education (cited
in Gehrkens, 1920). Unfortunately, the value o f music education’s place within a
comprehensive school curriculum received modest attention until the closing years of
the 20th century, when researchers and educators began to assess and acknowledge
the many far reaching and positive learning implications for students participating in
musical instruction (Jensen, 1998; Kelstrom, 1998; Seidel, 1994). Only recently has
this type o f inquiry shed light on the widespread benefits o f musical instruction and
the role that the arts play in improving the performance of America’s schools and the
academic achievement of our students (Goals 2000 Aits Education Partnership,
1997).
Music Participation and Academic Performance
Research by Colwell (2000) and Demorest and Morrison (2000) indicated that
participation in musical activities had a direct impact upon the overall academic
achievement o f students who are enrolled in school music programs. For example, an
analysis o f survey data from the College Board reveals that students who are involved
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in high school music programs outscored their peers consistently on the verbal and
mathematical portions of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (College Bound Seniors. 2000).
Wallick (1998) asserted that music students receive higher grades in math, English,
history, and science; higher test scores in reading and citizenship; and more general
academic recognition than students who do not participate in school musical
activities. Additionally, a new line of scientific research has uncovered the processes
o f how the human brain functions and the important role stimuli provided through the
arts play in healthy brain development throughout life (Jensen, 1998; Sylwester,
1998; Hodges, 2000). Growing evidence supporting music education’s value in the
curriculum suggested that additional research is necessary to assess both the quality
o f music programs and to evaluate with a high degree o f accuracy and reliability the
performance of music teachers (Demorest & Morrison, 2000).
Music teachers represent one portion o f subject-specific specialists engaged in
fine and performing arts education in America’s schools. Teachers of music include:
elementary classroom teachers; general music teachers; music theory and
appreciation teachers; directors of string ensembles; marching, concert, symphonic,
and jazz band directors; choral directors; madrigal ensemble, show and jazz choir
directors; and directors o f orchestras. Teachers o f music organize themselves into
three related categories: 1) general or classroom music teachers; 2) instrumental
teachers o f music; and 3) vocal music teachers. Music teaching has long been an
ideal subject for researchers to study as a model for effective teaching when
contemplating the role o f student engagement in the teaching and learning process,
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yet this area o f research has gone largely unnoticed. The need for research in this
area has been emphasized by the one Music Educators National Conference
publication dedicated to evaluating teachers o f music (Doerksen, 1990).
Although the body o f teacher effectiveness research in music education is
small, it is important because music performance classrooms and instruction
differ in some respects from other instructional settings. The classes are
almost always elective and often include from sixty to eighty students, each
with an instrument or voice. Instructional materials are for the most part
limited to sheet music rather than books. Normal classroom routines such as
extended discussions, seat work, and paper-and-pencil tests are seldom used.
The vehicle for the delivery of instruction is the rehearsal, in which students
are on task and actively participating a high percentage o f the time. The mode
o f student feedback to the instructor (musical performance) is unique, and the
amount o f that feedback is much higher than in most other types o f classes.
(P-9)
The unique aspects o f musical rehearsals and delivery o f instruction present
challenges for evaluators in every school context. Typically, music teachers tend to
instruct larger numbers o f students than their academic counterparts due to the size of
ensembles and classes scheduled for rehearsals. Additionally, the act o f rehearsing
and the rigor o f performance appear to develop complex cognitive, kinesthetic,
intellectual, affective, and aesthetic outcomes for students participating in extended
musical activities and learning (Colwell, 2000; Demorest & Morrison, 2000; Hodges,
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2000 ).
Accounting for individual differences in the classroom, a priority and
challenge for virtually every teacher across any discipline in American schools,
appears to be consistently accomplished by music professionals teaching and
directing musical ensembles in elementary grades through high school (Jensen, 1998).
The complex decision process that music teachers demonstrate in the act of
conducting and teaching musical rehearsals, along with the quality of student
responses and interactions, are rarely accounted for in the context o f traditional
teacher evaluation. Many unaccounted for details including: the split second
gestures, analysis, pacing, and pedagogical communication demonstrated by a choir
or instrumental director are a vital part o f any successful music teacher’s daily actions
(Yarbrough & Henley, 1999). Evaluation of music education personnel has become a
complex dilemma for many school administrators untrained in the complex and
specialized world of music performance who have been typically forced by traditional
parameters to utilize a one-size-fits-all approach to music teachers in a school setting
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000).
A serious reassessment o f priorities within the school’s curriculum in light of
recent advances in educational research and theory are required if administrators are
to take advantage o f the implications o f multiple intelligences in the comprehensive
education o f America’s children. Theorists like Howard Gardner suggested that what
we consider intelligence is actually an amalgam o f many separate intelligences.
Linguistic, logical-mathematical, spatial, and bodily kinesthetic are among the areas
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that have been proposed as separate intelligences, or unique ways o f knowing
(Demorest & Morrison, 2000; Gardner, 1996). Musical intelligence, artistic
intelligence, and bodily-kinesthetic intelligence have joined verbal intelligence for
literature and theater as unique components o f the human experience, each requiring
its own sequential instruction and experience regimen. Accurate baseline data are
needed to establish the benefits o f the contributions that musical competencies have
upon the comprehensive school curriculum and the students the music profession
serves. Music educators have long recognized the need for more accurate and reliable
teacher evaluation and program assessment data in order to improve practice and the
complex tasks associated with music instruction in America’s schools (Colwell &
Davidson, 1996; Shuler, 1996b; Taebel, 1990b).
Teacher Evaluation: Purposes and Practices
Historical Evaluation Perspectives
The quality o f any school is directly linked to the performance o f the
individual people who work there (Stronge, 1997). Administrators need accurate
measures of employee performance in order to assure the best connection between
qualifications and assignment o f personnel, to promote and sustain morale and
motivation, to recognize and acknowledge quality service, to design professional
development programs, and to take the appropriate steps in assisting substandard
employees (Sweeney, 1994). According to Wise et al. (1984), teacher evaluation has
served four fundamental functions. In addition to personnel decisions and staff
development purposes, school status decisions (e.g., accreditation) and school
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improvement decisions are equally important considerations. District-wide
supervisors and administrators responsible for personnel evaluation need access to
information revealed through individual and aggregated performance appraisals to
create professional development programs designed to target the most critical needs
o f school employees, students, school programs, and the communities they serve
(Hartzell, 1995).
The dual mandates of teacher accountability and improvement o f instruction
are the most important reasons for concern about the evaluation of teachers (Millman
& Darling-Hammond, 1990). From the earlier part of the 20th century, one standard
model for evaluating teaching has been the primary mechanism employed in our
nation’s school systems (Boyce, 1915; Medley, Coker, & Soar, 1984; Peterson, 2000;
Webster, 2001). Until recently, in the largest school systems nationwide, little change
has occurred regarding this basic design for assessing teacher performance (Loup, et
al . 1996). For example, in a majority of school districts, non-tenured and tenured
teachers are observed several times per year for a specified period o f time by building
principals or other administrative personnel. Tenured teachers are observed for
approximately the same number of minutes, but often less frequently. Conferences
usually follow the observation where the principal’s role is to describe the strengths
and weaknesses o f the teacher’s performance and offer suggestions for improvement.
Typically, a rating or summative judgment accompanies the evaluation observation
with little time devoted to the development o f teacher performance (Sweeney &
Manatt, 1986).
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During the 1930s and 1940s, historical accounts o f the development of
supervisory practice in education document a failed attempt to democratize
supervision by giving voice to teacher instructional and curriculum concerns. This
failure occurred, according to Grant and Drafall (1991), because supervisors at that
time were also struggling to attain status as professionals. In this struggle, the
democratic, professional view of supervision lost ground to the scientific,
technological view. The technological view held more legitimacy among scientists
and educators during this period and continued to dominate throughout most o f the
century.
In 1953 Dwight Beecher authored the Teaching Evaluation Record, and in
1961 Arvil Barr and his colleagues composed a list o f comprehensive teaching
attributes based upon Beecher’s work. The ideal teacher o f that time period was
judged by subjective standards, and according to Cruickshank and Haefele (2001),
many disagreements developed over what the teaching attributes meant and which
teachers met them. Administrators found that measuring the attributes of ideal
teachers was problematic due to the subjective nature o f the process. The 1960
Flanders System o f Interactional Analysis was one o f the widely accepted devices
used to analyze teacher-student interactions during this period of time. Teachers
modified their practice according to the outcomes o f these interactions and as a result
were encouraged to become more investigative and self-correctional (Cruickshank &
Haefele, 2001).
The Coleman report o f 1966 suggested that factors outside the school
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environment had a significant impact upon the academic success of students.
According to Cruickshank and Haefele (2001), educational researchers began to
probe which teachers made a critical difference in student achievement. A broader
movement emerged in the 1970s favoring accountability and increased reliance upon
student-achievement testing. The early research on teacher effectiveness analyzed the
attributes of quality teaching. Dodl et al. (1972) organized these competencies in the
areas of planning instruction, implementing instruction, assessing and evaluating
students, communicating, and administrative duties.
In the 1980s the trend among states was to develop generic teacher evaluation
systems, based upon qualities thought to be common to good teaching in all subjects
(Shavelson, Webb, & Burstein, 1986; Shuler, 1996b). As a result o f this trend, many
designs for teacher evaluation implemented in the 1980s reflected a direct instruction
model (Elmore, 1992). During this era, the links between specific teaching behaviors
and standardized test scores were thought to be closely related (Berliner, 1982;
Jensen, 1998). One of the dominant models of this period, published as the “Essential
Elements o f Instruction” (Hunter, 1982), was translated into teacher evaluation
instruments nationally, and became the cornerstone for direct instruction observation
practices (Brandt, 1992).
In the decade that followed, many reforms intended to raise teacher
performance standards were implemented. Most states adopted teacher testing
programs for certification, a National Board for Professional Teaching Standards was
established, major revisions to the National Teacher Examinations were made, and
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many states developed guidelines for teacher evaluations. These changes indicated
the growing emphasis placed on teacher performance and evaluation practices
(Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990). Unfortunately, the most common model for
evaluation appeared to do little to enhance teacher performance well into the late
1990s, and failed to adequately recognize the unique contributions of teachers
representing a wide variety o f disciplines embedded in the curriculum of our nation’s
comprehensive school divisions (Iwanicki, 2001; Tell, 2001).
According to Shuler (1996b), “The pendulum now is moving away from
relying solely on generic standards and toward the recognition that the specific
content or discipline being taught has a critical influence on what constitutes expert
practice” (p. 12). Special subject teachers including instrumental music teachers and
band directors, choral directors, orchestra directors, art teachers, drama instructors,
visual arts teachers, and physical education teachers are among the educational
specialists affected by the “one size fits all” dominant checklist approach to teacher
evaluation utilized in a majority of school districts nationwide in the closing years of
the 20th century (Loup et al., 1996).
Approaches to the Observation of Teaching
Teacher evaluation, utilizing almost any method, is a complex and challenging
endeavor. The most common path is to obtain evidence by direct observation of
teaching. Any method o f evaluation is usually shaped upon a rational concept o f
what constitutes effective teaching, yet it is difficult to find consensus based upon
empirical evidence, theory, or values about the characteristics o f good teaching or
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good teachers. Connections between evaluative purposes, goals, and methods need to
be balanced with observational procedures and what is known about their validity,
reliability, and defensibility from a legal perspective (Sullivan & Zirkel, 1998). A
very general distinction can be drawn between evaluations that result in some definite
decisions regarding employment, certification, tenure, salary, or advancement, and
those used for teacher development, assistance in learning, or school improvement
(Medley, et al., 1984).
In the second half o f the 20th century two distinct systems materialized
associated with the observation o f teachers, and each paid particular attention to the
observation process. A general distinction between open and closed observation
methods framed the distinctions and characteristics o f each system (Evertson &
Green, 1986). In open systems the observation record contains a description o f a
sequence o f behavior in ordinary language and the evaluator typically utilizes ad lib
notes, narratives, specimen records, including references to films or videotapes. In
employing open records, an effort is made to fully describe behavior as it occurs, and
to include as much narrative as possible. A specimen record provides a rich
qualitative description o f classroom events that can be later used to make evaluations
or assessments. Open records also provide specific examples that can be discussed
or analyzed in a conference between an evaluator and teacher or in a peer review.
Open systems are frequently used in connection with summary ratings or judgments
(Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Peterson, 1987; Stodolsky, 1984; Stronge,
1997).
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In contrast, closed systems are collective and focus on specific types or
aspects o f behaviors. Closed systems include category and sign systems, as well as
behavior checklists and rating scales. The typical category system contains mutually
exclusive categories that are applied to behavioral events, with relevant observed
behavior typically placed in one exclusive category. The Flanders Interaction
Analysis System and the Classroom Observations Keyed for Effectiveness Research
are examples of keyed categorical systems (Good & Brophy, 1987). Checklists are
set up so that the observer indicates the presence or absence o f given behaviors during
a lesson or during a specified time interval in a lesson.
Measurement conditions known to influence the reliability o f direct
observation systems include observer training and experience, whether instruments
require high or low inferences, and clarity o f instrument categories. Subject matter,
ability level o f pupils, grade level, lesson type, and lesson goal account for systematic
variation in teaching behaviors and instructional arrangements (Shavelson, et al.,
1986). In addition, the specific topic o f instruction, characteristics o f pupils, and
situational factors affect instructional practice. A teacher’s philosophy, district
policies, facilities, resources and other institutional factors are associated with
variation in instruction. A variety of contextual and situational factors limit the
stability and consistency o f teacher behaviors and teacher effects. Regardless o f the
type o f observations recorded, major complex factors associated with variations in
teaching produce an overall lack o f stability and reliability in assessment devices, and
raise valid questions about the consistency o f open or closed systems for observation
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purposes (Good, et al., 1987; Hartzell, 1995).
Two Complementary Purposes for Evaluation
School administrators have demonstrated concern with teacher evaluation data
that provide information about the quality o f their programs and teacher effectiveness.
The most direct way in which teachers, and their students, can benefit from teacher
evaluation is to provide teachers with feedback about the way they teach and the way
students learn. Two distinct purposes of teacher evaluation have emerged in recent
decades, defined by researchers as formative evaluation and summative evaluation
(Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Peterson, 1987; Scriven, 1967; Stronge, 1997).
Formative evaluation is more descriptive and less judgmental in its nature. It can be
based on self-evaluation, peer evaluation, or a combination of evaluation by
principals, students, or parents. Various evaluation tools and procedures have been
used for this purpose, such as classroom observation protocols, rating scales, analyses
o f instructional materials, student or parent questionnaires, or individual clinical
supervision. The use of evaluation in the formative sense encourages teachers to take
initiative in seeking and using evaluation for self-improvement rather than waiting for
specific directives from principals or supervisors. Formative teacher appraisal
systems emphasize the process of counseling, motivating, recognizing, and training
teachers (Latham & Wexley, 1982; Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Stronge,
1997). According to Cangelosi (1991), formative practices need to be emphasized
and act as a prerequisite in order to encourage professional growth and development.
Evaluation for summative purposes pertains to decision-making concerns, to
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make tenure and promotion determinations, to discharge incompetent teachers, to
help teachers define standards for their peers, and to determine teachers’ pay levels.
The general demand for accountability, posed by parents, politicians, and the general
public, has been heavily directed toward schools. The call for action and reform in
public education, a result o f the public outcry for accountability, has also been
directed toward teachers due to the perception that most o f the direct interaction with
students takes place in the classroom. Teachers have been typically the ones held
accountable in cases o f public dissatisfaction with the performance o f students.
Historically, the design o f most evaluation systems has centered on summative
purposes, and served as a philosophical basis for evaluation designs in a majority o f
schools nationwide (Hartzel, 1995; Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Stronge,
1997;Tucker & Stronge, 1994).
One controversy exists regarding the formative-summative purposes o f the
teacher evaluator. This controversy centers on claims that the formative and
summative evaluations o f teachers must be performed by different evaluators because
the two purposes are distinctly different (Cangelosi, 1991). The difficulty revolves
around the role one evaluator must play in shaping the professional growth and
development of a teacher vs. the need to obtain summative information that will
affect tenure or dismissal decisions. The effectiveness o f this argument has been
supported by critics o f summative practices who insist that principals give uniformly
high ratings to all their teachers, lack sufficient training in evaluation, do not observe
teachers long enough or frequently enough, and are not generally competent to
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evaluate all the given disciplines within the comprehensive school setting (Turner,
1986). Proponents o f the typical and most commonly used assessment models
dismiss claims that one evaluator cannot fulfill both summative and formative roles,
and that the role dispute is likely based upon a lack of faith in the ability o f an
evaluator to maintain an unbiased stance throughout the process. An analogous
position is portrayed by a teacher who assumes the same relationship with students
when involved with the learning process and development o f knowledge (formative
processes) and the testing and evaluation o f students (summative processes)
(Cangelosi, 1991; Hartzel, 1995; Stronge, 1997).
The Role o f Direct Observation
Observation as a method for evaluating teacher performance has taken many
forms. Until recently, teacher evaluations were predominantly made by a school
principal or administrative supervisor, based on one or more relatively short
observations during an instructional period within a teacher’s classroom. The
observer reflected on what was seen and either made a summary judgment on
teacher’s rating or made suggestions in a post-evaluation conference about
instructional improvement. Over time, procedures have been instituted in many
school districts that involve systematic observation of teachers using specific
protocols and instruments. A broad range of instruments including behavior
checklists, category systems, narrative records, summaries, and rating systems are in
use nationwide, as are procedures which use either high or low levels o f inference to
categorize observed behaviors (Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Peterson, 1987;
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Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin & Bernstein, 1984).
The exclusive use of direct observation as an evaluation procedure presumes
that observable, overt teaching actions provide a sufficient basis forjudging a
teacher’s adequacy, even though teaching may not be just a set o f observable
performances or behaviors. In general terms, observation has been good at looking at
behavior or actions, but is very limited for gaining understanding of thinking or
feelings. Direct observation endorses the idea that the target for evaluation can be
seen and quantified, and that visible actions provide an adequate appraisal of teaching
competencies. Classroom observation leaves out direct systematic evidence about
teacher planning, teacher assessment, and modification o f instructional materials.
Excluded from view are teacher choice and adaptation o f instructional methods, and a
teacher’s working relationships with colleagues, parents, and members o f the school
community (Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990). This may be especially difficult
for teachers of specialized subjects such as band, choir, drama, or physical education
who interact frequently with various publics within and outside o f the traditional
school setting or schedule (Maranzano, 2000).
In most cases, the informational value o f direct observations depends on the
type o f instructional events observed and the ability of observers to evaluate the
quality of subject matter content actually taught. Direct observation o f classroom
instruction may not be consistently informative about such domains as teachers’
pedagogical knowledge o f subject matter, teachers’ content mastery o f the subjects
they teach, and teachers’ assessment and feedback to students (Shulman, 1986).
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Measurement conditions known to influence reliability include observer experience
and training, high or low inference instruments, and the clarity o f instrument
categories. Efforts to develop instruments that are resistant to evaluators’ rating
errors have failed to provide more reliable appraisals. Common errors include:
contrast effects, first-impression errors, halo effects, similar-to-me-effects, central
tendency errors, and negative and positive leniency trends (Latham & Wexley, 1982).
Lack of reliability is frequently a function of unclear definitions, the level o f difficult
observer judgments or inferences, insufficient training, observer fatigue, the
complexity of the observation protocol, or behavioral complexity. A variety o f
contextual and situational factors associated with variation in teaching also limit the
stability, generalizability, and consistency of observable behaviors (Millman &
Darling-Hammond, 1990; Stronge, 1997).
Accountability in Evaluation
Administrators and school boards appear to be failing to fulfill a basic
function o f evaluation when they hesitate to dismiss teachers who are ineffective or
do not improve performance when the opportunity exists (Tucker, 1997; Van Sciver,
1990). Adding to this problem are the factors of strong union support for teachers, a
litigious climate, and a solid case required to dismiss an incompetent teacher. The
administration must have sufficient and valid evidence, collect ample documentation,
and follow established legally defensible procedures. Hesitancy on the part of
administrators to pursue dismissal stems from ambiguity in the evaluation process, a
desire to avoid conflict and unpleasantness, inflated ratings, bias, and dismissal costs
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(Bridges, 1986; Loup et al., 1996, Peterson, 1987; McGreal, 1988).
Sullivan and Zirkel (1998) indicated that a legally defensible performance
appraisal system consists of: a formal system with written policies communicated to
all persons; a standardized system applied consistently, with controlled scoring and
administrative procedures; a system which includes valid job descriptors; a system
containing performance criteria where relative importance is established; a system
that uses multiple raters and multiple occasions to evaluate performance; and a
system in which evaluators are trained in observation and evaluation techniques.
Historically, ineffective teacher evaluation practices have allowed unqualified
persons to hold teaching positions and made it difficult to rid education systems o f
incompetent and unproductive teachers (Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation, 1988). As a result o f these conditions, the dominant model
o f teacher evaluation is in serious need o f overhaul and alternative procedures for
evaluating the effectiveness of teachers in all disciplines.
Problems Associated with Traditional Teacher Evaluation
In theory, attempts at defining approaches for teacher appraisal should begin
with the question o f what constitutes good teaching, and end with how effectively
instructional services are received by students (Wise et al., 1984). Typical problems
associated with traditional forms of evaluation as identified by Gitlin and Smyth
(1990), are that they separate knowing from doing, they disregard the history and
context in the act o f teaching, they foster a monologue instead o f a dialogue, and they
promote individualism and competition within the school setting.
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From another theoretical perspective, Guba and Lincoln (1989) found several
flaws in evaluation processes. They contended that a manager-oriented evaluation
system disempowers those being evaluated by offering them no voice in the analysis
o f their own practice. The traditional practice o f evaluation as it exists in this context
reinforces managerialism, in which the principal stands outside the process and makes
subjective judgments about the teacher. Guba and Lincoln asserted that managers
tend to exercise editorial rights over information, a practice that silences teacher voice
in the construction of experience. Finally, they point out that a manager-oriented
evaluation prompts the teacher to collude with the principal in order to stay on the
evaluator’s good side, a practice that is calculated to result in little if any change in
teacher behavior. In terms o f who is permitted to participate and which data are
included, a manager-oriented approach to evaluation appears to circumvent the
attainment o f knowledge.
Many commonly used evaluation systems actually hinder a teacher’s creative
risk-taking and self-reflecting behaviors (Johnson, 1990). Current assessment
processes tend to foster caution and limit risk-taking among teachers. Real
improvement in education depends upon teachers’ willingness to take risks and invest
in critical self-examination. Johnson argued that this is largely the result of
antithetical assessment and improvement processes in teaching and, in general,
current practices did not encourage teachers to improve or become reflective
practitioners (Cangelosi, 1991).
When teachers feel threatened, they conceal their fears and weaknesses,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

33

treating classroom observations as occasions for parading their strengths by resorting
to pre-packaged lessons designed to meet evaluative criteria or behavioral checklists,
rather than venturing forth in new ways (Johnson, 1990). These interactions between
administrators and teachers erode the collegial and cooperative relationships required
to promote trust, growth and understanding. As a result, many teacher evaluations
function as no more than a yearly obligation on the part of both parties.
A majority o f evaluation instruments fail to recognize the multidimensional
nature and complexity of teaching practice and school contexts (Good & Mulryan,
1990). Current practices also fail to recognize the many contributions to the
instructional program occurring outside o f the school setting that serve as an
extension o f the learning environment. Such extensions may include performances
by music ensembles, dramatic presentations, art shows, participation in academic
conferences or simulations, and athletic competitions. These varied learning
experiences reflect new partnerships, arrangements, and interactions with the
communities that schools serve including participation with a variety of business
interests and service organizations (Maranzano, 2000).
Reshaping Traditional Evaluation
As new understandings of organizations alter traditional conceptions o f how
best to motivate employees, teacher evaluation practices grounded in a tradition of
hierarchical control need to be examined. In spite of the emerging criticisms o f
traditional approaches to teacher evaluation and serious questions about its efficacy as
a practice, the managerial conception o f a supervisor judging the performance o f a
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subordinate remains a conventional practice (Peterson, 2000;
Stiggins & Duke, 1988; Stronge, 1997). The reforms that are shaping America’s
schools, with a movement toward learner-centered schools, the teacher as a decision
maker, shared leadership councils, site-based management teams, and cooperative
problem solving initiatives, imply necessary changes in traditional teacher evaluation
practices. McLaughlin and Pfeifer argued that judgmental teacher evaluation
contributed to little teacher learning and growth (1988). Gitlin and Price (1992)
envisioned an evaluation system that requires collaborative analysis and the
development o f teacher voice in the process. Sergiovanni wrote o f his hope that the
day will come when the supervision o f teachers will no longer be needed.
In 1995, Nevo suggested that professionalism was another significant benefit
o f the evaluation process. He stated, “If we follow the professional rather than the
bureaucratic conception o f teaching, evaluation then becomes an integral part o f the
work o f teachers” (p.44). The school is not only a place for students, asserted Nevo,
but for the teaching professionals who spend a significant portion o f their lives in the
workplace. The professional development o f teachers is a vital part o f the evaluation
process, and according to Nevo, by accepting the responsibilities o f being evaluated
teachers also accept responsibilities for their own professional growth and
development. This includes the related professional contributions o f teachers in the
area o f curriculum building, the selection o f materials, decisions about teaching
methodology, goal-setting, and a role in program and teaching evaluation. Ellett
(1997), in a call for a new generation o f classroom-based assessments, captured the
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essence of needed reforms in evaluation practices:
We need to expand our observation and assessment focus in classrooms to
teaching and learning, as well as to the interactions between teachers and
students and among students...Such assessments are grounded in a set o f
conceptual concerns and beliefs common to all classrooms (e.g., all students
can learn, individual differences, student self-responsibility for learning,
higher order thinking skills, learning equity, etc.), and they require that the
focus of our work in classrooms shifts from assessing and evaluating sets o f
prescriptive teaching behaviors and the teacher to a primary concern for
student learning, (p. 116)
Music Education and Teacher Evaluation
In specialized disciplines entrenched in schools across America, the search for
valid relationships between traditional evaluation practices and performance
effectiveness has proven to be relatively unsuccessful, partially because the use o f
research designs and evaluation instruments have proven to be too simplistic or
unreliable (Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 1997; Tucker & Stronge, 1994). Evaluation
instruments that do not account for individual differences in specialized areas o f
teaching such as the fine and performing arts, typically have appeared to favor lowlevel teaching and student behaviors (Haefiier-Berg, 1996). For example, general
evaluation instruments may be too unsophisticated to capture higher-level teacherstudent interactions or make finer distinctions between effective teachers and
mediocre performance.
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According to Taebel (1990a, 1990b), the behavioral type o f evaluation
instruments commonly utilized for teacher evaluation nationwide do not transfer well
to the highly complex and specialized world of music teaching. This problem has
been exacerbated by the limited research available concerning the impact o f current
evaluation practices on music teacher effectiveness. The concerns of teachers of
specialized disciplines regarding evaluation practices opens the door to wide
speculation and varying perceptions concerning the validity and reliability o f
performance assessment and the evaluation process in general.
Concerns of Music Educators
The existing body of research on music teacher evaluation can be categorized
into three broad areas. They include: (1) disagreement among music educators
regarding specific criteria for music evaluation, (2) limited applicability o f general
evaluation instruments in common use, and (3) lack of qualifications of evaluators not
trained in the field o f music education.
In the first area, an earlier study by Taebel (1979), found that music teachers’
opinions differed significantly on music competencies, depending on whether they
taught general, choral, or instrumental music. Taebel also indicated that the
participants in this study failed to build a consensus about the specific criteria
applicable to the differentiated tasks of general, vocal, and instrumental teachers
embedded in the field of music education. This study indicated that a diversity o f
instructional tasks among general, choral, and instrumental music teachers made
agreement on evaluative criteria difficult to achieve. The problem was further
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complicated, according to later studies by Taebel (1990a) in which he indicated that
prior to 1990, “There is little known research on the evaluation o f music teaching”
(p-21).
The second research category supports the concept that no single line o f
evaluation data or evidence is reliable enough for all teachers across disciplines.
Teacher evaluation is a complex undertaking due to the multifaceted and complex
concepts underlying the assessment process. State mandated evaluation systems
historically have been designed primarily to check for general teaching competencies
that are assumed to be applicable to all teachers across all disciplines. When state
legislatures determined the generic criteria for teacher competencies, there appeared
to exist an underlying assumption that all subjects are taught in the same manner
(Loup et al., 1996).
A number o f generic models o f teacher evaluation were developed during the
1980's, each with its own particular emphasis with regards to purpose, needs, source,
procedures, and evidence for effective teaching. Included among these are models
developed by Medley et al. (1984); Eisner (1985); Hunter (1988); Popham and
Stanley (1988); and McGreal (1988, 1990). These models included competencies,
which were assumed to apply to all teachers and were believed to be major
contributors to student learning across disciplines.
Music educators, according to Taebel (1990a), argued during this period that
general evaluation instruments failed to address the complexity o f roles and specific
actions related to music teaching, due in part to the affective nature o f music

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

38

instruction and diversity of tasks among choral, general, and instrumental music
teachers, and questioned the relevance of general models to the assessment o f music
educators.
At best, the use of general pre-established teacher competencies as fixed
criteria for evaluation may be most appropriate for the beginning teacher or the
marginal teacher, but for those who are already effective, a fixed model appeared to
be unnecessary or counterproductive (Loup, et al., 1996). For effective teachers,
evaluation was more likely to be growth producing when it was flexible and the
teacher’s self-evaluation taken into account (McGreal, 1990). Upon further analysis,
the competencies included in generic models proved to be only minimal expectations
for performance, and seldom provided guidance or motivation for further professional
growth (Duke & Stiggins, 1990). Evaluation instruments in general failed to address
the complexity o f roles and specific responsibilities related to music teaching. With
few exceptions, evaluators o f music educators have used only one general observation
instrument for assessment purposes (Good & Mulryan, 1990; Shuler, 1996b).
In the third related area, the overall qualifications of evaluators have also
come into question, as many music educators expressed dissatisfaction with
evaluation models relying primarily or exclusively upon direct observation. Music
teachers have argued that evaluation reliability may be lowered by subjective
judgements imposed upon them by administrators not specifically trained in music
methods or pedology. A 1999 study conducted by the author o f this study in Virginia
confirmed the frustration experienced by music educators at the elementary, middle
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and high school levels regarding the qualifications of administrators involved in the
evaluation process (Maranzano. 1999, 2000). According to Taebel (1990a, 1990b),
there appeared to be broad agreement among choral, general, and instrumental music
teachers concerning the underlying discontent o f receiving summative evaluation
analysis concerning performance effectiveness by raters not experienced in the
complexities or intricacies of music education (Schmidt, 1992).
Studies o f Music Teachers and Evaluation
Taebel (1990a) studied the classroom evaluations o f over 500 music teachers
in the state of Alabama, considered the performance o f music teachers in comparison
with other teachers, utilizing the criteria set forth in the 1985 Alabama Career
Incentive Program. Music teachers outperformed other teachers in use of materials
and eliciting performance from students, yet scored lower in use of a questioning
technique. This led Taebel to conclude that systems like the Alabama assessment that
relied upon verbal exchanges and cognitive learning may be inappropriate for music
teachers. He further concluded that if systems use generic competencies, they may
need to be redesigned so that verbal as well as nonverbal behaviors by the participants
are included. Limitations of a predetermined checklist of teaching behaviors
appeared to have questionable applicability across disciplines; an area Taebel
indicates is in need of further research (1990a).
Schmidt (1992) examined the reliability of untrained observer’s assessments
o f applied music instruction by utilizing the Applied Teaching Rating Scale.
Findings pointed out that there was a wide range of difference between ratings
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submitted by trained and untrained evaluators. Evidence revealed that rater
characteristics were the primary cause o f this unreliability, and established
importance o f observer training in use o f an evaluation instrument. Evaluators must
have some understanding of the contextual classroom situation and the musical tasks
before they can make sound judgments about the adequacy o f a teacher’s
competencies, personal qualities, or leadership style. As a result, Schmidt suggested
that evaluators avoid imposing a predetermined model on any particular teacher and
need to consider how well the teacher’s traits match the learning situation.
Teacher demonstration and modeling was the subject of an extensive review
by Dickey (1992). In a synthesis of relevant research in this area unique to music
education, several valuable conclusions concerning the importance o f modeling and
demonstration in music teaching are supported. Dickey asserted that: 1) teacher
demonstration cycles can contribute to the development of musical skills, 2) students
leam to make increasingly complex musical discriminations through modeling, 3)
modeling is a more effective strategy than verbal description for teaching musical
performance, 4) use of a prepared tape as a model is an effective strategy across a
wide age distribution, and 5) teachers who possess the skills to model spend more
time modeling than those who do not. The author concluded that music
discriminations are not taught effectively through strictly verbal descriptions, and that
modeling strategies may play a more prominent role in music education than
previously considered.
Dickey (1992) investigated evaluative criteria for choral music teaching styles
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and developed a survey in order to identify eight dimensions o f music teaching.
These include: I) student independence, 2) teacher authority, 3) positive learning
environment, 4) time efficiency, 5) nonverbal motivation, 6) aesthetic music
performance, 7) group dynamics, and 8) music concept learning.

This study

demonstrated the broad scope and variety o f actions considered important for
effective music teaching, and revealed several recurring elements that provide a
possible assessment basis for music educators. It is important to recognize that
specific behaviors inherent to the craft of music educators have a prominent place in
the evaluation o f specialists, yet the dominant themes music researchers have
identified as essential for success apply across a majority o f disciplines as well. Not
all o f these attributes however, are readily assessed through the limited scope of direct
observation.
Taebel (1990b) indicated that the evaluation of music teachers without
consideration o f the uniqueness o f the subject is not fair. He remarked that “...it is
important that music teachers be fairly evaluated in a way that is sensitive to the
unique features o f music teaching and learning” (p. 31). The more commonly
utilized evaluation models, Taebel observed, relied upon criteria that are improper for
music teaching and points out that while questioning may be given considerable
weight as a teaching behavior, the more common music behaviors such as a request
for students to perform would not be classified as a question, and thus receive a low
score by the observer. Another aspect of many currently used evaluation systems
under-represent the importance of modeling and demonstrating, accuracy of error
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detection, and appropriateness o f musical feedback. The process o f music teacher
evaluation by a majority o f non-musical observers appears to lack sufficient training
activities, examples of excellent music teaching, and viable professional development
activities specific to teacher needs (Taebel 1990a, 1990b).
Given the dissatisfaction with current practices nationwide, and the perception
that music teacher assessment is not well served by common assessment practices,
there may be evidence that new directions in teacher evaluation may be capable of
promoting and enhancing music teacher assessment. There are some indications that
many o f the characteristics identified in the research for effective teacher
performance may translate across disciplines. Few authors have researched or
addressed this important concept. In one earlier study of elementary schools (1986),
Merrion and Larsen presented a practical set of evaluative criteria for music teachers
based upon their experiences as elementary school principals (there was no evidence
in this study that the authors’ conclusions were researched based). They asserted that
in general music classes principals need not be trained musicians to identify that
musical objectives were being met, and proposed the following “observable and
measurable ways to assess elementary music teaching” (p. 30). Merrion and Larsen
proposed the following indicators: 1) the use of a variety of activities and diverse
instructional materials; 2) a high level o f student participation: 3) differential
instructional modes; 4) logical sequence o f musical activities; 5) opportunities for all
children to perform; and 6) the extensive use of vocal and instrumental
demonstration. Merrion and Larsen (1986) suggested that these characteristics can be
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assessed using three basic tools: observation techniques, interview techniques, and in
depth conferencing.
In the early 1990s, the Music Educators National Conference [MENC]
provided a set o f criteria that was intended to assist in the evaluation o f music
education professionals. In the former Professional Certification Program (dissolved
effective January 31, 1994), the recommendation form presented a set o f evaluative
statements (Music Educators National Conference, 1994a, 1994b).
•

Is knowledgeable about music education
Demonstrates a high level of musicianship
Plans learning experiences to achieve clearly defined musical
goals
Accurately diagnoses student learning problems and needs
Communicates effectively with students
Motivates students to achieve the highest possible level
Uses appropriate and effective teaching materials
Develops a supportive and stimulating environment
Excites students and interests them in music
Emphasizes developing skills and knowledge
Pursues a systematic and effective program o f professional
growth
Recognizes his or her weaknesses as a teacher and remedies
them
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•

Serves as a role model for students by exemplifying musical
and personal traits

•

Contributes to the musical life o f his or her school

These statements provide a valuable perspective on MENC’s position on the
behaviors considered important for music professionals nationwide.
The MENC document provided a framework for teacher evaluation in the abandoned
Professional Certification Program (1994a).
The criteria o f the Music Educator’s National Conference (1994a) indicated
the relationships that appear to exist regarding the criteria for evaluation o f music
specialists in addition to the general characteristics o f teaching. Given the lack o f
both quantitative and qualitative research, and the reliance upon sparse empirical data
and existing studies, opponents o f current practices may need to explore the
relationship between the current practices employed to gather data about
performance, and the need to expand the process to a more inclusive model. Many
new evaluation practices have already begun to close the gap between the teaching
profession as a whole and administrators, as a more collaborative model appears to be
emerging in the closing years of the twentieth century (Colwell, 2000; Shuler, 1996b;
Stronge, 1997).
Current Problems in the Evaluation o f Music Educators
The Need for Accurate Measures o f Performance
Creating and implementing reliable evaluation processes for music and other
fine and performing arts educators have been more elusive than creating evaluation
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measures in other areas o f teaching, and serves as a source o f frustration for teachers,
supervisors, and administrators nationwide (Mark & Gary, 1999). According to
Schuler (1996b), the related fine and performing arts disciplines appear eager for
valid, reliable, and more meaningful evaluation processes. Summing up this
frustration, Shuler concluded, “In theatre and-particularly-in dance...the state of
teacher assessment is embryonic at best”(p.l4). According to Black (2001)
contributors to the National Assessment o f Educational Progress Arts Assessment
assert that the arts appear to be “ .. .essential for every child’s complete development
and education. All students should experience the joy o f creating and the selfconfidence that comes from the development o f skills and performance” (p. 30).
Traditional approaches for the evaluation o f fine and performing arts
personnel have to date failed to supply evaluators with enough comprehensive
information needed to make important educational decisions about music teacher
performance (Boyle, 1992a; Colwell, 1992). In order for educational leaders to make
valid and accurate observations and decisions about the overall contributions of music
and performing arts educators in our schools, more accurate and comprehensive data
will be needed about the nature and effectiveness o f music teachers (Maranzano,
2000; Peterson, 1996; Schuler, 1996a, 1996b).
The Limits of Traditional Evaluation for Music Teachers
Solutions to the evaluation dilemma are as complex as the issue itself. The
problem pointed out by Grant and Drafall (1991) regarding the music profession’s
“lack o f fundamental agreement on what should be taught” (p.44) is a prime example
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o f this complexity. In the absence o f agreement on specific criteria for music
specialists, it would appear that a teacher’s classroom performance serve as the
foundation of an evaluation system, as it provides the teacher and evaluator the best
possible starting point for instructional analysis and improvement. Although teaching
is the essence o f a teacher’s work, it has been understood for many years that
observation of teaching alone is insufficient for a total understanding o f teaching
(Cangelosi, 1991; Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 1997; Sweeny, 1994). The concept o f
teaching activities as defined by generic principles of classroom management and
organization has offered only a partial view of teaching performance (Schulman,
1986).
Direct observation fails to provide information about the teacher’s
expectations or intentions, the teacher’s planning, or how materials are selected and
matched to students and objectives (Good & Mulryan, 1990). Observation provides
only a limited perspective on long-range instructional continuity or day-to-day
versatility (Cangelosi, 1991). Although observable, the teacher’s involvement in the
life of the school, the community, and the profession is unlikely to be evaluated
directly. If the purpose of the evaluation process is to improve instruction, the
procedures utilized for data collection are more likeiy to include pre-observation and
post-observation conversations, and take into account the teacher’s perspectives, the
context, and any information that identifies sources of difficulty and indicates options
for change (Haefele, 1992; Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Wise et al., 1984).
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The complex nature o f teaching makes it impossible to evaluate a teacher’s
performance with a single evaluation instrument (Good & Mulryan, 1990; Peterson,
2000; Strange, 1997). No single source of evidence appears reliable enough, has the
ability to transfer well across disciplines, or is compatible with the varied conceptions
o f teaching. Peterson (1987, 2000) developed eight lines o f evidence from which
teachers could be evaluated: student reports, parent surveys, student achievement,
teacher tests, peer review, administrator reports, documentation o f professionalism,
and an open category. McGreal (1988, 1990) suggested that evaluation be
customized by allowing teachers to develop a plan for professional improvement that
is self monitored, with input from another teacher, and shared with the principal.
Duke (1990) suggested that evaluation goals should be comprehensive and focus on
outcomes o f learning that are relatively enduring. This overall framework included
the major components o f teaching such as pedagogical and subject matter knowledge,
teaching competencies, and contributions to the school, community, and the
profession
The Changing Role o f Evaluation
Supervision and evaluation o f teachers in public schools appear to be in a state
o f transition, as evaluation moves from a traditional view o f supervision as a
hierarchical construct, to a more democratic notion o f supervision. This transition to
empowering forms o f teacher supervision has unfolded from an emerging debate
about the purpose o f the supervisory process in education. The dialogue is fueled by
increasing dissatisfaction with current evaluation practices in public school education
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and the perception that many school districts appear to lack clearly articulated
purposes for the evaluation o f teaching (Haefele, 1992; Peterson, 2000; Strange,
1997).
Traditionally, supervision has been viewed as quality control, in which
subordinates are regarded and treated as if administrative oversight is necessary to
ensure professional behavior. A less hierarchical form o f supervision represents a
shift toward employee empowerment, encouraging an analysis o f the relationship
between teaching intentions and practices as seen through the eyes of teachers and
practitioners (Gitlin & Price, 1992). In this expanded view, supervisors are no longer
viewed as the experts, passing along judgment and advice to teacher technicians.
Instead, the teacher is viewed as an equal who contributes valuable expertise and
experience to the supervisory process. Thus the changing view o f evaluation
presupposes a more collaborative and inclusive model, with the teacher at the very
center o f the process (Sweeney, 1994).
An overview o f general teacher evaluation practices has articulated the
evolving and changing nature o f both schools and personnel evaluation, and the
dynamics involved in utilizing appraisal methods for both the improvement of
instructional practices and the accountability o f practitioners. In the field of music
and fine arts evaluation, the search for valid relationships between general evaluation
models and reliable performance feedback has received little significant attention in
the past decade (Kelstrom, 1998). As a result of the sparse consideration fine and
performing arts evaluation have received, the music community in particular appears
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divided over the content, methodology, reliability, and validity o f common evaluation
practices (Cangelosi, 1991; Latham & Wexley, 1982; Good & Mulryan, 1990).
Summary o f Literature Review
The major concerns echoed in the research sited are indicative of the
complexity o f the process for the evaluation o f music teachers. The criteria for the
evaluation o f teachers of music and the credentials of the evaluators will continue to
be problematic for the educational community until further research is completed.
The answer to the concerns o f evaluation practices for music teachers may not be
found in the development of subject-specific checklist behaviors for music teachers,
nor will it be found in the idealistic notion that building administrators as evaluators
be replaced with music specialists. An entirely new and reform-oriented approach
concerning the evaluation of all professional staff members may serve as a necessary
framework for the effective evaluation o f music teachers in future years. Reforms in
the teacher evaluation process emerging in recent years in school divisions across the
country may hold the key for more reliable, valid and effective music teacher
appraisal. The opinions of practitioners and music educators should be addressed
when considering the impact o f emerging evaluation practices. Current attention to
this critical area o f teacher evaluation and new research may provide the framework
for necessary advances in performing arts evaluation practices nationwide.
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Chapter IE: Methodology
Statement o f Purpose
Current methods for the evaluation o f teachers o f music appear to have limited
applicability for the majority of elementary and secondary performing arts educators
employed in elementary and secondary schools (Mark & Gary, 1999; Ponter, 1999;
Shuler, 1996b; Taebel, 1990a, 1990b). The challenge o f applying reliable and valid
evaluation practices for music educators is complicated by the complex and dynamic
nature of specialized instruction (Duke, 2000). This problem may be amplified by the
use and application o f general evaluation models not specifically designed for
specialized fields such as music education, and presents additional challenges for
administrative personnel charged with the legal responsibility for the evaluation o f
teachers (Sullivan & Zirkel, 1998). In order for administrators to make informed
evaluation decisions, more comprehensive and complete information about the
contributions o f music and related performing arts personnel in schools may need to
be reconsidered as part o f an overall process for teacher evaluation.
Tne study (a) assessed the current state of evaluation models currently in use
for teachers and music educators in Virginia’s schools, (b) explored the various
components o f teacher evaluation models, and (c) described the perceptions o f music
teachers concerning the relevance of evaluation to their respective specialties. The
author was primarily interested in what type o f evaluation designs are currently used
for teachers of music, and who conducted the evaluations. The study intended to
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discover whether any specialized evaluation instruments or processes are used for the
evaluation of music educators and how frequently music specialists are used as
evaluators in Virginia schools. Finally, the study was concerned with the perceptions
o f music educators regarding the applicability and relevance o f current evaluation
processes in Virginia.
This research is exploratory and descriptive in nature as no significant
previous research has been conducted in the past decade nor dissertations published
focusing on the evaluation needs o f music or performing arts teachers. In addition,
existing broad theoretical studies appear to be inadequate for predicting the most
salient or important music teaching practices to study in relation to teacher evaluation.
Therefore, this study is intended to serve as a foundation for further inquiry into this
area o f evaluation research.
Research Questions
The following research questions were designed to address the current state o f
teacher evaluation in the Commonwealth o f Virginia, and to assess the implications
for the evaluation o f music teachers in public schools.
Phase I: PRACTICES
1.1

How are teachers informed of evaluation requirements?

1.2

Who conducts music teacher evaluation?

1.3

Which methods and observations are included in teacher
evaluation?

1.4

How often are music teachers observed per evaluation cycle?
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I.5

What sources of data are included in the evaluation o f music
teachers in Virginia?

Phase II: PERCEPTIONS AND OPINIONS
II. I

What are the perceptions regarding the applicability of
evaluation for music teachers?

n.2

How accurately does the evaluation system assess music
teacher performance?

H.3

To what extent does evaluation contribute to professional
growth and development?

H.4

What are the most favorable and least favorable aspects o f
evaluation for music teachers?

H.5

How can the evaluation system be improved for music
teachers?
Population of Interest and Sample

The population for this study consisted o f music teachers employed by the 132
public school divisions in the Commonwealth o f Virginia in 2001. An equivalent
stratified random survey of 200 teachers was selected from music teachers who are
current members o f the Virginia Music Educators Association (VMEA), representing
music teachers currently employed in public schools across Virginia. The 2001-2002
membership list o f the VMEA was used as a basis for sample selection. The sample
consisted o f equal numbers o f elementary and secondary school music teachers. For
the purposes of this study, elementary schools were defined as schools with a
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population range consisting o f grades K.-5, and secondary schools were defined as
schools with a population range of grades 6-12. A response rate o f 55% was expected
to provide a minimum sample of 110 responses, a number expected to be adequate for
drawing conclusions in sampling research (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996; Thomas, 1999).
Generalizabilitv
According to Berg (2001), ‘There is clearly a scientific value to gain from
investigating some single category of individual, group, or event simply to gain an
understanding of that individual, group, or event” (p. 232). The results of this study
o f music teachers may be generalized to other public schools in the Commonwealth of
Virginia. The conclusions and opinions o f teachers in this study may have less
generalizability to most other states given the lack o f uniform evaluation practices
nationwide, and the variation in procedures for evaluation from state to state.
Methodology
The research conducted in this study for an analysis o f the evaluation criteria
o f music educators was a descriptive study using a mixed design. Classroom
practices are complex phenomena, and the ways in which these practices may relate to
music teacher evaluation are likely to be varied and complex. The theory of a
naturalistic, more descriptive approach to teacher evaluation and data collection has
been previously reported by Stake, Bresler, and Mabry (1991). They called this type
o f evaluation research, “ .. .naturalistic, service oriented, holistic, and empathic” (p.
11). However, they went on to write, “.. .the drawbacks can be personal intrusiveness
and risk of exposure” (p. 11). Stake (1999) reported a naturalistic study o f a summer
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program o f the Institute for Talented Youth at Macalester College in St. Paul,
Minnesota, one involving many disciplines including the arts. This naturalistic study
employed a descriptive style o f results reporting. Eisner (1991) also advocated such
approaches to data collection in evaluation. He asserted that a more qualitative
approach to education evaluation makes sense for what must be accessed, a point that
appears to be most relevant to the evaluation of arts programs.
Worthen and Sanders (1987) stated, “We view qualitative and quantitative
methods as compatible, complimentary approaches in evaluation o f
education...depending on the purpose for which the study is conducted” (p. 53).
Information collected through qualitative and quantitative data sources should be
utilized in order to fully appreciate the scope of evaluation. Nevo (1995) stated:
Since we believe that quantitative as well as qualitative instruments are
useful in school evaluation, instruments should be chosen according to the
evaluation questions being addressed, rather than by predetermined
preferences for one kind o f instrument or another. For evaluation questions,
qualitative instruments such as observations and interviews might be more
appropriate; for other questions quantitative instruments, such as tests and
questionnaires, might be advantageous. Overall, we should try to combine
both kinds of instruments as much as possible...”
(P- 70)
Stake, Megolsky, Davis, Cisneros, DePauI, Dunbar, Farmer, Feltovich, Johnson,
Williams, Zurita, and Chaves (1999), supported combining the qualitative and
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quantitative approaches:
It would not be wise to value resolution entirely into a rational mode.
Rather, shifting back and forth between formal and informal, the general
and the particular, the hunch and the habit, increases the strength and
comprehensiveness of the scrutiny, (p. 92)
Content Analysis
According to Berg (2001), a combination of quantitative and qualitative
research typically involves content analysis. In content analysis, artifacts o f social
communication are examined and analyzed. Analyses usually consist o f documents
or transcriptions o f either written or verbal communications. Smith (1975) suggested
that a blend of both quantitative and qualitative analysis should be used. Smith
explained, “qualitative analysis deals with the forms and antecedent-consequent
patterns o f form, while quantitative analysis deals with duration and frequency o f
form” (p. 218). Gall et al. (1996) suggested that content analysis consists o f any
technique for making inferences by systematically and objectively identifying special
characteristics o f messages. They further implied that “most content analyses in
education involve collecting data on various aspects o f the messages encoded in the
communication product. These analyses generally involve fairly simple
classifications or tabulations of specific information” (p. 357). Berg (2001) suggested
that content analysis o f written responses is an appropriate methodology for
describing the communication embedded in textual documents, describing the texts,
and drawing inferences regarding the textual effects in descriptive research.
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By using descriptive research, the results that are generated may be more
practical and accessible to educational administrators, teachers, parents, community
members, and students. While the numbers o f district-owned musical instruments
and the size o f the facilities can be easily quantified, instructional techniques and
decisions, such as the method used to teach a rhythmic pattern cannot be easily
quantified. In this respect, the descriptive nature o f the survey may make the research
more relevant. Descriptive research studies are useful for investigating a variety of
educational problems and issues, and according to Gay and Airasian (2000), are
“typically concerned with the assessment o f attitudes, opinions, preferences,
demographics, practices, and procedures” (p. 275).
Determination of Coding Unit
According to Berg (2001 analysis procedures in a descriptive study are likely
to be emergent. Seven major elements in written messages can be counted in a
content analysis, and the determination o f a basic unit for analysis is an important
research decision designed to compliment the purposes and perspectives o f the
research: 1) words; 2) language; 3) characters; 4) paragraphs; 5) items; 6) concepts;
and 7) semantics (p. 247). Three research questions contained in this study were
appropriate for content analysis:
1.5

What sources o f data are included in the evaluation of music teachers
in Virginia?

n.4

What are the most favorable and least favorable aspects o f evaluation
for music teachers?
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n.5

How can the evaluation system be improved for music teaches?

The questions were designed to include facts about evaluation data sources, and the
opinions of music teachers regarding the applicability o f current forms of evaluation
on their job performance. The most applicable coding units appropriate for this study
were words, items and language/themes. Berg (2001) provided the rationale in his
description of the seven key elements.
The theme is a more useful unit to count. In its simplest form, a theme is a
simple sentence, a string of words with a subject and a predicate. Because
themes may be located in a variety of places in most written documents, it
becomes necessary to specify which places will be searched. For example,
researchers might use only the primary theme in a given paragraph location or
alternatively might count every theme in a given text under analysis, (p. 247)
Determination o f Categories
Categories, according to Berg vary according to the nature of the research and
the

. .particularities of the data (that is, whether they are detailed responses to open-

ended questions, newspaper columns, letters, television transcripts, and so on)” (p.
248). Berg further asserts that there are no easy ways to describe specific tactics for
developing categories or how to go about defining these tactics, but suggests that the
development of categories arise from patterns that emerge from the data.
The study proposed that the categories relating to the sources of data and
perceptions o f the evaluation process relied upon words, items and language/themes
as units o f analysis. The content analysis was categorized into the following
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categories:
Research question 1.5: What sources o f data are included in the evaluation of
music teachers in Virginia? Words and items used to describe what sources o f data
are included in the evaluation process. Components for category one were extracted
from the Loup et al. study (1996) and include: a) instructional strategies; b)
professional responsibilities; c) planning/organizational skills; d) classroom
management/student behavior/safety; e) human interactionrelationships/communication; e) student assessment/standards o f learning; f)
professional growth and development; g) teacher assistance plans; h) portfolio
development; i) self-evaluation; j) student feedback; k) parent feedback; and I) peer
observation.
Research question n.4: What are the most favorable and least favorable
aspect o f evaluation for music teachers? Language/themes that reflect music teacher
perceptions of the most favorable and least favorable aspects o f the evaluation process
and language that reflects the performance o f evaluators.
Research question n.5: How can evaluation be improved for music teachers?
Language/themes that expresses ideas for the improvement o f evaluation for music
teachers.
Five components were used as a foundation for the analysis o f content and
were based upon three independent sources including a synthesis of the research and
literature on music teacher evaluation, components identified by Loup et al. (1996) in
the TEPS survey, and the domains identified in the Virginia Uniform Guidelines for
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Teacher Evaluation (2000). The five components were: 1) evaluation criteria; 2)
evaluation procedures; 3) musical teaching concepts; 4) evaluator expertise; and 5)
evaluator/teacher interaction.
Table I
Determination of Categories
Question

Categories

1.5 What sources of data are included
in the evaluation of music teachers in
Virginia?

1. Words and items which
describe the sources o f data in
evaluation documents.

H.4 What are the most favorable and
least favorable aspects o f evaluation
for music teachers?

1. Language/Themes that reflect
perceptions o f the most
favorable aspects of
evaluation.
2. Language/Themes that reflect
perceptions o f the least
favorable aspects of
evaluation.

II. 5 How can the evaluation system
be improved for music teachers?

1. Language/Themes that
express ideas for the
improvement o f evaluation.

Frequency Counts
This study conducted frequency counts o f the occurrence of the defined
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categories. According to Berg (2001), an event is recorded by the observer each time
a target response occurs. Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) assert that observational
variables can be distinguished into three types: descriptive, inferential, and
evaluative. In qualitative research, the focus of descriptive research is emergent and
observers are encouraged to look at behavior and its environmental setting from a
holistic perspective. The analysis of content took into account the written words of
participants. This information is limited by participants’ knowledge, memory, and
ability to convey information clearly and accurately, and how they wish to be
perceived by the researcher. Descriptive counts o f themes were expressed in absolute
and relative frequencies, which are the number o f occurrences drawn from the sample
population. The counts were used to determine the emerging perceptions o f music
teachers concerning their impressions of evaluation procedures currently in place in
public schools in Virginia, and to measure their opinions on how evaluation can be
improved for teachers of music. A summary of the verbatim responses of participants
for questions H.4 and II.5 are included in Appendixes F through H.
Instrumentation
Lehman (1992) asserted that in order to facilitate effective evaluation in music
education, “a greater use and acceptance o f various alternative techniques so as not to
rely exclusively on a quantitative method is needed” (p. 291). He further suggested
that quantitative results are a valuable part o f any analysis, but a more comprehensive
and richly descriptive component appears to work equally well in many educational
settings, especially in the arts.
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An equivalent size stratified survey of 200 selected music teachers working in
public schools in Virginia was constructed, administered, and analyzed. According to
Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), “The purpose of a survey is to use questionnaires or
interviews to collect data from participants in a sample about their characteristics,
experiences, and opinions in order to generalize the findings to a population that the
sample is intended to represent” (p. 289). Survey research is generally used to
address four broad classes o f questions pertaining to an issue: 1) the prevalence of
attitudes, beliefs, and behavior; 2) changes in them over time; 3) differences between
groups of people in their attitudes, beliefs, and behavior; and 4) causal propositions
about these attitudes, beliefs, and behavior (Weisberg, Krosnick, & Bowen, 1996).
A survey using a questionnaire was employed to collect data from an
equivalent size stratified sample of public school music teachers who are current
members o f the Virginia Music Educators Association. The survey instrument was
designed to closely resemble a previously employed survey known as the Teacher
Evaluation Practices Survey (Loup et al., 1996), and an expert panel was used to
evaluate and approve the survey prior to implementation.
The survey questionnaire contained a combination of closed-form and openended opinion questions. The questionnaire was reviewed by a panel of experts
consisting of music teachers and a music supervisor who have been active members
o f the Virginia Music Educators Association for 2001-2002. Revisions to the
questionnaire were made based on the feedback o f the expert panel concerning the
issues o f presentation and construct validity. Recommendations were included
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regarding: (a) relevance to the research questions, (b) length o f the survey, (c) clarity
o f instructions, (d) quality o f the document, and (e) comprehensiveness of the survey.
Suggestions from the three-member expert panel were incorporated into the
revisions, deletions, and additions recommended by the reviewers. The questionnaire
was considered appropriate for the purposes o f this study after the reviewers indicated
that (a) the questions were thorough, appropriate, and understandable, and (b) the
questionnaire, in its entirety, required minimal and reasonable efforts to complete.
The survey instrument design used the Teacher Evaluation Practices Survey
(Loup et al., 1996) as a model for music teacher evaluation, but it was not the intent
o f the author to replicate the prior study. Music teachers were asked to complete the
survey and express their opinions regarding the applicability and impact o f teacher
evaluation upon music teachers at the elementary and secondary school levels.
Content was reported in both narrative and tabular form in order to systematically
analyze the context o f written responses in addition to frequency counts. Evaluation
documents were obtained from 100 school divisions in Virginia. A content analysis
for research question 1.5 consisting o f words and items that described the sources of
data contained in the evaluation documents o f school divisions were used to collect
information about evaluation criteria in Virginia public schools.
Procedures
A transmittal letter and questionnaire was mailed to all 200 equivalent size
stratified elementary and secondary school music teachers selected for participation in
November and December o f 2001. Distribution strategies identified in the research
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literature regarding survey effectiveness were employed throughout the data gathering
phase in order to improve the anticipated response rate (Gall et al., 1996; Thomas,
1999; Weisberg et al., 1996). The cover letter explained the position o f the
researcher, the purpose and significance of the study, a description o f the survey
instrument, the voluntary nature o f the survey, and appropriate criteria for
participation in the study. A stamped, self-addressed postcard was included in the
mailing that allowed respondents the opportunity to request a summary of the survey.
A stamped, self-addressed return envelope was provided for the return of the original
survey document.
Repeated contact with nonrespondents was accomplished through two followup mailings as recommended by various authors within twelve days and an additional
copy of the survey, response card, and stamped enveloped was sent in an additional
ten days of secondary contact (Gall et al., 1996; Thomas, 1999).
All of the Virginia school divisions were contacted by letter requesting copies
o f teacher evaluation handbooks, instruments, and guidelines. Follow-up mailings
were conducted, along with electronic communications and phone calls in order to
obtain documents from a majority o f Virginia’s 132 school divisions. A stamped,
self-addressed enveloped was included allowing school divisions to request copies of
the evaluation study.
Data Analysis
Questionnaire responses concerning the perceptions o f Virginia music
educators were analyzed and presented in tabular form. The categorization of
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evaluation questionnaires were produced in the descriptive form o f counts,
percentages, and frequencies. According to Gall, Borg, and Gall, analyses typically
involved “classifications or tabulations o f specific information” (p. 357). The results
o f opinions and the perceptions o f survey respondents were reported in narrative and
tabular form, using descriptive statistics and content analysis as appropriate (Berg,
2001 ).

Table II
Data Analysis
Research Question
1.1
Research Question
1.2
Research Question
1.3
Research Question
1.3
Research Question
1.4
Research Question
1.4
Research Question
1.5
Research Question
1.5
Research Question
ELI
Research Question
H.2
Research Question
E.3
Research Question
0.4
Research Question
E.4

Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Evaluation
Documents
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument
Survey
Instrument

Survey Question 1
Survey Question 2
Survey Question
3A
Survey Question
3B
Survey Question
4A
Survey Question
4B
Survey Question 5
Data Sources List
for Question 5
Survey Question 6
Survey Question 7
Survey Question 8
Survey Question
9A
Survey Question
9B

Descriptive
Statistics
Descriptive
Statistics
Descriptive
Statistics
Descriptive
Statistics
Descriptive
Statistics
Descriptive
Statistics
Descriptive
Statistics
Content Analysis
Descriptive
Statistics
Descriptive
Statistics
Descriptive
Statistics
Content Analysis
Content Analysis
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Research Question
II.5

Survey
Instrument

Survey Question
10

Content Analysis

Ethical Safeguards
Informed consent focused on ensuring that research participants entered the
research o f their free will and with understanding o f the nature and scope o f the study,
and any possible obligations that may arise (Gay & Airasian, 2000). This study
involved no interventions, treatments, or manipulations of participants. The study was
conducted to ensure the anonymity of the sources and all school divisions,
professional associations, and participants were completely protected. In accordance
with ethical principals established for research graduate studies, the proposed study
was reviewed by the Human Subjects Committee o f the School o f Education, at the
College of William and Mary in Virginia. It is anticipated that any additional original
and secondary source documents used for this study were available to the public, and
were provided by professional associations or school divisions, by request, online, or
through published formats as appropriate.
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Chapter IV: Analysis o f Results
Description of Study
The current study investigated the application o f teacher evaluation models for
the 2001-2002 school year in Virginia public schools, and how they were utilized to
evaluate teachers o f music at the elementary and secondary school level. Survey
research was used to determine the sources o f evaluation data prescribed by Virginia
school divisions and how these sources o f data were applied to the evaluation of
public school music teachers. In addition, data were collected about the perceptions
and opinions regarding the effectiveness o f the evaluation models in use for Virginia
music teachers. Music teacher perceptions were measured by two means: (a)
teachers’ ratings o f evaluation practices based upon Likert Scale responses and (b) a
summarization of teacher satisfaction based on a content analysis o f the specific
opinions of music teachers regarding the most and least favorable aspects of the
evaluation system employed in their respective school divisions. Teacher response
was conceptualized broadly to include applicability of the evaluation system,
accuracy of overall performance, and contribution of the evaluation system to the
professional growth o f music teachers. Respondents were also given an opportunity
to express their opinions concerning modifications or improvements to their
respective evaluation systems.
The investigation was conducted in two phases. Phase I was designed to
measure the current practices for the evaluation of music teachers in Virginia.
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Evaluation performance criteria, administration, methodology, and sources of data for
school divisions in Virginia were obtained from two independent sources: Virginia
school divisions and public school music teachers in Virginia.
Every school division in Virginia (n=l32) was contacted and evaluation
documents describing current policies and practices were requested for analysis. A
content analysis o f materials submitted by school divisions for sources o f data was
conducted to determine what criteria were included in the evaluation o f music
teachers for each o f the responding school division in Virginia. In addition, an
equivalent stratified random survey o f 200 music teachers was implemented
consisting o f equal numbers o f elementary (n=100) and secondary (n=100) school
music teachers in Virginia. The 2001-2002 membership list o f the Virginia Music
Educators Association (VMEA) was used as a basis for the sample selection.
Phase II o f this study addressed the perceptions and opinions o f music teachers
concerning the perceived applicability and relevance of evaluation practices used for
music teachers. Information was obtained from the equivalent stratified random
survey o f elementary and secondary school music teachers in Virginia. For the
purposes of this study, elementary schools were defined as schools with a student
population range consisting o f grades K-5, and secondary schools were defined as
schools with a population range o f grades 6-12. Teachers were sorted by either
elementary school or secondary school type.
Return Rate
School Division Evaluation Materials
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All 132 Virginia school divisions (Editorial Projects in Education, 2001) were
contacted by mail in order to request teacher evaluation materials relating to divisionwide policies and practices (see Appendix E for a list of responding school divisions).
Within three weeks o f the initial cover letter to school divisions, 86 packets o f
information were received (65%). Telephone calls to non-responding school
divisions yielded an additional 20 responses for a total 80% return rate (n=106).
Responses contained a range o f materials from complete policies regarding teacher
evaluation to minimal materials utilized for classroom observations. In some cases,
only a portion of the materials were included in the overall analysis, resulting in a
fluctuation o f sample size from question to question. These fluctuations had a
minimal effect on the overall analysis o f data, as information from each responding
school division was useful for the purposes o f this study.
Teacher Responses
Within two weeks o f the survey mailing o f 200 questionnaires and cover
letters, 88 (44%) o f the questionnaires had been relumed. A postcard reminder was
sent at that time and 15 additional responses (7.5%) were received the following
week. A third and final mailing consisting o f a cover letter and another questionnaire
to all nonrespondents was sent five weeks after the initial mailing and an additional 47
responses (23.5%) were received for an overall response rate of 75% (n=150).
O f the two groups surveyed consisting o f 100 elementary and 100 secondary
public school music teachers, 68 elementary school surveys and 82 secondary school
surveys were received. O f the 68 elementary school surveys received, two teachers
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moved from public to private schools, and three lacked three years of teaching
experience in Virginia, resulting in 63 usable elementary surveys. The 82 high school
surveys received contained one response from a teacher who recently retired, one
from a teacher who moved to a private school, three responses that lacked the
required three years of teaching experience in Virginia, and two surveys that failed to
identify which Virginia school division was associated with the response. A total o f
75 surveys from the 82 responding high school were included in the analysis of high
schools. O f the combined total of 200 teachers surveyed in the original sample, 69%
o f the total sample was usable (n=138).
The 138 teachers responding to the Questionnaire fo r Virginia Music
Educators on Teacher Evaluation were from 60 (45.5%) o f the 132 Virginia School
Divisions. The highest concentration of teachers responding was from the Fairfax
County School Division (n=13). The next highest number of respondents were from
Henrico County, Newport News City, and Norfolk City, each having seven teachers
responding. Thirty-four school divisions represented had one respondent from their
respective school division. A complete list can be found in Appendix D.
Demographic Information
Background Information about Responding Music Teachers
The Questionnaire fo r Virginia Music Educators on Teacher Evaluation
(Appendix C) included six items designed to provide background information on the
experience of teachers who responded including: the name o f the school division;
total years o f teaching experience; years taught in Virginia; grade levels taught;
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specific subjects areas taught; and the type o f the music ensembles taught. Table 3
includes the means and standard deviations for the total years of experience for
elementary and secondary school respondents, and for the amount o f years each group
taught music in Virginia.
Table 3

and Number of Years Taueht in Virainia
Background Information

M

SD

Range

Total Elementary Years
o f Music Teaching

17.00

8.73

3-36

Elementary Years in
Virginia

15.16

8.98

3-36

Total Secondary Years
of Music Teaching

16.19

7.54

3-32

Secondary Years in
Virginia

14.76

7.96

3-32

Total Years of Music Teaching

16.56

8.09

3-36

Total Years Taught in Virginia

14.94

8.41

3-36

The composite experience level of the respondents ranged from 3 to 36 years
at the elementary school level and 3 to 32 years at the secondary school level. O f the
63 elementary respondents, 41.2% reported having a total of 20 years or greater of
total teaching experience (Virginia and other states included). The 75 secondary
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school respondents reported that 32% had 20 years or greater total teaching
experience (Virginia and other states included).
Calculating the total years o f music taught in Virginia, 31.7% o f elementary
respondents had 20 years or greater and 26.6% o f secondary respondents had 20 years
or greater of Virginia experience. The mean number o f years taught in Virginia for
elementary respondents was 15.16, and the mean number o f years taught in Virginia
for secondary respondents was 14.76. For elementary respondents, 36.5% had 10
years or less of Virginia teaching experience and of the secondary respondents, 30.6%
reported having 10 years or less o f Virginia teaching experience.
Table 4
Frequency Counts and Percentages for the Type o f School in which Respondents
Worked
Type o f School

Frequency Count

%

Elementary School

63

45.7

Middle School

28

20.3

Middle and High School

13

9.4

High School

34

24.6

138

100.0

Total

Sixty-three respondents taught exclusively in elementary schools. O f the
secondary school respondents, 28 were middle school teachers, 13 worked in both
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middle and high schools, and 34 were high school teachers. Secondary school music
teachers represented 55.3% of the total sample, and elementary school teachers
represented 45.7% o f the total sample.
Table 5
Frequency Counts and Percentages for the Areas of Music Taught by Respondents
Area of Music Taught
Instrumental

Frequency Count

%

44

31.9

Instrumental and Vocal

3

2.1

Instrumental, Vocal, and General

8

5.8

Instrumental and General

1

0.7

Vocal

27

19.6

Vocal and General

34

24.7

General

21

15.2

138

100.0

Total

The largest portion o f teachers surveyed (31.9%) taught instrumental music
exclusively (n=44). Vocal music teachers who taught vocal music exclusively
comprised 19.6% o f the total respondents (n=27). Music teachers who taught a
combination of vocal and general music (n=34), combined with the music teachers
who taught vocal music (n=27) account for 44.3% of the total sample. Other
instrumental teachers who taught a combination of areas represent 8.6% o f the sample
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(n=l2). Music teachers who taught some form of instrumental music combined with
teachers who taught instrumental music exclusively total 40.5% of the entire sample.
The remaining music teachers (n=21) taught general music classes, which account for
15.2% o f the sample. Vocal music teachers are generally spread out across grade
levels, K.-12. Instrumental music instruction does not typically begin until the later
elementary school years, usually in the fourth or fifth grades. General music teachers
are employed at the elementary school levels and in some cases at middle school
levels. The sample is therefore representative of the full spectrum of music teachers
employed in public schools in Virginia, representing general music, vocal music and
instrumental music (Table 5).
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Table 6
Type oflnstrumental Musical Ensembles Taught bv Respondents
Ensemb les

N umber o f Responses

Concert Band

44

Symphonic Band

20

Jazz Band

26

Marching Band

31

Pep Band

1

Wind Ensemble

16

Orchestra

12

Brass Ensemble

2

Flute Ensemble

1

Guitar Ensemble

1

Harp Ensemble

I

Handbell Choir

1

Orff Ensemble

5

Percussion Ensemble

4

Sax Ensemble

1

Steel Pan Ensemble

1

String Ensemble

11

Total

178
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Table 7
Type o f Choral Musical Ensembles Taught bv Respondents
Ensembles
Concert Choir
Jazz Choir

Number of Respondents
59
6

Madrigal Choir

11

Men’s Choir

15

Treble Choir

44

Show Choir

14

Total

149

Tables 6 and 7 indicate the music ensembles taught by both instrumental and
choral music teachers responding to the survey. Instrumental respondents reported a
total o f 178 instrumental ensembles taught, vocal respondents indicated a total o f 149
ensembles. When the categories o f instrumental ensembles representing concert
band (n=44), symphonic band (n=20), jazz band (n=26), marching band (n=31), pep
band (n=l), wind ensemble (n=16), and orchestra (n=12) are combined, the
composite number o f instrumental performing groups total 150. The smaller
ensembles are an integral part o f instrumental teaching, and combined they total 28 o f
the additional instrumental ensembles. The combined total of instrumental and choral
ensembles taught by respondents’ equals 327 performing groups o f varying sizes.
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This indicates that a large majority o f the 138 teachers surveyed are engaged in music
performance with students.
Findings for Research Questions
The study was conducted in two phases: (a) Phase I: Current practices for the
evaluation of music teachers including performance criteria, administration,
methodology, and sources of data used in Virginia school divisions and (b) Phase II:
Perceptions and Opinions of Virginia music teachers concerning the applicability and
relevance of evaluation practices used for teachers o f music. The results are
presented by addressing the research questions in each phase o f the study.
Research Questions for Phase I-Evaluation Practices by Virginia School Divisions
1.1.

How are teachers informed of the school division’s evaluation

system?
Communication o f school division evaluation practices. Music teachers were
asked to respond to a question concerning the manner in which information about the
school division’s evaluation system is distributed. The Questionnaire for Music
Educators Concerning Teacher Evaluation in Virginia utilized information from the
Teacher Evaluation Practices Survey (TEPS) conducted by Loup et al. (1996) as a
model basis for this study. Since multiple answers were possible, duplicate counts
existed in the summary o f responses. All of the various methods for informing
teachers o f division evaluation practices were indicated by large percentages o f
survey respondents. The highest percentages were through faculty meetings (77.5%)
and teacher handbooks (69.6%). Communication was also facilitated through in
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service meetings (38.4%) and to a lesser extent professional contacts (27.5%) in
Virginia. Table 8 summarizes the percentage o f respondents indicating the methods
used for communicating the practices o f school divisions.
Table 8
Methods of Communication

Method

Frequency Count

%

107

77.5

Teacher Handbooks

96

69.6

In-Service Meetings

53

38.4

Professional Contracts

38

27.5

Faculty Meetings

1.2

Who conducts music teacher evaluation?

Identification o f people responsible for the evaluation o f music teachers.
Table 9 summarizes percentages o f responses to various sources that conduct music
teacher evaluations in the Virginia school divisions of survey respondents. Duplicate
responses were possible due to the option of the respondents to choose multiple
responses. At the building level, principals and assistant principals were clearly the
primary sources of teacher evaluation. Only six teachers (4.3%) indicated that a
music specialist was involved in the last official teacher evaluation, and four teachers
indicated the presence o f a teacher (2.9%) involved in the evaluation. The frustration
expressed by music teachers nationally in chapter II regarding the lack o f evaluators
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with expertise in music pedagogy conducting evaluations is reflected in the verbatim
responses to questions 9 and 10 o f the music teacher survey designed for this study
(Appendix F through H). The sparse involvement of music specialists in the
evaluation of music teachers is prevalent in Virginia, and is discussed in further detail
when addressing research questions 0.4 and H.5.
Table 9
Official Evaluators o f Music Teachers

Frequency Count

%

Principal

78

56.5

Assistant Principal

75

54.3

Music Specialist

6

04.3

Teacher

4

02.9

Building Personnel

1.3

Which methods and observations are included in teacher

evaluation?
Presence of evaluation methods. Responses to various evaluation methods in
Virginia school division evaluation, plans are included in Table 10. A majority o f
respondents reported that both direct systematic observation of teaching (86.2%) and
informal observation o f teaching (80.4%) play a major part in the evaluation o f music
teachers in Virginia. Teacher self-evaluation methods were identified by 39.9% (55)
o f the music teachers in their Virginia school division evaluation plans. Teacher
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portfolio assessments were identified by 22.5% (31) o f the Virginia respondents.
Multiple answers were possible therefore percentages reflect the inclusion o f
duplicate counts. Portfolio assessments were reported by 23.5% o f the school
divisions nationwide in the 1996 TEPS study, as compared with the 22.5% o f music
teachers reporting some use o f portfolio assessment and 11% of Virginia School
Divisions requiring use o f portfolios in this study.
Table 10
Methods of Evaluation as Reported by Music Teachers

Method

°A

Direct Observation

86.2

Informal Observation

80.4

Teacher Self-Evaluation

39.9

Teacher Portfolio Assessment

22.5

Student Survey of Teacher Performance

08.7

Peer Ratings of Teacher Performance

08.0

Student Achievement Data

08.0

Parent Survey o f Teacher Performance

03.6

Paper-and-Pencil Examinations

03.6

Observation system components. Table 11 summarizes music teacher
responses to the survey question regarding systematic observation procedures.
Multiple choices are included in the survey and may be reflected in duplicate
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responses. The most frequent response to this research question was the use o f the
post-observation conference (82.6%). Only 40.0% (n=55) o f respondents indicated a
presence o f the pre-observation conference in their evaluation system. This may be
an indication that unannounced observations account for a significant percentage of
visits for evaluation purposes

Standardized observation forms are utilized in just

less than three-quarters o f responses (72.5%), although is remains unclear if
alternative observation forms are utilized in the remaining instances o f observations.
Since informal observations account for a portion o f observations, it is possible that
formal documentation may not be required, or may take the form o f scripted notes for
such observations. A specific schedule o f timelines for completing observations was
indicated in just over half of the responses (56.5%), followed by the designation o f a
specified length o f each observation in a little more than two-fifths o f responses
(42.0%). Examination of lesson or unit plans prior to systematic observation is
presented the least with 37% of respondents selecting this category (n=51). The
relationship between the prior examination o f lesson or unit plans (37%) and pre
observation conferences (40%) appears to be relatively consistent as reported by
music teachers for this study, as administrators appear likely to include a discussion
o f plans when conducting a formal conference prior to visiting classes for the purpose
o f observation.
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Table 11
Components of Systematic Observation as Reported bv Music Teachers

Component

%

Post-Observation Conference

82.6

Standardized Observation Form

72.5

Specific Schedule o f Timelines for Completing Observations

56.5

Specified Length o f Each Observation

42.0

Pre-Observation Conference

40.0

Examination of Lesson or Unit Plans Prior to Observation

37.0

1.4

How often are music teachers observed per evaluation cvcle?

The use o f formal and informal observation for evaluation purposes. Music
teachers were asked to indicate the method o f observation used by evaluators during
the evaluation cycles in their respective school divisions. The use o f formal
evaluation was the primary method for observation purposes with all o f the
respondents (100%) indicating that a formal or informal observation was a part o f the
process for evaluation. Less than half of the respondents indicated the number o f
times formal observations were conducted during an observation cycle and only about
one quarter o f respondents indicated any number of times informal observations were
conducted. Most respondents used a check as an indication that formal or informal
observations were used, as opposed to a numerical response to the question. The
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question was apparently not specific enough to allow for a detailed answer regarding
the length o f the evaluation cycle or amount o f required visits per cycle. The question
also did not differentiate if the respondents were tenured or non-tenured, a factor
which typically increases the number of observation visits. Regarding the amount of
observations conducted for evaluation purposes, a range o f one to five was indicated
by the respondents who offered a numerical response to this question.
L5 Which evaluation criteria or sources of data are included in the
evaluation of teachers in Virginia?
Evaluation criteria and sources of data for Virginia school divisions. In order
to determine the variety of data sources present in evaluation systems used in Virginia
for the 2001-2002 school year, each school division (n=132) was contacted. Teacher
evaluation materials including policies, procedures, and forms were requested.
Eighty per cent (n=106) f the 132 Virginia school divisions returned materials. O f the
106 materials collected for analysis, six document sets were determined to be
incomplete enough not to be used for the purposes o f this study. Amherst County and
Portsmouth City sent brochures; Lee County and Lynchburg City sent statements of
philosophy, and Essex County and Greensville County sent teacher observation
checklists without any supporting documentation. A total o f 100 document sets
contained substantial information (94.3% of returns) and were usable for analysis. A
complete list o f Virginia School Divisions who responded can be found in Appendix
E.
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Content analysis methodology was utilized (Berg, 2001; Gall, Borg, & Gall,
1996; Nevo, 1995) in order to determine the presence of criteria for the evaluation of
teachers in the 100 document sets collected from Virginia school divisions. Words
and items were selected (Berg, 2001) as the units of analysis for the evaluation
instruments submitted by Virginia school divisions as a means for categorizing data
from communication. The analysis consisted o f listing the items, recording the
frequency o f occurrence, and reporting the percentages for each of the items selected.
The Teacher Evaluation Practices Survey (Loup et al., 1996) served as a general
guide and model for the research question investigating evaluation criteria and
sources o f data. Information was combined with the categories drawn from the
Guidelines for Uniform Performance Standards and Evaluation Criteria for Teachers
(Virginia Uniform Guidelines for Teacher Evaluation, 2000). Table 12 indicates the
sources o f data and evaluation criteria in Virginia.
In addition to listing the categories utilized for sources of data and evaluation
criteria, this study was interested in determining how many of the school divisions in
the sample incorporated the recommended guidelines from the Virginia Uniform
Guidelines for Teacher Evaluation (2000). A total of 28% (n=28) of the 100
documents analyzed indicated that the evaluation criteria were derived from the
Uniform Performance Standards. The use o f formal classroom observation and the
inclusion o f informal classroom observation as part o f the evaluation criteria
identified by school divisions were analyzed. One-hundred per cent (n=100) of
responding school divisions used direct observation as a data source and 37 per cent

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

84

(n=37) officially recognized informal observations as a data source in the overall
evaluation o f teachers, according to school divisions (Table 13).
Table 12

School Divisions
Source of Data/Evaluation Criteria

Frequency Count

%

Instructional Strategies/Effectiveness

94

94.0

Professional Responsibilities

91

91.0

Planning/Organizational Skills

86

86.0

Classroom Management/Student Behavior/Safety

84

84.0

Human Interaction/Relationships/Communication

73

73.0

Professional Growth and Development

61

61.0

Student Assessment/Standards o f Learning

56

56.0

Teacher Assistance Plans

51

51.0

Portfolio Development

11

11.0

Self-Evaluation

08

08.0

Student Feedback

06

06.0

Parent Feedback

05

05.0

Peer Observation

05

05.0
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Table 13
Forms o f Observation Utilized for Evaluation as Reported by School Divisions

Observation Type

Frequency Count

Formal Observation
Informal Observation
Total Number

%

100

100

37

37

100

(Note: duplicate responses were possible.)
Instructional strategies and effectiveness were the components identified most
frequently as sources o f data and evaluation criteria in the 100 documents analyzed
for the study, with 94% o f school division documents indicating the inclusion o f
Instruction as a primary source of data. Professional responsibilities were the next
most frequently cited category, with 91% of school divisions indicating this criteria,
followed by a category for planning and organizational skills (86%). Classroom
management techniques, student behavior, and safety are apparently all considered as
important to the evaluation process as planning/organization, with 84% o f the school
divisions including these components as criteria or sources of data. In almost threequarters o f the documents (73%), a category for human interaction, personal
relationships with students or staff, and communication within and outside of the
school was included in the process.
One area that received less attention than expected in the formal documents
was a specific category for student assessment on Virginia’s Standards o f Learning,
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with only slightly more than half of reporting school divisions (56%) requiring a
category for student performance. The emphasis on the Standards of Learning and
the ensuing accountability of school divisions for a minimal acceptable performance
on these statewide assessments only found its way into about half of the evaluation
documents analyzed for this study. This appears to be an indication that many school
divisions have not yet formally linked teacher performance to specific student
assessment or progress on standardized statewide assessments in evaluation
documents. Many evaluation documents reflected behavioral strategies and
philosophies which emerged in response to the research on teacher-effectiveness of
the 1980s and 1990s, and have not yet been adjusted or revised to reflect recent
changes or trends in student assessment or student performance on the Standards o f
Learning assessments in Virginia.
Professional Growth and Development was a category which appeared in 61%
of the documents examined, and some form of Teacher Assistance Plans were
indicated in half o f the documents (51%). School divisions who are serious about
teacher evaluation for summative purposes, such as the dismissal of tenured staff
appear to be leaving themselves legally exposed by not prescribing any form of
assistance for teachers who may be operating below acceptable levels of performance.
The lack of a category or source of data for teacher assistance may suggest that
school divisions have not considered the legal implications for not providing
remediation for teachers falling below division standards, or simply have not paid
sufficient attention to this responsibility for evaluating staff.
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Portfolio development in a formal manner was indicated by 11% o f the school
divisions, with official documents indicating that some evidence o f performance was
required of teachers as part of the evaluation process that may informally be
construed to resemble a portfolio of information. The formal use o f portfolios as one
piece of a multiple-sourced approach to evaluation has not made significant inroads in
Virginia school division evaluation systems, according to the analysis of documents
presented for this study. The remaining categories received sparse attention in the
formal documents: Self-Evaluation (n=8); Student Feedback (n=6); Parent Feedback
(n=5); and Peer Observation (n=5). Many o f the documents do not reflect the
changes recommended as a result o f the Educational Accountability and Quality
Enhancement Act of 1999 (Virginia House Bill 2710, Senate Bill 1145), which
provided guidelines for teacher, administrator, and superintendent evaluations. This
suggests that many of the evaluation documents for use in Virginia School Divisions
have not been revisited or revised within recent years.
In addition to the analysis of teacher evaluation documents supplied by
Virginia school divisions, respondents were asked to indicate if a standard form
designed for classroom observation was used or if a special form for music teachers
was employed in the observation process. All of the respondents answered this
question (n=138), with 97.9% of the music teachers (n=135) indicating that a
standard form for formal observation was used for all teachers regardless o f
discipline. A total of three music teachers (02.1%) indicated that a special form was
used for music teachers (Table 14).
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Table 14
Tvpe of Observation Form Used as Reported bv Music Teachers

Type of Form

Frequency Count

%

135

97.9

3

02.1

138

100.0

Standard Form for All Teachers
Special Form for Music Teachers
Total

Research Questions for Phase II -Perceptions o f Music Teachers Concerning
Evaluation
Perceived effectiveness o f an overall evaluation svstem to music teaching.
Music teachers were given the opportunity to respond to three questions regarding
their experiences and personal opinions concerning the applicability and accuracy of
evaluation practices; and the overall contribution o f evaluation to professional
growth. To verify their perceptions about (a) applicability, (b) accuracy, and (c)
contribution to professional growth, a five-point Likert scale was used. The Likert
scale ranged from a low value of (1) to a high value of (5). For the lower end o f the
range (1) represented: little or no value: low accuracy; low growth. For the upper end
o f the range (5) represented: high value; high accuracy, high growth. The number
and frequency o f responses are included in tables 15, 16, and 17. All 138 respondents
answered each o f the three following questions.
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II. 1

What are the perceptions regarding the applicability' of evaluation for

music teachers?
Applicability of evaluation systems to teachers o f music. Music teachers were
asked to assess the applicability o f evaluation to music teaching in Virginia. The
mean score for all respondents in [1.1 was 2.67 with a standard deviation of 0.97.
Percentages of responses ranged from Little or No Value I) 13.8%, 2) 24.6%,
Moderate Value 3) 44.2%, 4) 15.2%, and High Value 5) 02.2%. A total o f 82.6% of
the responses ranged from 1 to 3, with only 17.4% indicating a range of 4 to 5.
Approximately four-fifths of the sample indicated that applicability was of little to
moderate value to them as music teachers.
Table 15
Perceptions Regarding Applicability

Range

Frequency Count

%

1. Little or No Value

19

13.8

2.

34

24.6

3. Moderate Value

61

44.2

4.

21

15.2

5. High Value

03

02.2

138

100.0

Total
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11.2

How accurately does the evaluation system assess music teacher

performance?
Accuracy o f evaluation systems to teachers of music. In response to the
second question, music teachers were asked to identify how accurate the teacher
evaluation system is in accomplishing the purpose for which it was designed. The
mean for all respondents in 11.2 was 2.65, comparable to II. 1, which was 2.67. This
question had a standard deviation of 1.07, which is .10 higher than the previous
question II. 1. Percentages of responses ranged from Low Accuracy 1) 16.7%, 2)
26.1%, Moderate Accuracy 3) 37.0%, 4) 15.9%, and High Accuracy 04.3%. Almost
four-fifths o f responses (79.8%) were in the one to three range, with 20.2% in the four
to five range.
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Table 16
Perceptions Regarding Accuracy

Range

Frequency Count

%

1. Low Accuracy

23

16.7

2.

36

26.1

3. Moderate Accuracy

51

37.0

4.

22

15.9

5. High Accuracy

06

04.3

138

100.0

Total

11.3

To what extent does evaluation contribute to professional growth and

development?
Contribution to professional growth. The final question in this section
addressed Virginia music teachers’ assessment of how well evaluation systems
contributed to their professional growth. The mean score was slightly lower for this
question at 2.46 than the previous two questions, with a standard deviation of 1.02,
midway between the standard deviations for the previous two questions o f 0.97 and
1.07 respectively. The percentages of responses ranged from Low Growth 1) 18.9%,
2) 32.6%, Moderate Growth 3) 35.5%, 4) 9.4%, and High Growth 5) 03.6%. A total
o f 87% o f the responses were placed in the range from 1 to 3. A total of 13% of
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responses fell into the two categories above 3, the lowest cumulative percentage of
responses for all three questions in this area o f the scale.
Table 17
Perceptions Regarding Professional Growth

Range

Frequency Count

%

1. Low Growth

26

18.9

2.

45

32.6

3. Moderate Growth

49

35.5

4.

13

09.4

5. High Growth

05

03.6

138

100.0

Total

II.4

What are the Most Favorable and Least Favorable Aspects of

Evaluation for Music Teachers?
Music Teacher Perceptions Concerning Evaluation. Two open-ended questions were
included for music teachers regarding their personal experience with teacher
evaluation. The following questions received written responses by a majority o f
respondents: (9 A) “What are the most favorable aspects of the current evaluation
system for music teachers?” and (9B) “What are the least favorable aspects o f the
current evaluation system for music teachers?”
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Emergent categories. Five components were used as a basis for the analysis of
content. The key components were based upon three independent sources: 1) a
synthesis of the research and literature on music teacher evaluation; 2) the major
components identified by Loup et al. in the TEPS Study (1996); and 3) the domains
included in the Virginia Uniform Guidelines for Teacher Evaluation (2000). The five
key components that emerged from the research were: (a) evaluation criteria; (b)
evaluation procedures; (c) musical teaching concepts; (d) evaluator expertise; (e)
evaluator/teacher interaction; and (0 a miscellaneous category.
Test coding. For the purposes o f this study, a coding system was utilized to
identify the presence of the five key evaluation components from the verbatim
responses of the music teachers. A total of 40 items were coded on a trial basis by the
researcher. In order to check for reliability, a former supervisor of music from one of
Virginia’s largest school divisions coded the same 40 items developed by the
researcher. A total of 36 items matched the original 40 items coded by the researcher
for an agreement rate of 90%.
Analysis of text. The comments of music teachers for research questions II.4
and 0.5 were analyzed for language and themes and grouped by the five identified
evaluation components. The verbatim text of those comments can be found in
Appendixes F-H. In some cases, music teachers did not respond to a particular
question and those responding to the questions are listed numerically in Appendixes
F-H. In some cases, more than one component was addressed in a particular
comment and the comment was coded to reflect multiple aspects o f evaluation. In a
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few isolated instances the category o f miscellaneous was used for comments that did
not fit one of the predetermined categories. The frequency for each component was
cited and percent o f total responses which addressed the components are show in
tables 18 and 20.
Most Favorable Aspects of Evaluation Responses bv Category
A total o f 112 music teachers (81.2% of total sample) responded to the first
question regarding the most favorable aspects of evaluation. A total o f 92.8% o f the
responses (n=130) were sorted into one o f the pre-existing categories. The remaining
ten comments were labeled miscellaneous. Table 19 provides specific examples o f
more frequent types of comments given for each category. A complete list of
verbatim comments can be found in Appendix F.
Table 18
Most Favorable Aspects o f Evaluation Responses bv Category
Identified Components

Frequency Count

%

Evaluation Criteria

57

40.7

Evaluation Procedures

31

22.1

Musical Teaching Concepts

02

01.4

Evaluator Expertise

05

03.6

Evaluator/Teacher Interaction

35

25.0

Miscellaneous

10

07.1

140

99.9

Total
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Responding to the most favorable aspects o f evaluation, music teachers made
the most comments on evaluation criteria (57), evaluator/teacher interaction (35), and
evaluation procedures (3 1). Evaluation criteria, evaluator/teacher interaction, and
evaluation procedures accounted for 87.8% o f responses. The areas o f evaluator
expertise (5), and musical teaching concepts (2) received very few comments (5%),
with miscellaneous accounting for the balance of comments (7.1%). The lack of
substantial comments for evaluator expertise and evaluator/teacher interaction to the
question regarding the most favorable aspects of evaluation are indicative o f teacher
dissatisfaction, which are addressed in tables 20-23.
Table 19
Specific Examples of Comments on the Most Favorable Aspects of Current
Evaluation
Component
Evaluation Criteria

Examples o f Components
Offers information based on a generalized idea of
teaching ability (lesson, content, discipline,
presentation).
Assistance in establishing and maintaining objectives
both managerial and instructional.
A checklist on overall teaching techniques.

Evaluation Procedures

It’s a fairly easy process to go through.
I like the fact that my principals leave me alone to
teach.

Musical Teaching Concepts

Little or no pressure since the principal evaluates
teaching strategies and not musical concepts.
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! Evaluator Expertise

No one interfering who knows little or nothing about ;
teaching vocal music.
;

i

! Evaluator/Teacher
i Interaction
1

Gets an administrator into the classroom to see what
is going on.
It’s an opportunity to set up a dialogue between the
principal and myself not usually found in the normal
; course of the school year.

1

i

;
1

i

I
i

j

Miscellaneous

There are none.

j

I am evaluated by the community and parents every
time we present an outstanding program.

;
|
|

i

i

i

Least Favorable Aspects o f Evaluation Responses bv Category
A total o f 123 music teachers (89.1%) responded to the question regarding the
least favorable aspects of teacher evaluation with a total of 97.3% o f responses
(n=142). The responses were sorted into one o f the five pre-existing categories. The
remaining four comments were categorized as miscellaneous. Table 17 includes the
frequency counts and percentages of the responses for the least favorable aspects
responses. Table 18 provides some specific examples of more frequent types of
comments. Complete verbatim responses can be found in Appendix G.
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Table 20
Least Favorable Aspects o f Evaluation Responses bv Category

Identified Components

Frequency Count

%

Evaluation Criteria

35

24.0

Evaluation Procedures

10

06.8

Musical Teaching Concepts

26

17.8

Evaluator Expertise

67

45.9

Evaluator/Teacher Interaction

04

02.7

Miscellaneous

04

02.7

146

99.9

Total

Music teachers responding to the least favorable aspects o f evaluation made
the most comments on evaluator expertise (67), evaluation criteria (35), and musical
teaching concepts (26).
Table 21
Specific Examples o f Comments on the Least Favorable Aspects of Current
Evaluation
Component

Examples o f Components

Evaluation Criteria

The system used is universal-the same criteria used
for classroom teachers is applied to the music
teachers-and it doesn’t fit.
Criteria that do not apply to my job.
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j The comparison to regular education teachers is not
i favorable.
I
Evaluation Procedures

Evaluator usually does not observe until the last week
o f time spent in any one school.
You start the evaluation process over each year.
Does not show growth.

j Musical Teaching Concepts

That our evaluations focus on classroom management
and other teaching elements that are not specific to
music.
It does not evaluate how the teacher utilizes
creativeness, singing, or movement during a lesson.
Doesn’t really assess musicality or progress of
students.

:

1

Nothing regarding content knowledge or student
performance.
Does not evaluate teaching of music curriculum.
Evaluator Expertise

Being evaluated by administrators/persons that do not
possess a music background.
With no evaluation by a music specialist, no music
based recommendations for improvement are
suggested.
Lack o f knowledge.
Too many recommendations which cannot be used or
are not useful for the music field.
The administration is clueless to proper teaching
techniques in band and choir.
Administrators do not know specific things to look
for: choral/vocal techniques; conducting techniques;
what works/what doesn’t.
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Evaluator/T eacher
Interaction
Miscellaneous

II.5

There is little or no help with my program.

i
i
Almost no observation being done.
j
iI
No help.
i
|
After over 20 years of teaching and considered a
1
master teacher, the need to do any form of evaluation, j

How Can Evaluation be Improved for Music Teachers?
Music teacher comments and opinions on the wav to improve evaluation. The

final research question concerned itself with the perceptions of music teachers on how
evaluation systems could be improved. This question received the most feedback
from music teachers, with a total o f 90.6% (n=125) of the sample responding. A total
o f 99.4% o f responses were sorted into the pre-selected categories. Only one
response was sorted in the miscellaneous category. Table 22 provides the frequency
counts and percentages of responses for each of the components. Table 23 provides
specific examples o f the more frequent types of comments given for each category.
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Table 22
Suggestions for Improving the Evaluation Svstem

Identified Components

Frequency County

%.

Evaluation Criteria

24

13.9

Evaluation Procedures

IS

10.4

Musical Teaching Concepts

40

23.3

Evaluator Expertise

84

48.9

Evaluator/Teacher Interaction

05

02.9

Miscellaneous

01

00.6

172

100.0

Total

Responding to the suggestions for improvement of current evaluation for
teachers of music, the most comments were made on evaluator expertise (84), musical
teaching concepts (40), and evaluation criteria (24). Evaluation procedures (18) and
evaluator/teacher interaction (5) received the least amount o f comments. Only one
comment was sorted into the miscellaneous category. A complete set o f verbatim
responses can be found in Appendix H.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

101

Tabic 23
Specific Examples o f Comments on the Improvement o f Current Evaluation Systems
Component
j Evaluation Criteria
I1

Examples o f Components
The evaluation could be improved by creating a
section to address how effective the music teacher is
in teaching the elements o f music.
Specific criteria for music educators.
Place more emphasis on district festival events, i.e.
concert, marching, solo and ensemble, etc.
Include a list o f rubrics that apply to the specialty
area-not just teachers in general.

Evaluation Procedures

Pre-evaluation and post-evaluation conference with
small groups would be helpful.
Give additional opportunities for peer observing.

i

We need more than a curriculum-but a professional
timeline that shows an administrator that the students
have completed skills, i.e. intervals, sightreading, oral
notation, vocal technique, diction, etc. When they
drop in for Vz hour and hear only rehearsal, they do
not understand how our concepts are being relayed.

!

More student and parent input.
Musical Teaching Concepts

A checklist based on state SOLs.
I would like an assessment to see if I am teaching the
SOLs. Then I would have a point to either re-teach
or move on.
Output/product evaluation.
Adaptations need to be made that correspond to the
subject area.
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!i

....................

"

Use authentic assessment.
Have local college music professors offer suggestions
to us after an observation.
Give more feedback on musical aspects o f teaching.

Evaluator Expertise

Include a music administrator in the evaluation
process.
Evaluations done by music specialists so they can
comment on what is done musically and help in that
regard.
I need to be evaluated by a musician.
I wish I had more contact with music specialists who
could help me become a better teacher.
Bring music specialists into small divisions to
observe and offer constructive feedback.
Have a qualified, knowledgeable evaluator.
Need to have peer observers.

Evaluator/T eacher
Interaction

Miscellaneous

Try to involve a music supervisor or an administrator
who has some knowledge of music in the evaluation
system.
Evaluation process should include observation and
input by someone with a music education
background. Principal should also observe, but
evaluation should be the result of collaboration
between these persons.
More contact with the teacher.
Even though an SOL passing grade is not needed in
this area an understanding o f the arts as an important
part o f learning should be stressed.
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Chapter V: Summary, Discussion, and Conclusion
This study examined current teacher evaluation practices used for the
assessment of music educators in Virginia school divisions in the 2001-2002 school
year. An analysis o f school division documents from 100 school divisions across the
state of Virginia determined if any schools in Virginia used subject-specific criteria
for the evaluation of music teachers, or if general evaluation models were routinely
applied. Additionally, the study examined who was assigned to evaluate music
educators and to determine how effectively they are performing the evaluation tasks.
In phase one of the study current models and practices used for the evaluation
of elementary and secondary school music teachers in Virginia were inventoried and
analyzed for content. In phase two the perceptions o f music educators were assessed
concerning the applicability and relevance of traditional teacher evaluation models in
Virginia schools, and input was sought to gain insight for best practices and the
possibility for potential improvements in music teacher evaluation.
Summary of Findings
In order to analyze the current state of evaluation for music teachers in
Virginia, all 132 school divisions in the state were contacted and asked to supply the
researcher with teacher evaluation documents. A total of 106 school divisions
responded (80%) and 100 documents (75.8%) were analyzed for evaluation criteria
and sources o f data. An equivalent stratified random survey of 100 elementary school
and 100 secondary school music teachers from public schools in Virginia were
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surveyed using an instrument specifically designed for this study, the Questionnaire
fo r Virginia Music Educators on Teacher Evaluation (Appendix C). O f the 150
surv ey responses received (75%), a total o f 13S (69%) o f the overall sample were
usable. The study was conducted in two phases, with Phase I addressing current
practices for the evaluation o f music teachers including performance criteria,
administration o f evaluation, methodology, and data sources. Phase II addressed the
perceptions and opinions on the applicability, performance relevance, and
professional growth aspects of evaluation. Finally, a section was included for
suggestions on ways to improve evaluation for teachers o f music.
Summary o f Research Questions for Phase I: Current Evaluation Practices
1.1

How are teachers informed o f the school division’s evaluation system?

Faculty meetings (77.5%) and Teacher Handbooks (69.9%) were the primary
modes for informing music teachers about the school division’s evaluation system.
Communication was also facilitated through two other means, in-service meetings
(38.4%) and professional contracts (27.5%). Multiple responses were possible for the
variety of methods school divisions used for communication, and are reflected in the
percentage of total choices indicated by music teachers.
1.2

Who conducts music teacher evaluation?

One of the major issues identified in Chapter II o f this study for music
teachers were the qualifications of the persons responsible for conducting
observations and completing evaluations. Duplicate responses to this question were
possible due to the multiple response formats. O f the 138 teachers (100%)
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responding to this question, only six teachers (4.3%) indicated that a music specialist
or music supervisor was involved in the evaluation process. Four teachers (2.9%)
indicated any form o f peer participation. The majority o f responses indicated that a
principal (56.5%), assistant principal (54.3%), or combination of the above conducted
evaluations of music teachers. Figure 1 demonstrates the involvement o f personnel in
music teacher evaluation in Virginia.
Figure 1
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1.3

Which methods and observation components are included in teacher

evaluation?
Direct observation plays a major role in the evaluation of music teachers with
86.2 % of music teachers indicating the use o f direct observation, and 80.4%
reporting the use of informal observation in the evaluation process. Music teachers
reported that teacher self-assessment accounted for 39.9% of the process, portfolio
assessment 22.5%, and to a lesser extent student surveys (8.7%), peer ratings (8.0%),
and student achievement data (8.0%). Seldom used for the purpose of evaluation are
parent surveys (3.6%) and paper-and-pencil examinations (3.6%).
Music teachers also indicated that a variety of components were used as part
o f the overall process for evaluation. Post-Observation Conferences were the most
widely used (multiple responses were possible for this research question) representing
82.6% of responses, with the employment o f a standardized observation form
receiving the next highest response at 72.5%. Over half of the responses indicated
that a Specific Schedule of Timelines for Completing Observations was present
(56.5%). Approximately two-fifths o f responses accounted for a Specified Length o f
Each Observation (42%) or use o f a Pre-Observation Conference (40%). An accepted
practice that was indicated the least is the Examination o f Lesson or Unit Plans Prior
to Observation (37%). The use o f unannounced formal or informal observation may
account for the low number of lesson plans examined prior to observation, especially
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for tenured teachers who typically tend to have less contact with their administrators
during an observation cycle.
1.4

How often are music teachers observed per evaluation cycle?

The design o f this question may have contributed to a poor response rate by
music teachers. Respondents were asked to indicate if formal observations and
informal observations were used during an evaluation cycle and how often they were
conducted. Most o f the responses were indicated by a check rather than a numerical
response. This question was included at the end of a series of questions requiring a
check or a mark for a response, and did not draw enough definitive responses to
warrant any reliable conclusions regarding the frequency o f observations per cycle for
music teachers. A range o f one to five was indicated by the music teachers offering a
numerical response to this question for the use o f formal and informal observations
during an evaluation cycle.
1.5

Which evaluation criteria or sources o f data are included in the

evaluation o f teachers in Virginia?
An analysis o f 100 documents submitted by Virginia school divisions
provided the basis for this research question (Appendix A). Multiple answers were
possible for this research question. The majority of data used for teacher evaluation
included: Instructional Strategies/Instructional Effectiveness (94%); Professional
Responsibilities (91%); Planning/Organizational Skills (86%); Classroom
Management/Student Behavior/Safety (84%); and Human
Interaction/Relationships/Communication (73%). Other significant sources o f data

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

108

include: Professional Growth and Development (61%); Student
Assessment/Standards o f Learning (56%), and Teacher Assistance Plans (51%).
To a lesser extent. Portfolio Development (11%). Self-Evaluation (8%), Student
Feedback (6%), Parent Feedback (5%), and Peer Observation (5%) were used for
music teacher evaluation in Virginia.
The researcher was interested in determining how many of the responding
school divisions in the sample used the recommended guidelines from the Virginia
Uniform Guidelines for Teacher Evaluation (2000). A total of 28% o f the 100
documents analyzed provided evidence that evaluation criteria were derived from the
Standards. Almost three-quarters of responding school divisions (72%) did not
indicate that any of the state-wide Uniform Performance Standards and Evaluation
Criteria was incorporated into the documents. Many o f the school divisions in this
study reported criteria in their evaluation instruments that reflected teacher behaviors,
such as classroom management strategies and variety o f teaching methods prominent
in the process-product literature. While these aspects o f assessing classroom
performance are important, they fall short o f emerging national views o f teaching and
learning interactions in the classroom, constructivist approaches, authentic use of
assessment, use o f higher-order thinking skills, or content-specific pedagogy (Loup et
al., 1996).
In a related question from the Questionnaire fo r Virginia Music Educators on
Teacher Evaluation, the study asked what kind o f classroom observation instrument
was used for music teacher evaluation? All of the music teachers responded to this
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questions (n=I38), with 135 (97.9%) indicating that a standard form for formal
observation was used for teachers regardless of discipline or specialization. The
response to this question corresponds to some of the concerns of the national music
educators described in Chapter II of this study over the failure o f traditional models
for evaluation to address responsibilities related to music instruction.
Summary of Research Questions for Phase II: Perceptions of Music Teachers
Concerning Evaluation in Virginia
The following three research questions were presented as a 5-point Likert
scale, with a value o f (I) representing the lowest value to a range of (5) representing
the highest value in each question. A response rate of 100% of music teachers
(n=l38) was received for each o f the three questions relating to the applicability,
assessment of performance, and contribution to professional growth.
II. 1

Applicability of evaluation systems to teachers o f music.

The mean score for respondents was 2.67 with a standard deviation of 0.97. A
minority of music teachers (17.4%) indicated a rating above three on the Likert scale,
with the majority o f responses selecting a score of three for moderate value (44.2%).
Almost two-fifths of the respondents (38.4%) indicated a score of either one or two.
A total o f 82.6% o f responses overall chose a rating between the lowest value of one
to a moderate value o f three. Only 2.2% of responses were assigned the highest
rating o f five. The verbatim comments o f music teachers submitted in the final
section o f the survey appear to support a position that the applicability o f current
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systems for evaluation do not serve music teachers well (Appendixes F and G).
Scores for II. 1 ranged from a one for the lowest value to a five for the highest value.

Figure 2

A PPL IC A B IL IT Y

0.2

How accurately does the evaluation system assess music teacher

performance?
The mean score for n.2 was 2.65 and the standard deviation 1.07. In response
to the question o f accuracy, 79.8% indicated at rating from low accuracy (1) to
moderate accuracy (3). Slightly more than two-fifths of respondents (42. 8%)
indicated a score below moderate, and one-fifth (20.2%) indicated a score above
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moderate, with only 4.3% assigning a score of five for high accuracy in response to
the question of evaluation accuracy.
Figure 3
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To what extent does evaluation contribute to professional growth and

development?
The mean score of 2.46 was the lowest for the final question of the three,
concerning the extent that evaluation o f music teachers contributes to professional
growth and development, with a standard deviation of 1.02. The majority o f
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responses (87.0%) fell into a range of one to three, with over half o f the responses
(51.5%) indicating a range of one to two. A total of 13.0% indicated a score of four
to five, with 3.6% o f the responses indicating the highest score of five. The scores
indicate that a majority o f music teachers do not consider a positive relationship to
exist between current evaluation and professional growth and development, a theme
that will receive more attention in the discussion section o f Chapter V.
Figure 4
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Figure 5
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Figure five compares the music teacher responses by number for the three
categories of applicability, accuracy, and professional growth.
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1.4

What are the most favorable and least favorable aspects o f evaluation

for music teachers?
Five key components emerged from the literature and were used as a basis for
the analysis for the final three open-ended questions contained in sections ET.4 and
II.5 of the Questionnaire fo r Virginia Music Educators on Teacher Evaluation. The
components were: a) evaluation criteria; b) evaluation procedures; c) musical
teaching concepts; d) evaluator expertise; e) evaluator/teacher interaction; and one
section (f) for miscellaneous comments. Regarding the most favorable aspects of
evaluation, a majority o f the comments fell into the categories of: evaluation criteria
(40.7%); evaluator/teacher interaction (25.0%); and evaluation procedures (22. 1%).
Musical teaching concepts received 01.4% of favorable comments and
evaluator expertise received 03.6% o f favorable comments. Both o f these
components are important themes and play a role in the dissatisfaction indicated by
music educators in the national context of teacher evaluation. This area will receive
more attention in the following section that considered the implications o f the
research in Virginia.
When asked to respond to the least favorable aspects of teacher evaluation,
evaluator expertise by comparison received 45.9 % of responses, and musical
teaching concepts received 17.8% o f responses. This reflects 63.7% o f the total
responses in these two categories. Evaluation criteria received 24.0% o f responses,
procedures 06.8%, and evaluator/teacher interaction 02.7%. Verbatim responses to
the questions from 13.4 can be found in Appendixes F and G.
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II.5

How can evaluation be improved for music teachers?

Ninety percent o f music teachers (n=l25) chose to respond to the final
question o f the survey. Musical teaching concepts and evaluator expertise received
72.2% of the total responses, with musical teaching concepts indicated in 23.3% of
responses and evaluator expertise indicated in 48.9% of responses. Evaluation
criteria were indicated in 13.9% of responses and evaluation procedures 10.4%, with
evaluator/teacher interaction receiving 02.9% o f the responses. Verbatim responses
are included in Appendix H. The call for changes in evaluation for Virginia music
teachers will be discussed in the following section.
Discussion
The findings o f this descriptive study were compared to earlier conclusions in
the broad research concerning evaluation patterns and the implications of current
evaluation practices upon music teachers nationwide. As noted in earlier studies by a
variety of authors, (Colwell, 2000; Dickey, 1992; Schmidt, 1992; Taebel, 1990a,
1990b; Shuler, 1996b) the research in this specialized area is limited. Any
observations based on research at this point in time is intended to serve as a working
hypotheses and not intended for use as well-founded conclusions. Rather, the
information contained in this study should contribute to a growing body of research
on the impact commonly used evaluation practices and procedures have on teachers
o f music and by extension teachers of highly specialized disciplines employed in
public schools. The study was limited to the responses o f elementary and secondary
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public school music teachers, and to public school divisions responding to a call for
evaluation materials in Virginia during the 2001-2002 school year (Appendix D - E).
Three major areas of concern emerged from a review of the literature on
music teacher evaluation: 1) The use of general evaluation/observation criteria and
limited sources of data; 2) the lack of music-specific evaluation criteria; and 3) the
absence of evaluators trained in the theories or techniques of music education
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Kelstrom, 1998; Shuler, 1996b; Taebel, 1979, 1990a,
1990b). These themes will be discussed in the context of the literature reviewed for
this study, data from the Questionnaire fo r Virginia Music Educators on Teacher
Evaluation, and evaluation documents submitted by school divisions in Virginia for
this study.
Evaluation Criteria/Absence of Music Criteria
Music teachers in Virginia were asked a specific question (1.5) on the
Questionnaire fo r Virginia Music Educators on Teacher Evaluation in order to
determine if evaluators were using a standard form for the observation of teachers
regardless of discipline. The response to this question indicated a prevalence in
Virginia o f a one-size-fits-all approach to teacher observation: a total o f 97.9% o f
music teachers (n=138) reported the use o f a standard instrument for observation in
the evaluation process, with 02.1% indicating the use of a special form for observing
music teachers. Virginia music teachers also reported that a standard observation
form was used (72.5%) in the data collection process. The 1996 TEPS study (Loup et
al.) revealed that in the 100 largest school divisions nationwide, 73.5% reported the
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use of a standardized observation form. All of the Virginia school divisions
responding to a request for materials (n=lOO) indicated a standard process for the
observation and evaluation of teachers regardless o f discipline, and none of the
documents analyzed for the purpose of this study included any accommodation for
music education.
School divisions in Virginia reported the use o f behavioral criteria on standard
evaluation forms that typically reflected categories applicable across a wide range of
teaching actions. The general categories used most as reported by Virginia school
divisions were: instructional strategies (94%); professional responsibilities 91%;
planning/organizational skills (86%); classroom management/student behavior/safety
(84%); human interaction/relationships (73%); professional growth and development
(61%); student assessment/standards of learning (56%); and teacher assistance plans
(51%). The following were used to a much lesser extent: portfolio development
(11%); self-evaluation (08%); student feedback (06%); parent feedback (05%); and
peer observation (05%).
Musical instruction. The unique aspects o f musical rehearsals and delivery of
instruction present challenges for music educators from elementary school through
secondary schools. Unfortunately, the body of research on music teacher
effectiveness is small and doesn’t account for the implications that evaluation
practices have upon the variety o f instructional techniques unique to teachers of
music (Doerksen, 1990). What is know is that music classes at the secondary level
are almost entirely elective and often include larger numbers o f students than core
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subjects, instructional materials are limited to sheet music rather than textbooks,
normal classroom routines are seldom used, and the delivery of instruction is
rehearsal which alters the mode of student feedback significantly.
At the elementary school level, students are engaged in required classes that
mirror typical classroom ratios, but the similarity with core subject instruction differs
significantly with the extended use o f call-and-response-techniques for eliciting
musical actions. The type of equipment children use to produce a multitude of
percussive sounds are rarely accounted for in evaluation documents, including the
rhythmic and melodic patterns that serve as predetermined outcomes to general
elementary music instruction. Rehearsals involve complex responses that engage
cognitive, kinesthetic, intellectual, affective, and aesthetic outcomes (Colwell, 2000;
Demorest & Morrison, 2000; Hodges, 2000). There is little evidence to support any
reasonable accounting for the complexity o f musical instruction in general evaluation
documents.
Use o f direct observation. The reliance in Virginia on direct observation
(86.2%) and informal observation (80.4%) as reported by music teachers as primary
sources of data for evaluation purposes appears to be consistent with the findings in
the TEPS study. The TEPS survey reported that direct observation was indicated as a
data source in 94.1% o f responses, and informal observation was used in 86.8% of
responses nationwide. The problems associated with direct observation depend upon
the specific type o f instructional events observed and the ability o f observers to
interpret the outcomes o f subject-specific teaching actions. Direct observation of
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classroom instruction may not be consistently informative about such domains as
teachers’ pedagogical knowledge of subject matter, content mastery of the specific
subjects taught, the quality of assessment and feedback to students (Schulman, 1986).
Measurement conditions known to influence reliability include observer experience
with the subject matter, training, high or low inference instruments, and the clarity of
categories in observation documents (Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990;Latham &
Wexley, 1982; Stronge, 1997).
Observation instrument limits. Specific examples of teacher observation
instruments that do not serve the music teacher population well provided a wide array
o f evidence for the lack of applicability in music teacher evaluation. A few examples
are provided to support this position from the review o f Virginia evaluation
documents completed for this study. School divisions will be referred to by a
numerical number rather than the name o f the division.
School division (#77) stated in the forward section, “‘The evaluation of the
professional teaching staff is one of the most difficult tasks confronting a school
division. No aspect o f education has been discussed with greater frequency and
deeper concern than that of teacher effectiveness. Although research in this area is
inconclusive, (school division #77) accepts the responsibility for evaluating the
professional staff.” Aside from acknowledging that teacher evaluation is a difficult
task and has been discussed frequently, this statement does not offer any
encouragement for the reader except that the school division will conduct evaluation.
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Teacher observation for school division (#63) provided one example of the
simplicity of forms that give very little direction for the observer, and in fact rely
entirely upon what is observed and how the lesson is interpreted by the observer. The
form consists of the name of the teacher, subject/grade level, date and time of
observation. A list o f four areas is clustered at the top of the page: a) planning; b)
instruction; c) school/classroom management; and d) professional qualities. Space is
provided for a narrative on the front of the page, and the signature o f the teacher is
required on the bottom, along with the evaluator. Three copies are distributed to:
Assistant Superintendent; Evaluator’s File; and Evaluatee. The use o f this type of
open-ended data collection excludes many components of instructional decision
making such as: teacher choice and adaptation of lesson material; limited evidence of
relationships with students, peers, parents; reveals a limited view o f pedagogical
knowledge; evidence o f content mastery, for contextual and situational factors; rater
reliability, may be influenced by personal bias; limits teacher voice in the process; and
excludes multiple sources of data or input into the observation process ( Good, et al.,
1987; Hartzeil, 1995; Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Stronge 1997).
Teacher observation and evaluation materials for school division (#59)
contained an element for the “Safety and Arrangement of Furniture” under Domain 2,
The Classroom Environment. Levels of performance are defined as follows:
Unsatisfactory: The classroom is unsafe, or the furniture arrangement is not suited to
the lesson activities, or both. Basic: The classroom is safe, and classroom furniture is
adjusted for a lesson, or if necessary, a lesson is adjusted for the furniture, but with
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moderate effectiveness. Proficient: The classroom is safe, and the furniture
arrangement is a resource for learning activities. Distinguished: The classroom is
safe, and students adjust the furniture to advance their own purposes in learning.
Nowhere in this document are objectives described in detail pertaining to musical
instruction or rehearsal techniques, yet the arrangement of furniture as a detail
relating to instruction is given more than sufficient attention.
School division (#84) includes ten factors on the standard observation form.
1) Classroom Climate; 2) Enthusiasm for Learning; 3) Content; 4) Flexibility; 5)
Interaction/Participation; 6) Developmentally Appropriate Activities; 7)
Organizational Skills; 8) Assessment Methods; 9) Knowledge and Understanding of
the Virginia S.O.L.s; and 10) Methodologies used for the lesson (check methods
used): Discussion, Group Work, Lecture, Activity Centers, Cooperative Learning,
Seatwork, Directed Reading, Group Presentation. Other (explain). Each category
includes a rating o f a) Meets standard; b) Does not meet standard; and c) Not
observed. The methodologies used for the lesson have little to do with effective
instruction in a music class, and does little to define what constitutes good teaching in
music or how effective a rehearsal may be.
School division (#64) directed the teacher to come to a pre-observation
conference prepared to address:
a) Objective(s) o f a lesson.
b) How lesson relates to the curriculum and the relevance of the lesson.
c) Instructional methodology to be used.
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d) The sequence o f the lesson.
e) How will the lesson be viewed as successful?
0 Specific items the observer should look for.

g) Would any of the following data collection methods be helpful?
•

Time-log

•

Time-on-task chart (at-task)

•

Questioning chart o f student interaction (verbal flow)

•

Questioning techniques (selective verbatim)

•

Class traffic chart

•

Global scan

•

Use o f praise, directions, criticisms (interaction analysis)

•

Where observer will sit.

The examples cited for classroom observation do not consider how effective
instruction in music is received, excludes any regard for the non-verbal
communication or gestures common to musical conducting, disregards the history and
context of the learning or rehearsal environment, excludes input from parents or
students involved in the educational process, limits the risk-taking behaviors
associated with rehearsals, and does little to account for musical activity within the
context o f the instruction. Administrators must rely upon their own perceptions or
beliefs when applying principles and pedagogy associated with musical instruction to
limited checklists or observation forms designed for classroom instruction. Only one
school division in Virginia (#92) mentions music specifically in the classroom
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observation form. Under the instructional skills category, “Teacher uses movement,
grouping, and/or music to engage learner.”
Lack of portfolio use. One of the areas of evaluation that may hold some
promise for music teachers is the inclusion o f portfolio development for evaluation
purposes. This is due primarily to the performance orientation of music classes and
would appear to be a natural evaluation component for assessing music teaching.
Music teachers reported that in 22.5% o f instances some form of teacher portfolio
was included in the process. School divisions indicated in 11.0% of the documents
analyzed for this study that portfolio development was a part of the evaluation
process. The responding music teachers did not describe to what extent
documentation for portfolios were required, and the higher use of portfolios as
reported by teachers may be an indication that principals and assistant principals as
primary evaluators are seeking more comprehensive data from music teachers for the
overall evaluation of teaching performance. School divisions in Virginia requiring
portfolio assessments have not yet caught up with the national trends indicated in the
1996 TEPS survey that indicated that 23.5% o f school divisions required a form o f
portfolio development.
Student achievement and standards data. The school division documents
analyzed for this study indicated that in 56% o f evaluation instances, student
assessment or Virginia Standards of Learning were sources o f data for evaluations.
Virginia music teachers reported that in less than ten percent of evaluations (8.0%)
student achievement data were used. This disparity may be indicative o f the way
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one-size-fits-all evaluation instruments are applied to teachers o f varying subject
disciplines. The emphasis on core curriculum and the Virginia Standards o f Learning
end-of-course requirements in English, social studies, math, and science may
overshadow the fact that Virginia has well developed Standards o f Quality and
Standards o f Learning for music in the evaluation process. The author of this study
suspects that student achievement data may be disproportionately applied to core
teaching disciplines in the evaluation process, and basis this assumption on the lack of
attention on student achievement data indicated by music teachers responding to the
survey. Some o f the verbatim music teacher comments in the Appendixes attest to
this frustration. Teacher #57 (Appendix H) stated, “I would like to see the music
SOLs be given the same emphasis the core subjects are given. I would like an
assessment tool to see if I am teaching the SOLs. Then I would have a point to either
re-teach or move on.”
Evaluator Expertise/Training in Music Pedagogy
Music teachers responding to the survey (n=138) indicated that direct
observation o f instruction (86.2%) and informal observation o f teaching (80.4%) are
the most frequently used form of data for evaluation purposes. Self-evaluation
(39.9%) and portfolio development (22.5%) account for a considerable portion of
data used in the evaluation process, as to a lesser extent do student surveys (8.7%),
peers (8.0%), student achievement (8.0%), parent surveys (3.6%) or paper and pencil
assessments (3.6%). Virginia music teachers indicated that principals (56.5%) and
assistant principals (54.3%) account for the majority o f observers assigned for
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evaluation purposes, with music specialists (4.3%) or other teachers (2.9%) rarely
involved in the evaluation process.
The 1996 TEPS survey indicated that at the building level, principals and
assistant principals were clearly the primary' sources o f teacher evaluation. This
finding was consistent with the researcher’s conclusions based on the responses of
Virginia music teachers. The TEPS study found that 19.1% of respondents indicated
some form o f building-level teacher involvement in evaluation, and 5.9% of
respondents indicated students as a component o f evaluation practices. This contrasts
to some extent with the Virginia survey that indicated a lower percentage o f overall
peer involvement in the evaluation process (08.0%) as reported by music teachers.
When asked to comment on the most favorable aspects of evaluation
(Research question H.4), the components receiving the least attention based upon
percentage o f responses were Musical Teaching Concepts (1.4%) and Evaluator
Expertise (3.6%). When asked to comment upon the least favorable aspects of
evaluation, the components of Musical Teaching Concepts (17.8%) and Evaluator
Expertise (45.9%) combined accounted for 63.7% of responses. The final question
(H.5) asked music teachers to comment on how evaluation can be improved, Musical
Teaching Concepts (23.3%) and Evaluator Expertise (48.9%) accounted for a
combined total o f 72.2% o f responses. Clearly the absence of subject-specific criteria
and evaluators with little training in music are a subject that resonated with Virginia
music teachers.
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Nationally, Taebel (1990a, 1990b) described the limits ofbehavioral
evaluation instruments that have little to do with music teaching actions, and
articulated the position that such instruments do not transfer well to the highly
complex and specialized world of music teaching. The problem is elevated by the
lack of consensus on behalf of general, choral or instrumental music teachers over
agreed-upon music competencies. Music teachers further argue that evaluation
reliability is lowered by subjective judgements imposed upon them by administrators
not specifically trained in music methodology (Schmidt, 1992). In examining the
reliability of untrained observer’s assessments of applied music instruction, Schmidt
identified the wide range of difference between ratings submitted by trained and
untrained evaluators.
In this study, Virginia music educators had an opportunity to speak out
regarding musical teaching concepts and evaluator expertise. Verbatim comments of
Virginia music teachers in Appendix G and H are replete with first-hand accounts
regarding this important source of frustration for music educators nationwide. A total
of twenty-six responses to the least favorable aspects o f teacher evaluation and forty
responses to suggestions for the improvement of evaluation were coded for musical
teaching concepts. In the category of evaluator expertise, sixty-seven responses were
coded in response to the least favorable aspects of teacher evaluation and eighty-four
were coded under suggestions for the improvement for evaluation. The majority of
overall comments by music teachers opposed the use of administrators not trained in
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music for observation or evaluation purposes, and articulated the need to include
subject-specific criteria in the process of evaluation.
It appears that teacher evaluation practices and procedures in Virginia, similar
to the findings in the national survey of 100 of the nation’s largest school districts
(Loup et al„ 1996), do not incorporate important teaching and learning elements
identified through state and national efforts. This is particularly true of subjectspecific disciplines like music education, where little has been done in the state o f
Virginia to incorporate recent changes in teaching, learning, and assessment into
evaluation practices or procedures. The results o f this study suggest that there have
been few shifts in district level approaches to division-wide teacher evaluation
practices since the earlier studies o f Loup et al. (1996). The use o f untrained
evaluators continues to be problematic, as few divisions appear to have the resources
to train and use multiple evaluators to counteract the adverse effects of evaluation
context variables, or to address the reliability and credibility o f data obtained through
evaluation processes in Virginia.
Consequences o f Evaluation Practices on Teachers Across Disciplines
There appears to be no work in society as important as the educational future
o f our youth. The teachers in America have dedicated their lives to the service o f our
children and communities. The daily contributions of educators regarding the quality
o f public education deserves to be further supported and acknowledged. The overall
vision, philosophy, and effectiveness of instructional practices within a school are
directly and indirectly shaped by annual performance appraisals (Hartzell, 1995).
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Administrators arc in need o f more accurate and reliable measures o f employee
performance in order to ensure that the highest possible standards of achievement are
met in America’s classrooms regardless of subject matter, employee category, or
discipline (Peterson, 2000; Stronge, 1997).
The reliance upon the observation o f teaching as a primary source o f data for
evaluation continues to limit the overall administrative view and understanding o f
what constitutes quality teaching. Current practice appears to consist o f relatively
brief visits by administrative personnel having little meaningful contact with
classrooms or students. This experience usually is culminated by an appraisal
checklist and summative judgements by an administrator not completely informed
about pedagogical teaching contexts (Cangelosi, 1991). There needs to be a wholesale
shift in this process in order for teachers to benefit from meaningful evaluation
practices.
This can be accomplished by decreasing the emphasis on direct observation as
a primary source o f data. The long-range continuity of instructional interaction and
teaching actions often go unnoticed due to the sparse amount of administrative time
dedicated to the observation o f teaching. Evaluation can be further enhanced if
teachers are allowed more opportunities for interaction with administrators in order to
discuss and reflect upon teaching practices. If procedures are expanded to include a
broader perspective on the contribution teachers make to their respective disciplines,
the life o f the school, the community, and the profession as a whole, then evaluation
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may become a more meaningful and significant experience (Haefel, 1992; Miilman &
Darling-Hammond, 1990; Peterson, 2000).
The high quality work o f educators is the subject of academic and scholarly
reviews, yet the process o f evaluation rarely contributes to the professional growth
and development o f teachers (Peterson, 2000). If the negative responses o f music
teachers to the research questions employed in this study concerning professional
growth are indicative of the entire teaching profession, then the evaluation process
itself is in need of wholesale adjustments. Iwanicki (2001) asserted that the most
common models for evaluation appeared to do little to enhance teacher performance,
and failed to adequately recognize the unique contributions of teachers representing a
wide variety of disciplines in schools. Peterson (2000) suggested that we “Make
evaluation a task managed by a teacher, and not a thing done to a worker” (p. 5). This
may be accomplished by expanding the criteria and sources of data used for
evaluative purposes in education.
By having teachers become involved in the monitoring of their own
evaluation, educators will become better connected to die process o f evaluation and
more responsible for supplying credible information and data about the quality of
teaching. If a more formative emphasis is placed upon the evaluation process as a
whole, teachers would be more likely to seek the initiative to use evaluation for selfimprovement rather than waiting for specific directives from principals or
supervisors. Cangelosi (1991) suggested that formative practices needed to be
emphasized and therefore serve to encourage professional growth and development.
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By encouraging teachers to take responsibility for their own professional growth,
more creative energy and risk-taking behaviors will be encouraged across teaching
disciplines.
As evaluation shifts toward employee empowerment, the relationship between
teaching practices and outcomes becomes the responsibility o f practitioners. In this
expanded view o f teaching, the educator is viewed as an equal partner who
contributes valuable expertise and experience in the supervisory process. This alters
the view of evaluation as one of more collaboration and inclusion, placing the teacher
at the center o f the process (Peterson, 2000; Sweeney, 1994). Multiple sources o f
data need to replace single sources of evidence. Evaluation could be expanded to
include input from a wide variety of sources including: student achievement, peer
review, documentation o f professionalism, parent and community input, and plans for
professional improvement that are self-monitored (McGreal, 1990; Peterson, 2000).
In this broader view o f evaluation, the major components o f teaching and learning can
be expanded to include pedagogical and subject matter knowledge, and can be
combined with a teacher’s overall contribution to the school, community, and the
teaching profession (Duke, 1990).
Conclusion
The literature review included in this study assessed the use o f evaluation
practices in the context o f music teacher assessment, the problems associated with the
reliability and applicability of traditional evaluation practices in music education, the
use of untrained evaluators in the teaching of music, and explored the need for more
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accurate and comprehensive approaches to teacher evaluation. This study explored
evaluation practices in the state of Virginia for 2001-2002 and asked public
elementary and secondary school music teachers to provide feedback on the
applicability, accuracy, and contribution to professional growth of the evaluation
process.
The Need for More Information on Music Teacher Evaluation
If administrative personnel not specifically trained in the field o f music
methodology continue to judge the performance of music teachers employed in
schools across America, then outdated practices for the evaluation o f music teachers
will continue to be called into question by decision-makers and the music education
community. The evaluation process for related arts teachers deserves a more
intensive overview, and outdated procedures and processes may need to be
reconsidered. Contemporary and comprehensive studies of music teacher evaluation
are needed in order to determine the worth and value of current practices, and to
reveal the potential for future growth in this critical area of teacher evaluation. New
evaluation models for data collection emerging in the closing years o f the twentieth
century are in need o f exploration and analysis, and models employing multiple
sources of data may hold the key for a more inclusive and promising view of teaching
performance in music education.
Implications for New Approaches to Music Teacher Evaluation
Changes in evaluation practices will evolve as new processes are invented to
replace the outdated and limited scope o f the majority of currently used evaluation
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instruments. More inclusive models for performance documentation, emphasizing
multiple sources o f data and measurements over a broader period of time, may prove
to be beneficial for music teachers and other specialists. The Professional Support
Personnel Evaluation Model (Stronge & Helm. 1991; Tucker & Stronge, 1994), used
to develop new evaluation instruments may provide insight for the development of
innovative approaches. One recent example, the Williamsburg/James Citv Countv
Teacher Evaluation Guidelines developed in 1996, and similar models replacing
behavioral checklists with new roles and responsibilities, portfolio reviews, student
and parent surveys, opportunities for self-reflection, goal setting and professional
growth, may offer a glimpse into the future o f teacher evaluation.
Taebel (1990b) speculated that music educators need to work together with
district evaluators to adjust the evaluation program to better suit music teaching, and
that state associations play an active role in creating domain-appropriate criteria.
Clearly, the lack o f nationally agreed upon criteria for the performance of music
teaching in public schools serves as a major source o f frustration for music teachers.
In the absence of national standards, states or localities will continue to improvise and
debate the merits o f quality instruction in music education. Until there are agreedupon nationally accepted standards for music teachers, specialists in education will
have to remain content with the efforts o f states or localities in the absence o f specific
national performance criteria.
Teacher and administrator involvement and support in evaluation research can
bridge the gap between what is empirically known and what is practically known in

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

1

^^

IJJ

music teacher evaluation. The number of persons and perspectives in the emerging
models for teacher evaluation can be expanded by having teachers responsible for
making their own case for quality. This can be accomplished by having teachers
think through what is o f importance and value in their work and then gathering
evidence that will address these issues.
Teachers o f future generations are likely to become more responsible for
evaluating their own professional practice. Other participants in schools can benefit
from having more o f a role in evaluation practices. Students, peers, parents, and the
community can be called upon to contribute their views. The merging of effective and
inclusive evaluation practices should be designed to foster collegial relationships
marked by deference, reciprocity, trust, and respect for the mutual contributions o f all
interests, and has broad possibilities for shaping the future o f music evaluation.
Recommendations for Future Research
If our society continues to recognize and support music education as a
valuable component o f a child’s comprehensive growth and development, then
studies need to be designed and conducted to ensure that the quality of music
instruction can be accurately assessed to meet the growing needs of practitioners and
the communities they intend to serve. This study assessed the state of teacher
evaluation in Virginia, and the impact of teacher evaluation practices upon teachers of
music. There are many implications and indications that traditional methods of
evaluation are not serving music educators or many additional subject-specific
teachers adequately. Future research should consider the possibility that music
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educators appear to be natural subjects for evolving models for teacher evaluation due
to the extensive nature of student interaction, and the successful track record for
students with varying ability levels to reach high performance outcomes in music
classes across America.
Evaluation will evolve as new practices are incorporated into evaluation
procedures, and are used to replace limited evaluation instruments and practices.
New and more inclusive models for performance documentation, ones that emphasize
multiple sources o f data, collaboration with administrators, self-reflection, and
broader measurements over longer periods of time may prove beneficial for music
teachers. Since music education is subject to input from internal and external
constituents, wider input in the evaluation process should be considered. In many
music programs, student, parent, and community voices play a significant role in the
evaluation of music programs. Music educators routinely expose their ensembles to
professional ratings at district and state auditions, solo and ensembie festivals,
regional competitions, and even international music festivals. Working relationships
with band or choral parent associations have also served as sources o f feedback
concerning teaching practices. Input from colleagues during rehearsal regimes have
routinely played an important role in shaping decisions relating to performance
quality as well as the growth o f student musicianship. Constructive criticism offered
by fellow teachers, parents, and even students have successfully aided music teachers
in their own self-reflecting behaviors.
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It. therefore, makes good sense to consider the inclusion o f data obtained from
individual and group performances in the assessment o f music teaching. For
example, visual arts educators routinely prepare art students for college admission
and job interviews through portfolios developed in order to demonstrate proficiency,
creativity, and mastery of content. Similar measures of ensemble performance could
be devised by teachers of music and shared with administrators as evidence o f
professionalism and growth. A more comprehensive model for evaluation purposes,
which eliminates the typical snapshot approach to observation in place o f a full-length
feature film capturing all of the benefits o f teacher/student interaction, may prove to
be a much more satisfying approach for administrators and music teachers alike in
future years. New approaches for evaluation will depend upon unprecedented levels
o f trust, cooperation, and collaboration between administrators and music educators
as new relationships and understandings are forged in search of more effective and
fair evaluation practices.
Music teacher evaluation offers an excellent opportunity for longitudinal
studies in evaluation, since students at all levels may have the same music teacher for
a period o f several years. Consideration in the field of music teaching needs to be
given to both the form and content o f communication. A music teacher’s use o f
language, gesture, modeling and signaling is an area that deserves further research,
especially in the context o f ensemble rehearsals. Research is also needed on the
purpose, procedures, and outcomes o f music teacher evaluation. Such research could
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take the form of district case studies, impact studies of state-mandated evaluation on
music teachers, or professional development practices in music education.
The evaluation of music teachers, fine and performing arts educators, and
other educational specialists is in need of serious reconsideration. The time appears
right for a more inclusive and reflective evaluation model for music teachers, one that
emphasizes the collaborative nature of the profession, recognizes the value of
community involvement, and regards the performance orientation o f musical
instruction as an integral component of a comprehensive evaluation process.
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Appendix A

Dear Music Colleague:
As an active member o f VMEA and school administrator, 1 am conducting
doctoral research at the College o f William and Mary concerning the evaluation o f music
teachers in Virginia. The challenge of applying reliable and valid evaluation practices for
music educators at all grade levels appears to be complicated by the complex and
dynamic nature of music instruction. This is one of the areas of evaluation research that
has received little national attention over the past decade. Your opinion is needed. You
are one o f a select group of music teaches invited to anonymously answer twelve brief
questions relating to your experiences regarding current evaluation practices in your
school division. It should take less than ten minutes.
Your candid response as a fellow music teacher will be an invaluable part o f this
important research on personnel evaluation. Each school division in Virginia is also
being asked to submit evaluation handbooks and procedures as part of the overall study.
This enabled us to simplify the enclosed questionnaire and allows you the opportunity to
comment quickly and honestly about music teacher evaluation practices and perceptions.
No name or code will be used on any questionnaire
Your participation is voluntary, but I am hoping that you will take the time to
respond to the twelve questions. A stamped return envelope is enclosed for your
convenience, along with a postcard. Music educators across the Commonwealth will
potentially benefit from the information this study may reveal. Please accept my sincere
thanks for your input and assistance to advance the cause o f music education. I look
forward to reading your response.
If you have any questions regarding this study, please feel free to contact Chuck
Maranzano at 757-253-6759 (work), 757-897-3545 (cell), or 757-229-3027 (fax). If you
wish to receive a summary of the survey results, please indicate your request on the
enclosed postcard. If you would prefer you may consider faxing your address, or email
me at: maranzanoc@wicc.kl 2.va.us Thank you for your time and effort. I know it’s a
busy time of year, but please consider responding today!
Sincerely,
Chuck Maranzano
The College of William and Mary
Williamsburg/James City County School Division
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Appendix B

«Title» «FirstName» «LastName»
«JobTitle»
«Company»
«Address 1»
«Address2»
Dear «Title» «LastName»:
Teacher evaluation is an important and essential function o f each school division
in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Administrative decisions about the professional
growth and development of teachers need to be carefully measured against important
legal functions relating to retention and placement on employee pay scales. As a member
o f the administrative team for the Williamsburg/James City County School Division, our
staff dedicated a significant amount o f time over the last few years toward the
development of new approaches to the evaluation o f teachers. Last year, I had the
opportunity to work with members of a Virginia Department of Education team tasked to
develop model evaluation guidelines for teachers, principals and superintendents.
As part of a research project I am conducting in conjunction with The College of
William and Mary in Virginia, I am requesting copies o f teacher evaluation material from
every school division in the Commonwealth o f Virginia. The investigation considers the
impact o f current teacher evaluation practices upon teachers of music in Virginia. Would
you please be so kind as to send a copy o f your school division’s teacher evaluation
manual to the address below? Your immediate response to this would be gratefully
appreciated:
Chuck Maranzano, Executive Assistant to the Superintendent
Williamsburg/'James City County Public Schools
PO Box 8783
Williamsburg, VA 23187-8783
A mailing label/postage is enclosed for your convenience. In return for your cooperation,
I would be glad to send you an executive summary of the results of this study. If you
would like an executive summary, please send an E-mail to:
maranzanoc@wicc.kl2.va.us
I look forward to hearing from your school division in the near future. Your
cooperation will advance the research on teacher evaluation. Thank you in advance for
your time and effort. If you have any questions, you may call me at 757-253-6759.
Sincerely,

Chuck Maranzano
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR VIRGINIA MUSIC EDUCATORS
ON
TEACHER EVALUATION
The purpose o f this survey is to identify factors utilized in the evaluation o f music
teachers. Evaluation documents from every Virginia school division are included
in this study. Anonym ity will be m aintained. Please answer all o f the questions.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
Name the Virginia School Division in which you currently work.
For how many years have you taught music?

Total years

How many of those years have you taught music in Virginia?

Virginia years

Whate grade levels do you currently teach?

Elementary (K-5)
Middle (6-8)
High (9-12)

Please check all that apply
What area(s) of music do you teach?
Please check all that apply
Check all of the ensembles you teach, assist, or direct.

Please check all that apply

Instrumental
Vocal
General
Wind Ensemble
Concert Band
Symphonic Band
Marching Band
Jazz Band
Orchestra
String Ensemble
Concert Choir
Treble Choir
Men’s Choir
Madgrigal Choir
Show Choir
Jazz Choir
Other:
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PHASE I: EVALUATION PRACTICES
1.

How are you informed of the school division’s evaluation system?
Professional contracts
Faculty meetings
Please check all that apply Inservice meetings
Teacher handbooks
Other (please specify) :

Who participated in your last official teacher evaluation?

Pease check all that apply

Principal
Assistant Principal
Music Specialist
Teacher
Other (please specify):

3. A

Which o f the following methods o f evaluation are included in your teacher evaluation plan?
a. Direct, systematic observation of teaching
a.
b. Informal obserevation o f teachers (announced or unannouced) b.
c. Peer ratings o f teacher performance
c.
Please check d. Student survey o f teacher performance
d.
all that
e Parent survey of teacher performance
e.
apply
f. Student achievement data
f.
g. Paper-and-pencil examinations
g.
h. Teacher portfolio assessment
h.
i. Teacher self-evaluation
i.
Other (please specify):

3.B

If your teacher evaluation system requires systematic observation, which o f the following are
included?
a. Standardized observation form
a._______
b. Specified length o f each observation
b._______
(e.g., minimum time o f thirty minutes)
Please check c. Specific schedule o f timelines for completing observations
c._______
all that
(e.g., one before January 1st, etc.)
apply
d. Examination o f lesson or unit plans prior to observation
d._______
e. Pre-observation conference
e._______
(i.e., official procedure to prepare for observation)
f. Post-observation conference
f._______
(i.e., detailed discussion o f strengths & weaknesses)
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3

4.

5.

How often are you observed by people responsible for your evaluation?
A. Formal observations per evaluation cycle:
B. Informal observations per cycle (indicate a range if unsure):

_______
_______

What kind o f classroom observation instrument is used in the evaluation process?
.
Standard form for all teachers
Choose one please
----------Special form for music teachers_______

PHASE II: PERCEPTIONS
6.

141

Please circle one number for each question below

What is your opinion o f your current
evaluation system’s applicability to music 1
2
teacher evaluation?
Liule or no value

3
4
5
Moderate value High value

comments:

7.

How accurateley does the current system
assess your overall performance as a
1
2
3
4
5
music teacher?
Low accuracy Moderate accuracy High accuracy
comments:

8.

How well does the current system help
you grow professionally?
comments*

1
2
Low growth

3
Moderate growth
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4
5
High growth

9. A

What are the most favorable aspects o f the current evaluation system for music teachers?
(list or describe)

9.B

What are the least favorable aspects o f the current evaluation system for music teachers?
(list or describe)

10.

How can the evaluation system be improved for music teachers?
(list or describe)
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Appendix D
Identification o f the Number of Music Teachers and Virginia School Divisions
Represented in the Questionnaire for Virginia Music Educators on Teacher Evaluation
Name of School Division

Number of Teachers

Albermarle County

I

Alexandria City

1

Alleghany Highlands

1

Arlington County

3

Bath County

1

Bedford County

1

Botetourt County

1

Buckingham County

I

Campbell County

1

Charlottesville City

2

Chesapeake City

3

Chesterfield County

3

Culpeper County

1

Dinwiddie County

1

Fairfax County

13

Fauquier County

3

Frederick County

4

Galax City

1
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Gloucester County

I

Grayson County

2

Halifax County

1

Hampton City

2

Hanover County

5

Harrisonburg City

1

Henrico County

7

Highland County

I

Hopewell City

I

King George County

I

Louisa County

1

Lunenburg Countv

1

Manassas City

1

Martinsville City

1

Mecklenburg County

3

Newport News City

7

Norfolk City

7

Orange County

1

Pittsylvania County

1

w

v

Poquoson City
Portsmouth City

1

Prince George County

1
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Prince William County

5

Pulaski County

1

Richmond City

1

Richmond County

1

Rockbridge County

2

Rockingham County

4

Russell County

2

Shenandoah County

1

Spotsylvania County

5

Stafford County

5

Suffolk City

2

Tazewell County

2

Virginia Beach City

5

Warren County

1

Washington County

1

Waynesboro City

1

Williamsburg/James City County

3

York County

1
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Appendix E
Virginia School Divisions Responding to the Request for Teacher Evaluation
Materials
Name of School Division Responding

Accomack County

Charlottesville City

Galax City

Albermarle County

Chesapeake City

Giles County

.Amelia County

Chesterfield County

Gloucester County

Amherst County

Colonial Beach

Goochland County

Appomattox County

Colonial Heights City

Grayson County

Arlington County

Covington City

Greene County

Augusta County

Culpeper County

Greensville County

Bedford County

Cumberland County

Halifax County

Bristol City

Dickenson County

Hanover County

Brunswick County

Essex County

Harrisonburg City

Buchanan County

Fairfax County

Henrico County

Buckingham County

Floyd County

Henry County

Buena Vista City

Fluvanna County

Highland County

Campbell County

Franklin City

Hopewell City

Caroline County

Franklin County

Isle of Wight County

Charles City County

Frederick County

King William County

Charlotte County

Fredericksburg City

Lancaster County
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Lee County

Portsmouth City

Virginia Beach City

Lexington City

Powhatan County

Warren County

Loudon County

Prince Edward County

Washington County

Louisa County

Prince George County

Waynesboro City

Lynchburg City

Prince William County

West Point

Manassas City

Pulaski County

Westmoreland County

Manassas Park City

Radford City

Williamsburg/James City

Martinsville City

Rappahannock County

Winchester City

Mathews County

Richmond City

Wise County

Mecklenburg County

Roanoke City

Wythe County

Middlesex County

Rockbridge County

York County

Montgomery County

Rockingham County

Nelson County

Salem City

New Kent County

Shenandoah County

Norfolk City

Smyth County

Northampton County

Southampton County

Northumberland County

Spotsylvania County

Nottoway County

Stafford County

Page County

Staunton City

Petersburg City

Suffolk City

Pittsylvania County

Surry County

Poquoson City

Sussex County
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Appendix F: Verbatim Responses to Question # 9A
What are the most favorable aspects of the current evaluation system for music teachers?
1 = Evaluation Criteria
2 = Evaluation Procedures
3 = Musical Teaching Concepts
4 = Evaluator Expertise
5 = Evaluator/Teacher Interaction
6 = Miscellaneous
Respondent

1
2

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
12
14
15
16
17
19

20
21
23

Com m ent

Positive feedback and constructive criticism are always helpful
My principal respects what I do. I have his support as a music teacher.
The portfolio is helpful in showing what is not observed in the
classroom.
All teachers observed using the same criteria.
Principal clearly states what criteria will be.
It gets the administration to stay in our classroom a short while.
Little or no pressure since the principal evaluates teaching strategies and
not musical concepts
Can accurately assess classroom management and how lessons observed
are meeting the objective for that lesson.
Growth goals are set by teacher. The evaluatee provides proof of
teaching success, sells oneself. Standards and rubrics are clear.
None. Except that the principal knows you teach.
You are directed to come up with your own goals.
Self-evaluation.
Students engaged in lesson.
Gets an administrator into classroom to see what is going on.
Good communication before and after the observation. Lots o f informal
observations.
Teachers need the chance to show what they can and are doing in the
classroom that might not be directly related to school scores.
I believe that music teachers should be evaluated the same as other
classrooms. At my school I am valued on the same level as everyone
else. I am never considered a “second class teacher.”
I like that we are held to the same evaluation process/procedure as other
teachers.
I enjoy the positive feedback from my principal and assistant principal.
They are very supportive o f my work.
There is an observation bv a music SDecialist in addition to principal-
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Coding

5
1,5

I
1
5
2,3
4
1,2
5
1
1
1,3
5
2,5
5
1

1
5
2,5

149

i
1 24
j

i

! 26
j
27
IS
30
31
32
33
34

35
36
39
40
41

42
43

44
45
46

50
52
53
54
55
„ .5

6

.

1 even if it is occasional. Often it is at the request o f the principal.
Keeps music teachers on task-some teachers tend to “wing it” and call it
teaching. Evaluation is a way to show administrators what we reallv do.
Helps me to assess and track my organizational skills. Allows me to see
if I’m getting my SOL taught.
It’s an opportunity to set up a dialogue between the principal and myself
not usually found in the normal course of the school year.
It’s a fairly easy process to go through.
Some aspects o f the evaluation are helpful (i.e. how I handle discipline,
flow of lesson, etc.)
The observation gives helpful comments about students’ receptivity and
reaction to my teaching style.
Once and you are finished for the year! List of goals for the year.It is stress free.
The portfolio process does seem to allow an energetic individual to
showcase their list of achievements; but that does not necessarily denote
the quality o f such achievements.
It holds us all to the same standard as classroom teachers.
Quick, painless.
If we make the school look good, they don’t bother us.
It’s not overwhelming.
I like the fact that my principals leave me alone to teach. I have taught
longer than both principals and they are confident in my abilities. They
are in my rooms often and know what I am teaching, including core
subject SOL’s (especially social studies and science).
Keep us aware o f current expectations o f classroom teachers. It
provides the motivation for an Administrator to visit my classroom.
Public performance opportunities ensure parental support. If parents are
enthusiastic, the music teacher is “obviously” good. This is an
enormous positive influence on my evaluation.
My principal is musically literate and understands concepts taught.
It gets an administrator in my room seeing what I do!
Provides opportunities to inform and demonstrate what I do in class to
my administrators. There is open discussion and verbal communication.
Pre and post observation conferences. Gives specific steps for
improvement in deficient areas.
Evaluates behaviors, management, school procedures, professional
development. Very good for classroom teachers.
New rubrics helped us.
Must take place in a timely manner. Gives details to what is done.
Infrequent observations (2x a year). Simple, short, sweet.
None!
My principal is very liberal with her positive comments and evaluations.
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1,2,5
I
5
2
1
I
1,2
2
1

1
2
2
2
2

1,5
1,2

4
5
1,5

1
1
1,2
2
6
5
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| 57
58
59
1
1
61

62
64
1 66
68
69
70
72
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
88
89
90

| We write our own goals/objectives. [ can write them to suit my own
! needs.
I Offers information based on a generalized idea o f teaching ability
I (lesson, content, discipline, presentation, etc.)
| 1 know if what I’m doing pleases the principal at that school. The
i students let me know if they like what I’m doing. My fellow teachers
j think I am doing a good job. Their only observation is through musical
1 performances.
! You get to select what class groups are observed. Support groups in
which we can talk about integration of subject matter in order to help
students to achieve academically.
I am evaluated by the community and parents every time we present an
outstanding program.
Clear expectations, standard forms.
| The evaluation is for a classroom teacher with a text and content
| subject. The performance class does not relate to this.
Administrative feedback.
Freedom to work your own program
Non-existent!
| It is simply a checklist.
Not many disruptions to instruction.
That all teachers are evaluated the same.
Communication with administration. Classroom management.
None.
I am seldom observed or bothered by my administrator. They don’t get
complaints, so they assume everything is o.k.
I Assistance in establishing and maintaining objectives both managerial
I and instructional.
Self-directed, self-designed, unlimited in scope, some resource
assistance (peer observation, leave, etc.)
Peer teaching evaluations within the Fine Arts Department.
Low stress
It shows: classroom management; overall program organization; lesson
plans; and instructional techniques.
The success of our group usually says it all. Our performances are
evaluated by administrators.
Informal evaluation, post-evaluation conference.
Post-observation conference. Equal treatment of music teachers with
other subject area teachers.
Written observation-comments from administrator about lesson and
student behavior.
Music standards of learning.
Evaluator can focus on non-music areas with accuracy.
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1
1
2,5

2,5

6
1
1
5
I
6
1
5
1
1,5
6
5
1
1
2
6
1
1,2
1,2
1,2
1
I
4

151

91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
101
102
103
105

106
107
108
109
110
112
113
114
115
116
118
119
120
121
122
123
124

Essentially we are “left alone” to teach. Those that are competent this is
fine for. Those that need help, need more observation.
As long as the ensemble performs well and there are no complaints from
parents, I am left alone.
They are quick, pre-arranged.
There is little or no interference in my program.
Evaluation as if regular classroom teacher-adds “subject matter insight”
Music supervisor is responsible for one o f the evaluations.
They don’t check our lesson plans, and never have.
Flexibility is nice but we have no music supervisor to oversee anything!
Doesn’t intrude.
It’s a new procedure just established this year and it makes for more
consistency. My principal has a BME.
We clearly list goals and objectives and evaluate these achievements at
the end of the year.
Evaluated using the same forms as core subjects.
Gives teachers an opportunity to express concerns or problems with
their program. Also, teachers can give ideas on ways o f improvement
for music in their schools.
Principal comments
Comments made by principal and other administrators.
None.
It happens regularly, it makes you feel good if it is favorable, and it
gives you contact with administrators.
They let me do my own thing: hands off/no intrusion as long as ther is a
plan, itinerary on board, follow-up and closure.
It is clearly defined with specific objectives. The timeline is clearly
defined. There are no surprises.
Only one-the principal will discover that a music teacher does work.
A guide/acknowledgement of your successes, failures, strengths and
weaknesses.
Self-evaluation, input on goals, I choose areas that need improvement,
portfolio as evidence.
Little disruption due to lack of observation.
The evaluations are very positive and wonderful for the ego!
The fact that a form is used, observations, pre-and-post conferences.
No one interfering who knows little or nothing about teaching vocal
music.
None.
Student/teacher relationship. Communication skills.
Nothing is specified for music teachers. We are all on the same
evaluation form as other teachers.
I am only observed once a year and pretty much an trusted to do my
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1,2
6
I
5
1
2
I
4
5
2
I
1
1,2,5

5
5
6
2,5
2
1,2
5
1
1
5
5
1,2
4
6
1
1
1,2

11
! 125
! 126
128
| 129
130
131
132
134
135
j 136
j
138

! best.
i Positive reinforcement.
| Detailed rubric provided.
i Portfolio building.
1 None.
1 They leave me alone for the most part.
i It gets mv administrators in mv room.
[ They really do not see me that often, my performances are usually what
1 they use for an evaluation.
i Very low-key, principal “enjoys"’ the class.
| A checklist on overall teaching techniques.
| Very simple. At least someone who does not understand music is not
1 trying to fix my problems. They just leave me alone.
| There are none.
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5
1
1,2
6
5
5
5
5
1
1,4
6

153

Appendix G: Verbatim Responses to Question 4 9B
What are the least favorable aspects of the current evaluation system for music teachers?
1 = Evaluation Criteria
2 = Evaluation Procedures
3 = Musical Teaching Concepts
4 = Evaluator Expertise
5 = Evaluator/Teacher Interaction
6 = Miscellaneous
Respondent

1
2
3
4
5
6

7

9
10
11

12
14
15
16
17
20
21

Com ment

I No evaluation by a person trained in the same field
1 For an observation by an assistant principal, I had to explain the music
i curriculum to her. She never looked at the music curriculum.
j Lack of knowledge on part o f evaluator regarding music standards.
i Not notified in advance of evaluation time.
! A musician is not evaluating us.
I would like someone who could help me grow professionally give
quality growth statements as well as compliments that are based upon a
musical knowledge.
Administrators cannot assess whether the teacher is following correct
sequencing o f curriculum and using respected methods of instruction
correctly. They can only evaluate the music program on their
knowledge of other curricula (math, science, etc.).
| Principals don’t have the knowledge to know how we are teaching.
1 If the goals focus on music elements, then the evaluators can’t
1 accurately assess.
Most administrators have no knowledge of how an orchestra class
works. Limited musical knowledge means most comments are not all
that helpful.
Paperwork.
Pre-planning aspects (It’s just that we might plan for a piece of music
rather than a particular class.)
High stress! Relies on the quality of the administrator doing the
evaluation.
Not specific to music educators. Not timely. I am between several
schools and the observations are inconsistent.
The principals and assistants sometimes feel too rushed trying to
evaluate so many teachers. Deadlines and paperwork.
That our evaluations focus on classroom management and other
teaching elements that are not specific to music.
We have a self-evaluation to do each year. Much of this is geared
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Coding

4
4
4
2
4
4

4

4
1,4
4
2
1,2
4
3
2
1,3
1
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j
j
| 22
|
1
j 23
j
I
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

31
32

33
34

35
36
37
38
39

! toward classroom teachers and does not apply to music. Some items on
i the observation form have a similar problem.
I The evaluations arc done by non-music people. These evaluations are
o f little use, because the elements evaluated have little to do with
I performance-based classes.
; Infrequent evaluation by qualified administrator. No opportunity to
| evaluate our supervisors-how we feel they are carrying out their job
- where we are concerned.
i I liked the evaluation system and merit pay. I feel the best teachers
! should be rewarded.
Being evaluated by administrators/persons that do not possess a music
j background.
j No feedback that has to do with music. No suggestions about how to
! teach any of my SOLs.
i The system used is universal-the same criteria used for classroom
! teachers is applied to the music teachers-and it doesn’t fit!
I No applicable feedback (for musical aspects). Some aspects don’t really
apply to us, but we are evaluated in those areas anyway.
| Teachers unrelated to music evaluate me. They help me with classroom
! management and that is all.
j I find that since I am evaluated by a person who has very little
1 background in music education, they can seldom offer me suggestions
! on the areas that I need more growth (i.e. assessment in music, teaching
1 musical concepts in different ways, etc.)
j Because the observer has little or no experience in music/choral music,
; there is no helpful assessment o f the success o f the lesson presented.
With no evaluation by a music specialist, no music based
recommendations for improvement are suggested. Evaluators, without a
music background, are hard-pressed to make decisions and judgements
as to effectiveness of a music teacher’s teaching skills or rehearsal
skills.
1 The music program in this county is not a priority, therefore the
I evaluation system is reflective o f this.
Few of us have the research skills and qualities needed to choose which
student skills to follow, track, quantify, and graph. I believe I need to
do this; but would like more instruction form professionals in my field.
It has no specific questions about music teaching!
People listen to word of mouth observations rather than direct
observations.
Evaluator usually does not observe until the last week of time spent in
any one school.
Most supervisors don’t understand all o f the aspects of music education.
! All is on paper and has to adhere to the standards set for all.
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14

2

I
4
3,4
I
3
2
4

4
4

1,2
4

1
2
2
4
1
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j 41
42
43

44
45
46

50

52
53
54
55

56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64

! Not being evaluated by a music specialist.________________________ | 4
4
i Evaluators don't know what they should be seeing.
4
1The attempts to squeeze us into the same boxes (as math or language
; arts teachers) ignores a huge portion o f what we do and how we do it. It
| suggests we should all be doing things the same way without regard for
subject areas and expected outcomes.
; The comparison to regular education teachers is not favorable.
1
! I doesn’t help me grow professionally!
6
j If I didn’t have an interested administrator with some music experience,
1,4
i I would possibly have inappropriate evaluations. It is difficult to
j develop music education goals within my school. RUBRICS!
1 Not having a music specialist evaluatina me in addition to mv
! administrators.
3
! The evaluation process does not address the substance o f the music
j lesson. It does not evaluate how the teacher utilizes creativeness,
i singing, or movement during a lesson.
| Not having someone who knows music.
j Lack o f musical knowledge by observer. Too many recommendations
4
j which cannot be used or are not useful for the music field.
4
| The evaluators are not very familiar with the different aspects of music
1 education.
4
We are not evaluated by anyone who knows anything about music. I
cannot think o f any way the system could evaluate my musical
knowledge. It evaluates what I write on paper. For example, if I say
I’m teaching ostinato, no one has ever observed much less evaluated my
effectiveness in teaching this concept.
It is based more on classroom management than your ability to teach
1,3
music.
1
We have no way to evaluate ourselves (as music teachers). Our goals
must correlate with classroom assessments.
Nothing deals with actual methods o f music teaching and observation is 3,4
not done by a music supervisor.
4,5
Almost no observation being done. Principals are limited in their
musical knowledge.
Doesn’t really assess musicality or progress of students.
3
3,4
Does not address many of the factors that affect music classrooms.
Many times administrators v-hc were classroom teachers rate music
teachers low because they do not know about music settings.
4
Not evaluated by a music specialist.
Criteria that do not apply to my job.
1,3
Lots of added paperwork for teachers! Ratings do not carry over into
1,2
following year. You start the evaluation process over each year. Does
not show growth.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

156

66

68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83

84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
97

What is considered noise in an English class is what we call music class.
I The high level o f performance energy matches p.e. classes. When an
evaluator writes that a section relaxes as parts are being covered
(rehearsed) in another section-and it is criticism-we have a problem.
There has to be some understanding of the vocal or performance
process.
Lack o f knowledge.
Little or no music background by those who observe you.
Administrators currently are not bothering to evaluate our department.
It feels like they don’t value what we are doing!
Having people who do not have any idea of music evaluate you.
It doesn’t address specific problems that apply to music classrooms.
Doesn’t reflect effort put into the subject and classroom.
Does not reflect performance in music setting.
It is not specific to music education and music teachers.
Does not evaluate teaching o f music curriculum.
No evaluation that is related to music education. No feedback for
improvement. No idea what you teach in music education.
Lack of evaluation/feedback from anyone that understands what I do.
Uninformed and non-professional artist input into artistic decisions.
Potentially limited by the individual’s recognition o f their weakness and
needs.
Regular academia is not aware of the content or theory of music.
There is no feedback for music teachers that need direction.
Administrators do not know specific things to look for: choral/vocal
techniques; conducting techniques; what works; what doesn’t; and
helpful suggestions.
The music teacher (high school) is involved with the kids in so manv
aspects o f their lives and education but only one is evaluated.
Timelines for lessons. It is a lot of times not attainable.
The lack of musical understanding on the part of observers.
Comparable evaluations to other “core” subjects shouldn’t occur. We
are not the same as math teachers, etc.
Nothing regarding content knowledge or student performance.
Musically ignorant administrators.
Evaluator is not a music specialist.
Those that evaluate are not “music” people. Although our results are
very positive and high, so we are left alone to teach.
The administration does not seem to know the subject matter.
No one knows what I do. They are looking more at classroom
discipline and student participation.
There is little or no help with my program.
None of the check-off areas pertain in any way to choral or even general

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

3,4

4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3,4
4
4
4
4
4
3,4

1
1
4
1
3
4
4
4
4
I
5
3

I
I 98
! 99
I 100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111

112
113
114
116
117
118

119
120
121
122
123
124

126

music criteria.
i Mo consistency throughout system._________________________________ i_l
4
We need someone who knows the needs of the music department.
4
Little or no constructive criticism
4
If you don’t have a principal with a BME, then there’s not much
musical feedback that can be given.
Principal only does the evaluation once or twice per year.
1
1.4
No separate forms, criteria, and lack o f administrative expertise in
music.
The administration is clueless to proper teaching techniques in band and 3,4
choir.
Evaluations are too general.
1
1
Standard questions for all teachers regardless of subject.
I
Evaluations are more geared toward core teachers.
After over 20 years o f teaching and considered a master teacher, the
1,6
need to do any form o f evaluation.
j
It isn’t designed to respond to the music teacher’s needs.
4
Evaluation is done by non-musicians.
The evaluators usually have little or no experience in the field o f music. 4
Therefore, almost everything is “rubber stamped” as a wonderful job. It
would be highly appreciated to receive direct and specific feedback
either from peers or other qualified individuals.
It evaluates teaching, not necessarily music teaching.
1,3
4
Evaluators have little or no experience in the music setting. They are
really unsure about what makes a music teacher “good”.
4
Having someone with very little or no musical training evaluate me.
1,4
Musicians should evaluate musicians. Observations are too infrequent.
5
Having to explain or justify what and why you do everything.
The evaluator can’t offer advice because of lack o f knowledge in music. 4
The evaluator doesn’t understand the lesson plan. Although the
evaluation is “good”, it is not helpful.
4
The person evaluating me is not a music person and doesn’t understand
what is going on in the classroom.
4
I would genuinely like a real assessment of my strong and weak points
by someone more knowledgeable than I.
None.
6
Control o f environment/facility-evaluation is made on these, however, I
1
have no control o f my surroundings, i.e. climate control, lighting, etc.
3
Again, the fact that we do not have a special evaluation form.
4
If is not particularly beneficial for a music teacher; we should observe
each other or at least be observed by someone knowledgeable about our
field.
1
The evaluation cycle just changed again.
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127
128
129
130
131
132
133

134
135
136
137
138

I The evaluator has no musical knowledge.___________________________
Evaluation based on core classroom technique.
Lack o f musical experience o f the evaluators
Too much discretion for abuse. More punitive than designed for
professional growth.
Music teachers don’t always fit inot the general “mold” that other
teachers do. They always try to make us fit in that mold!!
Someone with a music background should evaluate.
In my county the principal or assistant does observations. Although
they can assess my overall teaching skills, they have little or no
knowledge of music.
Do not receive applicable suggestions to an instrumental music
program.
Usually the observer is not familiar with subject.
No help.
Administrators who have no musical background who have access to
music teachers.
The entire evaluation is structured for the academic classroom and not a
performance class.
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Appendix H: Verbatim Responses to Question # 10
How can the evaluation system be improved for music teachers?
1 = Evaluation Criteria
2 = Evaluation Procedures
3 = Musical Teaching Concepts
4 = Evaluator Expertise
5 = Evaluator/Teacher Interaction
6 = Miscellaneous
Respondent

2

3
4
5
6
7

8

9
10
11
12

14
15
16

Com m ent

Music educators need to be involved in writing the evaluation process.
Qualified people are needed for the job title “Fine Arts Coordinator”. I
have had 3 fine arts coordinators, and none of them have any
experience in music.
Include a music administrator in the evaluation process.
Pre-evaluation and post-evaluation conference with small groups would
be helpful.
Perhaps our music supervisor should evaluate us.
Hire a supervisor for music educators that has a degree in music
education.
Make sure music professionals evaluate music teachers. Music teachers
should not be evaluated on performance of students- i.e. concerts,
district ratings, etc. Process is as/more important than product in
certain settings.
It can’t. To be evaluated separately would devalue the worth of music
educators. It would be the same as saying that music teachers are not
good enough to be evaluated with regular classroom teachers.
Have us (music teachers) develop evaluation. Have music teachers to
observe.
Have the music supervisor do the evaluation.
Have a list of behaviors you expect to see in a music class.
Less formal, less paperwork. More informal drop ins throughout the
year and continue even on a non-evaluation year so it truly reflects what
is happening in the classroom. It also takes a lot of the stress out of the
process when it’s a common occurrence. My last evaluation was under
an old process. The new system has improved somewhat.
Evaluations done by music specialists so they can comment on what is
done musically and help in that regard.
Content specialist should be a part o f the process especially for
beginning level teachers.
Specific criteria for music educators. Set observations at each school.
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17
18

19
20
21
22
23

25

26
27

28
29
30

31
32
^ *■»

34

35
36

More consistency with timing between schools.
Give additional opportunities for peer observing.
Place more emphasis on district festival events, i.e. concert, marching,
solo and ensemble, etc. Consider district festivals as “SOLs” for music
1programs.
Pm fine with our current method.
Try to involve a music supervisor or an administrator who has some
knowledge o f music in the evaluation system.
While I don’t support teachers evaluating other teachers, there might be
some value in being able to observe other music teachers in action.
An area supervisor who knows the subjects would be a great first step.
Have qualified evaluators who can actually give appropriate feedback
to assist in professional growth-like the mentor/student teacher
evaluation.
Be evaluated by music specialist (formally). Peer observations by
seasoned music teachers. Being able to observe others teach for a day.
I learn better teaching techniques when I watch others.
I need to be evaluated by a musician. The system needs to be music
driven, music SOL driven.
Make it music teacher specific, e.g. setting up schedules,
communicating and working with the classroom teachers, setting up
concerts, communicating with parents, student performance, operating
under a budget, maintaining equipment, rehearsal discipline...
Should have a music specialist involved. Our school division doesn’t
even have a music specialist or music supervisor.
I am the only music teacher in my county, it would be very hard to
change it. There is no one in my field to observe me.
Include a list o f rubrics that apply to the specialty area-not just teachers
in general. Provide evaluators who have experience in the specialty
area so more growth will occur.
Have qualified observers periodically assess teacher and curriculum
Knowledgeable evaluators. Several visits before an official evaluation.
Until the Sols for music K-12 are mandatory, there will be no standard
by which all music teachers may be evaluated.
Music professionals hone the evaluations to our needs. Adopt a system
of testing for the National Music Standards. Easy to use computer
tracking system marketed by a music researcher that would help the
teachers in the trenches who don’t have time, money, or skills to
become researchers themselves.
We should be evaluated by music supervisors, as well as fellow music
teachers.
Person to person interviews. Suggestions for improvement from direct
observation.
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39

41
42

43

44
45

46

50
52
53

54
55

56

57

58
59
60
61

62

4,6
Music teachers should be informed what perception the administrator
has o f their part in the whole school picture. Even though an SOL
passing grade is not needed in this area an understanding o f the arts as
an important part o f learning should be stressed.
4
For new teachers-have experienced music teachers do evaluations.
4.5
Evaluation process should include observation and input by someone
with a music education background. Principal should also observe, but
evaluation should be the result o f collaboration between these persons.
3,4
Trained music educators in administrative positions that involve
formulating evaluation forms and requirements. Educating
administrators re: music education.
A checklist based on state SOL’s.
1.3
3,4
An evaluation system made just for music teachers would be very
helpful to all music teachers. However, a music supervisor o f some sort
should be the person doing the evaluation!
3,4
Hire and retain a music specialist. Have the state education board
acknowledge and differentiate expecatations and standards for different
content areas. Have a standard music evaluation form.
The evaluation could be improved by creating a section to address how
1,3
effective the music teacher is in teaching the elements of music.
4
A specialist being the evaluator.
Done by peers similar to student teaching. Strategies developed to help
1,2
teacher build units and lessons. Genuine growth rather than just
assessment.
4
Music educators evaluating music educators!
I would welcome an evaluation by a music professional. Until a school 4
system has a music supervisor or a mentoring program for new music
teachers, we will never have an evaluation as a music teacher.
There should be an evaluation form specifically for elementary music
3
teachers, band directors, etc. It should not be the same general form
that is used for the classroom teacher.
A statewide system for evaluation. I would like to see the music SOL’s 3
be given the same emphasis the core subjects are given. I would like an
assessment tool to see if I am teaching the SOL’s. Then I would have a
point to either re-teach or move on.
3,4
Center in on more musical aspects o f teaching and be evaluated by a
music supervisor.
2,4
Be observed by a music educator. Be observed more often.
Gear it more towards musical achievement.
3
12 4
Include classroom observations by music supervisors and
administrators. Add student assessment, parent assessment,
programming, school and community involvement.
4
Need a music coordinator (or fine arts). Our current coordinator is in
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63

64
66
67

68
69
70

71
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

charge of all “special programs”, and is spread too thin. Would love to
not feel like I teach in isolation. Wish I had more contact with music
specialists who could help me become a better teacher.
Make the criteria more applicable to music instruction-ours is too
generic-“one size fits all”, primarily geared towards classroom teachers,
not resource teachers. We need our own criteria that reflect our unique
areas of instruction. Examples: programs, performance groups, various
grade levels we work with require special consideration.
Have a principal who understands differences between general
classroom instruction and music education complete the evaluation
Need to have music specialists in our area.
We need more than a curriculum-but a professional timeline that shows
an administrator that the students have completed skills, i.e. intervals,
sightreading, oral notation, vocal technique, diction, etc.. When they
drop in for 'A hour and hear only rehearsal, they do not understand how
our concepts are being relayed.
Trained evaluators in music classroom observation skills.
By having a music supervisor/music specialist write a standardized
form for evaluation.
Do something (not being evaluated currently)-some form o f evaluation
should be better than nothing! Have evaluation done either by a music
supervisor, peer, or at least by someone knowledgeable in our field.
Base evaluations on multiple areas: classroom management, concerts,
and student progress (re: success at auditions).
Use music people to evaluate-perhaps those who have taught for years
help the newer teachers.
Be more subject-oriented (music).
Let a music professional (specialist) be responsible for evaluation
That all teachers are evaluated the same on the same criteria/form.
Evaluators with more background in the mechanics o f teaching music
are needed.
Observation by a qualified music teacher, supervisor, etc., (perhaps a
peer from another school division).
Peer evaluations. More relevant professional growth opportunities.
Have people in administrative positions in the music areas with music
teaching/performing experience.
Have a subject-based observer describe perceived weaknesses which
the music teacher can then address.
Have music specialists do the evaluation.
Music specialists should evaluate. Need to show good teaching
qualities and good music qualities.
Have a music specialist do evaluating!!
More student and parent input.
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85
86
87
88
89
90
91

92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104

105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112

Most o f all to be evaluated by music personnel and not just the
principal.
Return to a system where the music supervisor has more input in the
evaluations.
Evaluate us on what we do. Since we are performance orientedevaluate us in that direction.
Music teacher-peer evaluation.
Allow music supervisor and/or music specialist be strongly involved in
the evaluation o f music teachers.
Peer observation by music specialist. Teacher portfolio.
Have musicians evaluate us, although non-musicians can judge
classroom control and discipline; which is better than most classes
outside o f music theory.
We must be observed by accomplished music teachers.
Have someone who knows choral music do the evaluating. Give more
feedback on musical aspects o f teaching.
More observations, more contact with the teacher.
Output/product evaluation.
Hire other professional musicians to assist in the musical portion of the
evaluation.
Have a music specialist critique music teachers. We have a lead music
specialist, but this in not in his job description.
Having someone qualified to evaluate all system music teachers by the
same criteria.
Have someone who knows about the subject area.
Have a music specialist do the observing.
Could have a music specialist do the observations.
Evaluation forms should be for music teachers, not a general form.
Specific criteria directly related to music. Qualified evaluators.
Allow a certified music instructor evaluate. Have a specific “check
list” for music teachers if the evaluation is being performed by a non
music person.
Evaluations need to be more specific-music oriented.
Have questions that relate to music teachers or music programs.
To realize the value o f music in our school systems and how it
correlates with other classes.
Be more specific in the subject area: observe rehearsal; observe
performance; and festival ratings.
Have a music specialist do evaluations.
Have a realistic state SOL document.
Peer observation, specific evaluation forms for music teachers, concerts
should not be counted as a formal observation.
Evaluation by people that know the subject area content.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

4
4
3
1,2
4
1,4
3,4

4
4,5
1,5
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3,4
3,4

3
3
3
3
4
3
1,3
4

164

113

114
116
117
118
119
120
121
122

123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130

131
132
133
134

135
136
137
138

Music teachers should be evaluated by the music supervisor. Principals
and assistants should do informal observations to familiarize
themselves with their music teacher and function o f the music program.
Have a “specialist” in the area do it. Guidance can be given if needed
in order to help me be successful.
Need to involve those well-versed in our areas.
Educate those who do the evaluations.
A special system designed for the music classroom would be more
useful
Music supervisors should observe music teachers.
Stop giving our school system administrators music duties that keeps
her from visiting us on a regular basis. I’ve never been visited by her!
Administrators need to learn what we as music educators are doing,
then they will be able to evaluate us.
Adaptations need to be made that correspond to the subject area.
Evaluations need to be made on musical standards/characteristics, such
as music SOL’s, not on vague terminology which is up to administrator
interpretation.
Qualified evaluator training. Fortunately, I have an insightful
administrator who knows how to apply the correct form to me.
Make it easier to get rid o f bad teachers.
Standard state form.
Include a music administrator in the evaluation process.
Bring music specialists in to small divisions to observe and offer
constructive feedback.
Observation based on musical teaching techniques.
A music supervision position could be created.
Have a qualified, knowledgeable evaluator. Use a more balance rating
system. Incorporate self-evaluation. Use more frequent observation.
Use authentic assessment.
Have someone who knows the music education field observe and
evaluate me.
Someone with specific musical background would be a better evaluator.
In smaller counties where there is no “music superintendent” or
specialist, peer observations would be useful.
Training for the observing administrator that we are not like core
teachers, and that comments that apply to core teachers do not
necessarily apply to band. Have local college music professors offer
suggestions to us after an observation.
Need to have peer observers.
Have people who know something about music do the evaluation.
Change the evaluation form to be more specific.
Establish a music supervisor position and have that person evaluate the
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1 music staff. Have the music staff create an evaluation system of their
j own or ask another county’s music supervisor to share theirs or create
j one if willing to keep it more unbiased.__________________________
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