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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine Pennsylvania public high school
instrumental music teachers’ perceptions of changes to instrumental music instruction
that may have been the result of a narrowing focus on student performance on
standardized tests and sanctions linked to the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (2002).
The study used a descriptive design to investigate ways that standardized testing may
have influenced student opportunities to participate in school instrumental music,
instructional time available for instrumental lessons and performing ensembles,
budgetary resources and funding sources, staffing, and instrumental music curricula in
Pennsylvania high schools. Data were gathered via an anonymous web-based survey. Of
the entire population of 710 full-time high school instrumental music teachers in
Pennsylvania, 304 responded. Of those, 247 successfully completed the survey and were
appropriate for analysis.

Results suggested that across PA high schools, instrumental music opportunities
were varied and inconsistent with regard to instructional time, financial resources, access
and availability of students, and support for instrumental music within the larger
curriculum of the schools. These inconsistencies may have resulted in unequal
opportunities to participate in instrumental music programs, partially because of funding
and policy priorities at the state and local level that value test-based accountability rather
than more comprehensive methods of evaluating child development and learning. Prior
research suggested that opportunities to participate in instrumental music were linked to

individual and group standardized test performance. Schools in very large urban districts
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with high percentages of low-income and minority students were the most likely to face
reductions in instrumental music opportunities.

Implications included the possibility of inequitable reductions to music programs
potentially undermining efforts to help reduce or prevent achievement gaps. Reductions
in instrumental music opportunities for elementary level students was a particular
concern since neurobiological research findings suggest special benefits for early
childhood music instruction. Recommendations for further research included replication
of the study using identifiable data, case studies of individual high schools, the
continuation and expansion of longitudinal studies between neuroscientists and music

educators, and a survey of school administrator attitudes toward music education.

111



For Ellen, Lucy,
&

Especially my wife, Lynn

v



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

With deep love and appreciation to my wife Lynn and daughters Ellen and Lucy

whose patience, love, and support allowed me to complete my ‘big work’.

Thank you to my sister Nancy and her husband Draycott for entertaining my
daughters during many weekends of research and writing. Thank you to my parents who
granted me academic sanctuary at their home and particularly to my father, whose
curiosity about the world and willingness to discuss my work served as a valuable

sounding board for my ideas.

A special thank you to Dr. Deborah Confredo, my dissertation advisor, whose
encouragement and counsel were vital to the success of my study. Many thanks to the
members of my dissertation advisory committee: Dr. Alison Reynolds and Dr. Michael
Klein for their thoughtful and practical guidance. Thanks also to Dr. Cynthia Folio for her

work as an outside reader and defense committee member.

Finally, I would like to express my sincere appreciation to the instrumental music
teachers of Pennsylvania, who served as both the inspiration for and subjects of my
research. It is my deep hope that this study will serve to bolster the important but often
unrecognized work that our music teachers provide to the students of the Commonwealth

of Pennsylvania.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

ABSTRACT ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt e s bt et e ente s st et e eneeeneenseenes i

DEDICATION ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et et e s st e teeneesseeteeneesseenseeneesseenses v

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...ttt ettt sttt ettt ente e enseeneens \

LIST OF TABLES ... ...ttt ettt ettt enee e e seeneens X
CHAPTER

1. INTRODUCTION .....oiiiiiiiiieieeiee ettt ettt ettt e e eneeseeeseennens 1

Background of the Problem ...........ccoooiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 1

Intelligence Quotient (IQ)......cccuveeviiieriiieiie e 5

Academic AChIEVEMENL .......cc.coiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeee e 6

Language ATTS....c..ueeeeiiiiee et e e et e e e 6

ATENAANCE ...t 7

Statement of the Problem and Purpose ...........coccuveeiiieiiiiieiiecieee e 8

Research QUESTIONS .........oiiiiiiiee e e e e e et e e e 9

Value 0f the STUAY ...eeeeeiieeiieeeee e e e e 9

2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE. ..o, 11

INEEOAUCTION ...ttt 11

Council for Basic Education (CBE)........ccccceeiiiiiiiieiieciieceeeeeeeeee 11

Center on Education POIICY .......coccvieeiiieiiiieciieeee e 13

CEP 2005 ...ttt 13

CEP 2000 ...ttt et 15

vi



CEP 2007 ...t 17

Government Accountability Office (GAO) ....cceevvieeviieeiiieeiee e, 19
COMIMON COTE ...ttt et s 21
NCES: Arts Education in Public Elementary & Secondary Schools......... 22
Changes to Instructional Time for Tested & Non-Tested Subjects........... 23
Identified vs. Non-Identified Schools...........ccoceiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 23
Poverty Level & Instructional Time .........c.cccccvveeviieeriiieeiiieciee e, 24
Opportunities for Minority Students...........cceccveerieienciieeniieeeiee e 24
District Size & Instructional Time..........cooveiniiiiiiniiiiieeeeee 24
Reasons for Changes in Instructional Time..........cccoeecveeeiiieeiieencieeniene 25
SUMMATY ...ttt e e e et e e e s b eeeesnnaeeeennns 25
Neurobiological Benefits of Making MuSiC .........ccccveevvieeriieerieeeiee e, 27
Restatement of PUIPOSE........eieiiiiiiieciiece et 33
Research QUESTIONS .........oiiiiiiiiieeeiiee e e et e e e arae e e e 34
LAMIEATIONS 1.ttt ettt ettt et ettt e e sateeaeeas 34
3. RESEARCH METHOD ....ccuooiiiiiiiieieeeeeee ettt 36
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt e 36
Participants and Data ColleCtion.............cccuvieriieeiiiieeeiie et 36
QUESHIONNAITE DESIZN.....eieiiiiieiiieciiieciieeeeeeeiee et e stee e e e e e e saaeeereeesaeeesnneeenes 38
Data ANALYSIS . .uveieiiieeiiieeiee ettt e et e et e e e et e e e nreeeraeeeaneeeaeeens 39
4. RESULTS ettt ettt et ettt et et nteeseesaeenteene e beeneesneenee 41
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt 41
Teacher Demographic Information............cceccveeiiiieeiiii e 41

vil



School Demographic Information............cccccueeeiiieeiiieeiieeeiie e 44

Instrumental Music Offerings .......ccueeeviiieiieeeiieeciie e 46
Curricular and Extra-Curricular Opportuniti€s..........ccceeerveeerveencneeenenneens 46
Instrumental LeSSONS .........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 46
Ensemble Rehearsal Time During the School Day...........cccceevveeviiiennnnnn. 48
Ensemble Rehearsal Time Outside the School Day .........cccccccvveviiennnnns 50

Financial Resources for Instrumental MUSIC .........coooiiiiiiiiiiiieniiiiciceeeceee, 52

Course Offerings & PrereqUISILES .....eeviieriieeeiieeiieeeeieeeeieeerveeesveeeiveesaeeesaee e 55

Issues Related to Standardized Testing..........ccceeeuieeriieeiiieeiiie e 56

IMUSIC AQVOCACY ...evvieeiiiiieiiie et e et e e et e et e e saee e vee e taeeenseeenseessseesnsneesnsneens 60

Professional DevelopmMEnt ..........cccveeeiiiiiiiiieciieeciee ettt 62

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS .....oiiiieiteietee et 63

INEEOAUCTION ...ttt et e 63

DIISCUSSION ...ttt ettt et e et et e e st e bt e st e e beesabeebeesaeeeneeas 64
Research Question ONe............ooeieiiiiiieciiiie e 64
Research Question TWO ......cccuviiiieiiiiicccee e 66

Effects of Testing on Instrumental Lessons..........cccceccveeveieernnennn. 67
Research Question Three ...........ooocvviiiiiiiiiiiceecee e 68
Extracurricular Ensembles..........ccocooviiiiiiiiiniiiiecee 69
Ensembles in the Curriculum...........ccccoooiiiiniiiiic 70
Effects of Testing on Ensembles...........cccccovveviieenieiiiiiiiiieeeie, 72
Research Question FOUr...........oooooiiiiiiiiiic e 73
Student Access Costs for Instruments............ccocceevieeiiinicnniennien. 73

viil



Student ACtiVItY FEeS....cccuviiriiiiiiieiieeiee e 73

Instrumental Program Funding Sources..........c.ccocevveveiieniieennnen. 74

Research Question FIVe .......cc.ooiiiiiiiiiiic e 75

Research QUestion SiX ........occiiiiiiiiiiie it 76

IMNPIICATIONS. ....vee ettt et e et e et ee et e e enaeeesaeesnsneesnnneens 80

Recommendations for Further Study ..........coocvieiiiieniiiiieeeeceeeee e 83

CONCIUSION ..ttt ettt ettt ettt eb et eeeeas 84

BIBLIOGRAPHY ...ttt sttt et et sne s 86
APPENDICES

A, TRB APPROV AL ...ttt 91

B. INVITATION LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS .....oooieieeeeeeeeeeee e 93

C. QUESTIONNALIRE ...ttt s 95

D. SPSS & SURVEYMONKEY OUTPUT .....cccoiiiiiiieeieieeeeee e 118

iX



LIST OF TABLES
Table

1. Descriptive Statistics for Number of Hours per Week Spent

Instructing Specific SUbJECES ......oot i

2. Frequency Table for Required Small Group Lesson

or Sectional During School ...
3. Descriptive Statistics for Ensemble Rehearsal Minutes per Week ..........

4. Frequency Table for Rehearsal Minutes per Week During School .................

5. Descriptive Statistics for Ensemble Rehearsal Time

Outside of the School Day .........c.ooiiiiiii e

6. Frequency Table for Rehearsal Minutes per Week

Outside of the School Day .........ccooiiiiiii e

7. Frequency Table for Instrumental Music Funding Sources...................

8. Frequency Table for Teacher Concern that Instrumental Music Will Be
Removed from the Curriculum as a Direct Consequence

OF PSSA Mandates ....oovunnieeiet e e e e

9. Frequency Table for Teacher Actions to Promote Music Advocacy

for Instrumental Music Program ...

10. Frequency Table for Student/Parent Actions for School

Instrumental Music Program ..............ccooiiiiiiiiiii i

Page



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Music education in the public schools faces one of its greatest challenges since
the widespread adoption of this field of study in America’s schools. At the time of this
writing, American public schools are in the throes of a dramatic transformation driven by
mandatory testing that holds profound implications for the continuation of music
instruction as an academic subject. This study surveys and evaluates the ramifications
that the recent testing and accountability movement presents for academic subjects like
music education that are not subject to broad systematic methods of assessment in the
public schools.

Background of Problem

The current educational testing and accountability movement is rooted in the
educational reforms of the 1980s and 1990s in Texas and now legislated in federal law
through the No Child Left Behind Act (2002) and the more recent Race to the Top ("Race
to the Top Fund”, 2009). The U.S. Department of Education describes the Race to the
Top Fund as a program to promote “achieving significant improvement in student
outcomes, including making substantial gains in student achievement, closing
achievement gaps, improving high school graduation rates, and ensuring student
preparation for success in college and careers” ("Race to the Top Fund”, 2009, p. 37804).

These federal actions have created an environment that places powerful incentives
for teachers and particularly administrators to focus their attention, instructional time, and
resources in areas that provide narrow measurable results but may not broaden students’

knowledge base and long-term emotional and intellectual development (Haney, 2000).



Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is a term from the No Child Left Behind Act (2002)
that is used to designate whether an individual school has met a set of target goals each
year (No child left behind: A toolkit for teachers, 2004). These goals are largely measured
through performance on standardized tests, such as the Pennsylvania System of School
Assessment (PSSA), although other statistics such as attendance, standardized test
participation rates, and graduation rates are part of the criteria ("Academic achievement
report," 2012). Each year the minimum number of students who are required to be
proficient on the PSSA increases for each school. According to the US Department of
Education, by 2014 all schools are expected to have 100% of their students “achieving at
the proficient level on state assessments in reading and language arts, math and science”
(No child left behind: A toolkit for teachers, 2004, p. 26). Individual schools that
repeatedly miss AYP targets can be subjected to corrective action which can often lead to
a much more intense focus on increasing tests scores and possibly the narrowing of the
curriculum. Corrective action in the most severe circumstances can include replacement
of the principal and/or some or all of the teaching staff, or turning the school over to an
outside manager such as a private educational management organization (No child left
behind: A toolkit for teachers, 2004).

School districts across the country face the difficult challenge of hiring and
retaining high quality educational administrators. The linking of student testing data to
the evaluation, compensation, and retention of principals and teachers has increased the
pressure to focus on the new bottom line of increasing scores on high stakes tests in
reading and math to the detriment of academic disciplines that are not the focus of testing

and that do not lend themselves as easily to quantitative measurement. At the same time,



the population of educational administrators has been undergoing a profound generational
shift as baby boomers retire and school districts struggle to hire, retain, or develop
educational leaders. A result of these two trends is the increase in the number of
administrators with limited experience and in some cases the loss of institutional memory.
Many new administrators are too new in the field to remember a time when high stakes
testing did not drive educational decision-making (Muir, 2005; Video, 2009).

The incentives inherent in the new testing and accountability model were not
designed with the intent to narrow the instructional focus solely to reading, math, and
standardized test taking skills. However, evidence suggests that this has been the effect
on a variety of subject areas including music in the form of reduced instructional time
and resources (McMurrer, 2007; McMurrer, 2008; Ravitch, 2010). The reduction in
resources for school music programs has been worsened by the severe economic
downturn and the new mandates to increase instructional time and resources on subject
areas perceived to lead directly to increases in student test scores (Ravitch, 2010). Efforts
to provide schools and administrators with increased autonomy over curriculum and
resources while maintaining a high stakes testing accountability structure have also led to
a transfer in resources and instructional time away from music and other non-tested
academic disciplines (Israel, 2010; Lewis, 2010; "Reso 837 fact sheet").

Music and the arts deserve to be taught as academic subjects because they are key
components of how humans perceive, interpret, and understand our world. Music
educators and advocates have long held that music education provides direct and indirect
benefits to students’ social, emotional, and intellectual development but have struggled to

find direct causal links between music education and student academic performance.



Research into causal relationships between music instruction and short-term academic
improvement has been inconclusive (Levitin, 2006). This may be due in part to a failure
to look at the impact of music education in a broad and systematic manner. However,
emerging research in neuropsychology suggests that music learning is a fundamental
component of human brain development that incorporates numerous regions of the brain
and can result in positive physical changes in brain developmental processes.

Recent developments in the ability of scientists to observe physical links between
various regions of the brain and to compare brain development among musicians and
non-musicians is providing exciting and revolutionary insights into the way the musical
brain functions. Musacchia (2008) found that musical training led to the development of
“specialized brainstem mechanisms for encoding pitch periodicity of speech sounds” (p.
2). This suggests that musical training can positively affect the way the brainstem
processes sight and sound and that music and speech share cortical encoding systems.
Researchers have discovered that adult musicians who began their musical training
before the age of seven have a significantly larger corpus callosum compared to non-
musicians (Schlaug, Jancke, Huang, Staiger, & Steinmetz, 1995). In the human brain, the
corpus callosum serves to connect the left and right hemispheres. This allows both sides
of the brain to communicate and coordinate brain functions.

Maess, Koelsch, Gunter and Friederici (2001) found that the left hemisphere of
the cerebral cortex known as Broca’s area and a similar structure in the right hemisphere
automatically process both language and musical syntactic information. Friederici (2011)
found that the rear area of the corpus callosum “plays a crucial role in the interaction of

syntactic and prosodic information during language processing” (p. 1357). These two



studies point to common structures and functions in the processing of syntactic and
prosodic information for both language and music. This is important evidence of the
direct neurological links between musical and language development.

Significant differences in the volume of gray matter in the motor, auditory, and
visual-spatial regions were found when brains of adult musicians and adult non-
musicians were compared (Gaser & Schlaug, 2003). Differences were attributed to the
complex auditory and motor skill development that musicians start in early childhood and
practice throughout their lives. Brandler and Rammsayer (2003) found that musicians
performed significantly better on a test of verbal memory compared with non-musicians
and suggested the results were due to changes in cortical organization resulting from
musical training. Researchers have also discovered evidence directly linking the
experience of pleasure while listening to music (during both anticipation and peak
experience) to distinct dopamine activity in the mesolimbic reward system of the brain
(Salimpoor, Benovoy, Larcher, Dagher, & Zatorre, 2011). This has important
implications for the links between music, emotion, and long-term memory motivation.

In addition to exciting new findings in neuroscience, a number of research studies
point to the relationship between music participation and other important non-musical
outcomes such as improved 1Q, academic achievement, and student attendance.

Intelligence Quotient (1Q)

Two recent studies shed light on the relationship between participation in music
and IQ and academic performance. Schellenberg (2006) found positive correlations
between the duration of music lessons, 1Q, and academic ability among children age six

to eleven. A second study found correlations between childhood music instruction and



undergraduate IQ levels and academic performance. The results of these two studies led
the researcher to conclude that formal music instruction in childhood has long-term
positive links to IQ and academic performance. Schellenberg (2004) previously found a
positive correlation between first graders participating in a thirty-six week music course
and increases in [1Q. Schellenberg’s research suggests instructional time invested in
formal music instruction will have long-term positive effects on the larger aspects of
student 1Q.
Academic Achievement
Fitzpatrick (2006) compared the achievement levels of instrumental music and
non-instrumental music students’ performance on the fourth, sixth, and ninth grade Ohio
Proficiency Tests. Instrumental music students outperformed non-instrumental music
students in every subject at every grade level. In addition, lower income instrumental
students demonstrated sustained increases in achievement that led them to surpass higher
income non-instrumental music classmates in all subjects by ninth grade. Kinney and
Forsythe (2005) found that students enrolled in a specialized fine arts curriculum that
included music instruction performed significantly higher on the Math, Science, and
Citizenship subtests of the Ohio Fourth-Grade Proficiency Test.
Language Arts
Recent research suggests links between instrumental music instruction and
student achievement in the language arts. Babo (2004) reported that eighth grade students
who participated in formal instrumental music instruction outperformed their non-
instrumental music peers in reading or language arts. Positive correlations between music

participation and predicted reading achievement have been noted for small children and



adolescents (Southgate & Roscigno, 2009). This finding is further supported with
research by Piro and Ortiz (2009), who found that elementary students with three years of
piano instruction significantly outperformed their non-participating peers on a vocabulary
and verbal sequencing assessment. These research studies provide additional evidence in
support of the indirect benefits of instrumental music instruction on content areas beyond
music.

Attendance

Music teachers often suggest that music classes are a primary reason some
students attend school on a regular basis. Empirical evidence supports this view. Taetle
(1999) studied the relationship between attendance in high school and participation
in fine arts electives; the results were that students enrolled in fine arts electives
had significantly lower absentee rates. Also, students with lower absence rates had
higher grade point averages. Students with low grade point averages who did not
participate in any fine arts elective had significantly higher absentee rates than low grade
point average students that participated in a fine arts class. This positive relationship
between participation in the fine arts and attendance is additional evidence for ways
music and the fine arts can promote student achievement both directly and indirectly.

The mounting evidence linking music instruction and academic achievement and
emerging research in neuropsychology suggests important benefits from music
instruction for brain developmental processes. Musicians, educators, and scholars need to
raise awareness of the vital role music plays in brain development and the need for a
broadening of the epistemic modes used to evaluate schools, teachers, and administrators.

Such advocacy cannot be based merely on the preservation of the status quo of music



instruction in the schools. Instead we must incorporate new methods and goals rooted in
recent understandings of links between music instruction and broader human
development.

Statement of the Problem and Purpose

Despite pleas of arts advocates and new developments in cognitive and
neuroscience research, educational leaders and policy makers may not be open to the
effects of the accountability and testing movements on broader student learning. In many
instances reform efforts aimed at creating measurable outcomes have led to other
unintended consequences. There is a perception that music programs, along with other
arts curricula, have fallen victim to the quest for positive testing outcomes in non-music
disciplines. In that light, it is imperative that efforts be made to develop a clearer
understanding of the effects of the testing and accountability movement on public school
music and, in particular, instrumental music programs.

The purpose of this study was to determine Pennsylvania public high school
instrumental music teachers’ perceptions of changes to instrumental music instruction
that may be the result of an increasingly narrow focus on student performance on
standardized tests and sanctions linked to the No Child Left Behind Act (2002). The
study used a descriptive design to investigate ways that standardized testing may have
influenced student opportunities to participate in school instrumental music, the amount
of instructional time available for instrumental lessons and performing ensembles,
budgetary resources and funding sources, staffing, and instrumental music curricula in

Pennsylvania high schools.



Research Questions

The research questions listed below guided this study.
In what ways and to what degree did standardized testing influence the following:

1) student opportunities to participate in school instrumental music?

2) the amount of instructional time available for instrumental lessons?

3) the amount of instructional time available for performing ensembles?

4) the amount of financial resources for instrumental music?

5) staffing of instrumental music teachers?

6) the instrumental music curricula in Pennsylvania high schools?

Value of the Study

I have examined how Pennsylvania public high school instrumental music
teachers perceive the effects of the increased emphasis on standardized testing on student
access, instructional time, administrative supports, and budgetary resources for
instrumental music. Data from this study may promote a greater understanding of high
school instrumental teacher perspectives on changes to instrumental music instruction
that may be a result of an increasing emphasis on standardized testing. Instrumental
music teachers frequently work in isolation in their schools and often with only a few
instrumental music teachers within a school district. This study will allow individual
participating teachers to see how their own perceptions compare with their colleagues
across the state and could provide some data to facilitate a broader discussion about ways
standardized testing may be changing instrumental music instruction in Pennsylvania. In
addition, teachers, administrators, and the general public may develop a better

understanding of the effects of the standardized test-based school accountability



movement on instrumental music instruction in Pennsylvania’s public high schools as a
result of this study. This may allow for more informed decision-making about areas of

concern to instrumental music instruction.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
Since the implementation of NCLB in 2002, a heightened emphasis on testing and
accountability has increased the focus on the tested subjects of reading and math, leading
some to question whether this may be promoting a narrowing of the curriculum. Several
non-profit national education advocacy organizations, including the Council for Basic
Education (CBE), Center for Education Progress (CEP), and Common Core, have
conducted and released studies exploring the effects of NCLB test-based accountability
on various aspects of educational practices at the district and school levels. The Federal
Government has also released several reports reviewing the implementation of NCLB
and the issue of curriculum narrowing through the U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the Government Accountability
Office (GAO). The following section presents research findings from each of these
organizations with a focus on issues related to the allocation of instructional time and
resources for tested and non-tested subjects, specifically music, since the implementation
of NCLB.
Council for Basic Education (CBE)
The Council for Basic Education (CBE) surveyed 956 elementary and secondary
school principals from Illinois, Maryland, New Mexico, and New York in fall 2003
regarding staffing levels and instructional time across the curriculum. The survey was
developed in response to a lack of quantitative data and growing qualitative data that non-

tested liberal arts subjects were being cut back in response to budget constraints and new
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pressures linked to standardized testing and accountability requirements enacted in the
NCLB. Results from the survey pointed to a particular concern about cuts to foreign
language and arts instruction with the highest level of concern focused on high-minority
schools (Zastrow & Janc, 2004).

According to the report, 75% of principals indicated that instructional time for
reading, language arts, and math had increased, while 43% of principals indicated
increases in instructional time for science. In contrast, 25% of principals reported
decreases in arts instructional time, while only 8% reported increases in arts instructional
time. In addition, 33% expected future decreases while only 7% expected future
increases in arts instructional time (Zastrow & Janc, 2004).

According to the CBE survey, cuts in instructional time were of particular
concern in high-minority schools with 36% of these principals indicating reductions in
the arts, and only 11% indicating increases. Also, 42% of these principals predicted
future cuts in instructional time for the arts, while only 10% predicted increases (Zastrow
& Janc, 2004). Some 36% of high-minority schools reported decreases in arts
instructional time in contrast with 21% of low-minority schools. Moreover, 14% of high-
minority schools reported that arts instructional time had been “greatly” reduced
(Zastrow & Janc, 2004, p. 16).

Principals of high-minority schools predicted future declines in arts instructional
time compared with low-minority principals at a rate 42% to 30%. High-minority
principals were twice as likely to predict future cuts to arts instructional time (16% to

7%) and much more likely to cite reductions in the number of arts teachers (23% to 14%).
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High-minority principals were much more likely to report reductions or the elimination of
professional development time for the arts (Zastrow & Janc, 2004).
Center on Education Policy (CEP)

The Center on Education Policy (CEP) is a Washington, D.C. based independent
non-profit public education policy advocacy group. In 2002, the CEP began gathering
annual survey data from state education departments as well as conducting annual
nationwide representative samples of school districts, and case studies of individual
school districts regarding various aspects of the implementation of NCLB (Jennings &
Rentner, 2006). These surveys were the basis of a series of reports entitled From the
Capitol to the Classroom.

CEP 2005

CEP’s third annual report employed a nationally representative survey of 314
responding school districts and case studies of a variety of 37 diverse schools and 36
districts. This report was the first of the series to publish data related to the issue of
instructional time reallocation involving the tested subjects of reading and math, and the
possible unintended consequence of narrowing the curriculum. The authors of the CEP
report noted that some controversy had developed surrounding the issue of increasing
instructional time for reading and math and related test preparation. As an example, they
cited the New England Association of Teachers of English request to Congress for
revisions to NCLB in order to prevent the unintentional outcome of curriculum narrowing
(CEP, 2005).

The CEP survey results indicated that 64% of districts mandated daily

instructional time for elementary school reading with a mean of 94 minutes per day.
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Many districts (53%) mandated daily instructional time for elementary school math with
a mean of 64 minutes per day. Some districts (20%) had reduced instructional time in
music and art “somewhat or to a great extent” in order to allow more time for instruction
on the tested subjects of math, reading, and language arts (CEP, 2005, p. 22).

The likelihood that a school district mandated specific amounts of instructional
time for reading and math increased dramatically with increases in poverty levels of the
student population. In the case of reading, schools with greater than 25% poverty levels
had reading instructional time mandates ranging from 70% to 91%, while schools with
poverty levels of 25% and below had reading instructional time mandates ranging
between 38% and 45%. A similar pattern emerged for math instructional mandates.
Schools with greater than 25% percent poverty levels had math instructional mandates
ranging from 53% to 88%, while schools with poverty levels of 25% and below had math
instructional time mandates ranging between 38% and 40%. In both cases, the likelihood
that a school would have instructional time mandates for reading and math increased with
the level of poverty. Schools with the highest poverty levels were more than twice as
likely to have instructional time mandates for reading and math compared with schools in
the two lowest poverty levels. CEP noted that the results suggested curricular differences
between low and high poverty schools with the possibility that higher poverty schools
were delivering more limited curricula than their more affluent peers.

As part of the CEP report, 36 school districts were selected to serve as case
studies of NCLB implementation practices to provide richer qualitative examples of local
school policies and practices in light of the new law. Several of the district case studies

revealed concerns related to access to music and the arts. In Nebraska, the Heartland
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School District case study suggested that although schools were making AYP, the
additional requirements of NCLB and increased focus on “basic academic skills is taking
attention away from music and art,” which had widespread staff and community support
and had traditionally been an important curricular component (2005, p. 22). Teachers and
principals in the Orleans Supervisory Union in Vermont reported significant reductions in
instructional time for non-assessed subjects including music because of new grant
mandated and district-led requirements for 90 minutes of daily instruction in math and
reading. The Bayonne City School District in New Jersey created after-school clubs for
their choir and talented art classes after removing them from the regular school day.
School administrators chose this path in order to stop the loss of instructional time for
core subjects caused when students were pulled out of regularly scheduled core classes
for music instruction. In addition to these specific examples, CEP also reported that
several districts had begun to integrate reading and math with other non-tested subjects in
an effort to increase reading and math instruction time while avoiding additional cuts in
instructional time to other subject areas (CEP, 2005).
CEP 2006

CEP’s fourth annual report (2006) employed a nationally representative survey of
299 responding school districts and case studies of a variety of diverse schools and
districts. A majority (71%) of districts indicated that at least one subject had instructional
time reduced in order to allow for increased time in reading and math. School districts
with the highest poverty levels (97%) developed mandates for instructional time for
reading while 55% of districts with the lowest poverty levels instituted reading

instructional time mandates. Some districts (22%) reported having reduced instructional
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time in art and music “somewhat/to a great extent” to allow for increased instructional
time for language arts and math (Rentner et al., 2006, p. 96).

The likelihood of districts reducing instructional time in at least one subject in
order to allow for additional time for reading and math increased slightly as population
density increased with rural school districts (70%), suburban districts (72%), and urban
districts (76%) the most likely to implement this change. The likelihood of reallocating
instructional time increased somewhat as district size increased with small, medium, and
large districts all within the 70-79% range. However, reallocating instructional time was
quite likely with very large districts implementing this policy 90% of the time (Rentner et
al., 2000)

As part of the CEP report, CEP again conducted a number of case studies in
concert with their survey to add depth and detail to their findings. In New Jersey,
Bayonne City School District administrators noted that instructional time for reading and
math had increased dramatically since the implementation of NCLB. In order to find
time for the reading and math instruction time increases, most Bayonne City arts
programs were turned into after-school programs. Instrumental music continued to be
offered during the school day as a pull out program, but it was limited to participation by
higher academic performers (Rentner et al., 2006).

In Nebraska, the Heartland Community Schools struggled with a similar
challenge to maintain a successful and established music program in the face of
increasing pressure to focus on tested subjects. The district and community believed that
music programs served as an important motivational tool, helping to promote regular

attendance and academic performance. The superintendent expressed concern that the
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intense focus on tested core subjects might eventually lead to the removal of music from
the district curriculum (Rentner et al., 2006).

In California, the Escondido Union Elementary School District implemented
pacing guides for math and reading teachers to insure adequate coverage of all required
content and standards to be tested on statewide standardized assessments. The district
curriculum coordinator noted that while these practices guaranteed that students were
taught the appropriate material prior to testing, it also resulted in leaving less time for
other subjects that were not tested, including art and music (Rentner et al., 2006).

CEP 2007

In 2007, CEP issued a series of reports under the general title “From the Capitol
to the Classroom” with each report focusing on individual aspects of NCLB
implementation. Again, CEP conducted a nationally representative survey with 349
responding school districts in late 2006 and early 2007. CEP researcher Jennifer
McMurrer found that between the first year of NCLB’s implementation in 2001-2002 and
2007, 62% of districts surveyed reported a combined 43% increase in time spent on
reading and math at the elementary level. At the same time, 44% of districts reported
reducing instructional time at the elementary level in non-tested subjects such as art,
music, physical education, social studies, lunch, and recess (McMurrer, 2007).

CEP used the term identified school to indicate schools that were labeled under
the NCLB as in need for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring. Districts that
did not have any identified schools were separated from districts with one or more
identified schools. Districts with schools identified for improvement were more likely

than other districts (39% vs. 20%) to increase instructional time in English language arts
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(ELA) or math (34% vs. 16%) and reduced instructional time in non-tested subjects,
including art and music at the elementary and middle school levels (McMurrer, 2007).

According to the survey, 16% of all the districts reported decreasing instructional
time in art and music with an average decrease of 57 minutes per week. Of those districts
with at least one identified school, 30% reported decreasing instructional time in art and
music with an average decrease of 61 minutes per week. Those districts (12%) with no
identified schools reported decreasing instructional time in art and music with an average
decrease of 55 minutes per week (McMurrer, 2007).

The mean minutes per week of elementary instruction in art or music for all
surveyed elementary schools was 110 minutes. Districts with no identified elementary
schools had a mean instructional time of 113 minutes per week. Districts with one or
more identified elementary schools had a mean instructional time of 97 minutes
(McMurrer 2007).

Between 2001-2002 and 2007, 24% of districts reported increases in middle
school ELA instructional time while 20% of districts reported increases for middle school
math instructional time (McMurrer, 2007). Middle school instructional time for non-
tested subjects had not changed significantly since before the implementation of NCLB
(2007). At the middle school level the mean minutes per week spent in art and music
instruction was 167. However, 25% of surveyed districts indicated that they did not know
the answer, or it did not apply to all students. Again, districts with one or more identified
schools were more likely to report increases in ELA and math compared with districts
without any identified schools (McMurrer, 2007).

McMurrer reported that the length of the school day remained unchanged in
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roughly 90% of districts surveyed since the implementation of NCLB. Certain elementary
schools (9%) extended the day by a mean of 18 minutes while 8% of middle schools
lengthened the school day by a mean of 20 minutes. Only 6% of high schools lengthened
the school day by a mean of 25 minutes. In addition, 27% of districts reported requiring
low-performing high school students to take additional coursework in reading and math
(McMurrer, 2007).

In 2008, McMurrer released a more in depth follow-up report based on the data
from the year 5 report. Of the districts that reported increasing instructional time for
reading and math and reducing instructional time in elementary art and music, the mean
minutes per week for art and music dropped from 154 minutes per week prior to NCLB
to 100 minutes per week after NCLB was enacted. The mean decrease of instructional
time for art and music as a percentage of total instructional time was 35%. Of these
districts, 82% reported reductions of at least 25 minutes per week in art and music.
Further, 58% reported reductions of at least 50 minutes per week and 31% percent
reductions of at least 75 minutes per week (McMurrer 2008). Of these districts, 69%
reported a decrease in art and music instructional time of at least 10%, while 42%
reported a decrease of at least 25%. Moreover, 18% reported a decrease of 50% or more
in instructional time for art and music (McMurrer 2008).

Government Accountability Office (GAO)

In 2009, the United States Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a
report responding to congressional questions and concerns about possible changes to arts
education resulting from the implementation of NCLB. The report was based on data

from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left
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Behind (NLS-NCLB) that employed a national survey of arts officials in 50 states as well
as interviews with principals and teachers in 8 districts and 19 schools. A research review
regarding the efficacy of arts education on student outcomes was also reviewed as part of
this report ("Highlights - Access to arts," 2009).

GAO reported that between 2004-2005 and 2006-2007 roughly 90% of
elementary teachers said there were no changes to the amount of instructional time for
arts education. However, the report did find that schools with characteristics such as
higher numbers of minority students, higher numbers of English language learners, and
schools that were labeled as ‘needing improvement’ were more likely to have reductions
in instructional time for arts education at a statistically significant level. Of the
elementary teachers with minority enrollments of 75% or more, 10% reported reductions
in arts instruction while only 6% of elementary teachers with minority enrollments of less
than 25% reported reductions. Schools with a high percentage of low-income students
reported a mean decrease in arts instruction of 49 minutes per week compared with 31.2
minutes per week for schools with a low percentage of low-income students. Likewise,
schools with a high percentage of minority students reported a mean decrease in arts
instruction of 48.5 minutes per week compared with 33.3 minutes per week for schools
with a low percentage of minority students.

The GAO report was unable to determine a reason for reductions in arts education
instructional time since the initial survey did not ask teachers to indicate why the changes
may have occurred. It should be noted that Pennsylvania was one of only 11 states not to

have a high school minimum arts graduation requirement as of 2007.
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Common Core

Common Core is a Washington, D. C. non-profit education research and advocacy
group promoting the liberal arts in American K-12 public education. In an effort to
understand the impact of standardized testing on instructional time in non-tested subjects,
Common Core conducted a randomly sampled national survey of 1,001 public school
teachers in late 2010. The survey had a margin of error of plus or minus 3%. Of teachers
surveyed, 57% responded that low-income or minority student opportunities to
participate in music, art, and literature were “shortchanged” in order to successfully
achieve AYP. In addition, 31% of teachers indicated these subjects were “very” limited
while 26% of teachers indicated they were “somewhat” limited (Learning Less, 2012, p.
6). In the same survey, 48% of teachers responded that instructional time and resources
for music had been reduced over the past ten years with 41% responding that it remained
about the same. Only 4% responded that instructional time and resources for music had
increased over the last ten years. The only subjects that saw an increase in instructional
time and resources according to a majority of teachers were language arts (54%) and
math (55%). When asked why instructional time and resources had been reduced for
some subjects, 36% of teachers indicated that pressure to perform well on state tests in
math and language arts was the primary cause. And 29% of teachers indicated that
budgetary constraints and state testing were equally responsible. Only 28% of teachers
indicated that budgetary constraints alone were responsible for the reductions. In general,
66% of teachers indicated that increased instructional time for language arts and math

were limiting access to non-tested subjects (Learning Less, 2012).
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NCES: Arts Education in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools

The U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics
conducted a follow-up survey comparing arts education in public schools in 2009-10 to
an earlier study from 1999-2000. The study also included specific breakout questions
regarding music education. In both surveys, music teachers were asked questions about
their teaching duties, assessment strategies, degree of music integration with other
subjects, and access to professional development. In the latter survey, principals were
also asked about the types and frequency of professional development opportunities
provided for music teachers. A comparison of the two surveys showed that the number of
elementary schools offering music instruction was unchanged with 94% offering music
instruction during the school day. However, only 89% of schools with the highest levels
of poverty offered music instruction compared with 97% of schools with the two lowest
levels of poverty.

The preceding section was a review of research findings from several non-profit
and governmental organizations on issues related to the allocation of instructional time
and resources for tested and non-tested subjects, specifically music, since the
implementation of NCLB. The following material will discuss common findings among
these studies regarding changes to instructional time for tested and non-tested subjects.
Then differences in instructional time with regard to identified or non-identified districts,
poverty level, minority population, and district size and reasons for changes in

instructional time will be considered.
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Changes to Instructional Time for Tested & Non-Tested Subjects

Several reports cited survey data indicating increases in instructional time at the
elementary and middle school levels for various tested subjects, including reading,
English language arts, math, and science (Learning Less, 2012; McMurrer, 2007). At the
same time, various studies provided evidence of reductions in instructional time for non-
tested subjects including music and art in order to allow for the increased instructional
time for reading and math since NCLB was implemented (CEP, 2005; Learning Less,
2012; Renter et al., 2006; Zastrow & Janc, 2004). Reductions in instructional time
specifically for music and art since the implementation of NCLB were cited in several
studies (Learning Less, 2012; McMurrer, 2007; McMurrer, 2008; Zastrow & Janc, 2004).

GAAO issued a report contradicting some of these findings, reporting that the vast
majority of elementary teachers did not report changes to the amount of instructional time
for arts education between 2004-05 and 2006-07 ("Access to arts," 2009). CEP had also
reported that middle school instructional time for non-tested subjects had not changed
significantly since before the implementation of NCLB (McMurrer, 2007).

Identified vs. Non-Identified Schools

School districts with identified schools were more likely to have increased
instructional time for ELA and math. Districts with identified schools were 2.5 times
more likely to have reduced instructional time in music and art and had 14% less
instructional time in those subjects. Identified schools also implemented 10% deeper cuts

in instructional time for art and music (McMurrer, 2007).
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Poverty Level and Instructional Time

Nearly all school districts with the highest poverty levels developed mandates for
reading instructional time compared with roughly half of districts with the lowest levels
(Jennings & Rentner, 2006). Schools with a high percentage of low-income students
reported 18% greater decreases in arts instruction compared to schools with a low
percentage of low-income students (“Access to arts,” 2009). Schools with the highest
levels of poverty offered music instruction less often than schools with the two lowest
poverty levels (89% to 97%) (Parsad & Spiegelman, 2012)

Opportunities for Minority Students

Principals and teachers reported that students attending schools with high-
minority populations were much more likely to have reduced instructional time for the
arts and also faced steeper reductions in instructional time than the mean reduction for
low-minority schools (“Access to arts,” 2009; Learning Less, 2012; Zastrow & Janc,
2004). Principals of high-minority schools reported deeper cuts to professional
development time for the arts, greater reductions in the number of arts teachers, and were
more likely to have predicted future cuts to arts instructional time (Zastrow & Janc,
2004).

District Size & Instructional Time

A large majority of school districts reallocated instructional time from at least

one subject to increase time for reading and math. Very large districts were the most

likely to have reallocated time in this manner (Renter et al., 2006).
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Reasons for Changes in Instructional Time

Teachers cited increased pressure to perform well on state tests as the primary
reason for reductions in instructional time for non-tested subjects. However, budgetary
constraints were seen by a large number of teachers as a co-contributor or as the sole
cause for instructional time reductions for non-tested subjects (Learning Less, 2012).
While the length of the school day remained unchanged for the vast majority of schools
(90%) since the implementation of NCLB, just over a quarter of districts reported
requiring low-performing high school students to take additional coursework in reading
and math (McMurrer, 2007).

Summary

While not conclusive, there was evidence suggesting that the reallocation of
instructional time from non-tested to tested subjects warranted concern from educators.
Additional evidence of reductions to music and arts instruction seemed to support the
specific concerns of music educators. Since the length of the school day remained
unchanged for the vast majority of schools, the reallocation of instructional time seemed
to have come at the cost of non-tested subjects such as music. Unfortunately, the specific
data from the surveys often did not clarify the nature of music or even arts instruction.
Thus, it was difficult to determine if music instruction was in the form of general music
or music appreciation, vocal music instruction, or instrumental instruction in small or
large groups. Anecdotal evidence pointed to examples of instrumental music instruction
programs being maintained but limited to high achieving students or moved outside of
the school day. These studies raised particular concerns for the future of music and arts

instruction in very large, urban school districts with large low-income and minority
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student populations. The evidence suggested that these students were more likely to face
reduced opportunities for music and arts experiences in school and were often unable to
supplement school experiences with non-school alternatives.

These reductions in music making opportunities affected elementary school
students in particular. They also came precisely at the same time that emerging
neuroscientific research was reporting the importance of music making for overall
cognitive, emotional, and sensory-motor development, particularly for young children.
Yet the literature reviewed above suggested that elementary age children in very large,
urban school districts with large low-income and high-minority populations were the
most likely to miss out on music making opportunities. Students in such schools were
much more likely to fall behind in early grades and to develop gaps in achievement with
peer groups. To repeat, the mounting evidence of a narrowing of the curriculum thereby
deemphasizing non-tested subjects such as music came at a time when neuroscientific
inquiry exploring physiological and cognitive links between musical experience and
auditory, linguistic, and emotional processing was exploding. Musical experience seemed
to play a special role in developing, adapting, and coordinating a variety of neurological
processes and fostering brain plasticity according to the literature below. The incongruity
between the growing evidence that musical experience produced cognitive enhancements
at a time of decreasing and unequal musical opportunities was profound. That is, survey
research conducted since the implementation of NCLB suggested that very large urban
school districts with high concentrations of poor and minority students appeared to be
most affected by cuts to musical opportunities. Moreover, this same student population

was the least likely to have opportunities to find musical training outside of school due to
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issues of access and cost. This population had been a major focus of education reform
because of poor outcomes on standardized tests and accountability measures. Such
schools were more likely to be subjected to sanctions due to poor testing outcomes,
including school closings, charter school conversions, and increases in mandated
instructional time for reading and math along with other reform efforts.

Restrictions on student access to music making opportunities may have serious
consequences for student educational achievement in light of emerging music and
neurological research that will be discussed in the next section of this chapter.

Neurobiological Benefits of Making Music

A variety of research pointed to the social benefits of musical training which
encouraged regular attendance (Taetle, 1999), higher academic achievement (Babo, 2004;
Brandler & Rammsayer, 2003; Kinney & Forsythe, 2005; Piro & Ortiz, 2009;
Schellenberg 2006; Southgate and Roscigno, 2009; Taetle, 1999), and improved 1Q
scores (Schellenberg 2004; Schellenberg 2006). Research also pointed to physiological
changes to brain structures and processes as a result of musical training (Brandler &
Rammesayer, 2003; Friederici, 2011; Maess et al., 2001; Mussachia, 2008) and links
between music, emotion, and long-term memory motivation (Salimpoor et al. 2011).

Nina Kraus, principal investigator at the auditory neuroscience lab at
Northwestern University, reviewed a variety of recent research that supported
neuroscientific evidence about the benefits of musical training for cognitive and
neurological development. For example, musical training nurtured skills that were clearly
related to music making such as higher levels of perception and discrimination of rhythm

and pitch, and more finely tuned motor skills. In addition, there was neurological
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evidence that musical training also benefited the development of a wide variety of
auditory and linguistic related abilities. According to Kraus, “musicians excel in
vocabulary, reading, nonverbal reasoning, perception of speech in background noise,
auditory memory and attention” (2013, p. 92).

The neurobiological research showed that such improvements occurred at
multiple brain locations. The improvements seemed to be related to white matter
connectivity tissue and functions between brain networks. Kraus (2013) measured the
auditory brainstem response to complex sounds (cABR) of musicians and non-musicians.
According to Kraus, the auditory brainstem functions as a “central hub of sound
processing. . . . at the crossroad of the ear and the cortex” (p. 92). When the auditory
brainstem responds to a complex sound stimulus, it evokes a neural replica that when
measured can be played back as sound. This allowed researchers to measure the degree of
accuracy between a sound stimulus and the brain’s representation of the sound or cABR.
By employing this method, Kraus and her colleagues determined that musical training
provided several cognitive enhancements including an increased ability to hear speech in
noise, stronger aural perception and also more accurate neural representations of sound
stimuli. In addition, the use of cABR metric allowed Kraus and her research team to
provide neurological evidence that supported the hypothesis that music and
language processing occurs in shared regions and systems of the brain. Musical
training also strengthened the brain pathways that link auditory function and the degree to
which humans can perceive speech in noisy environments. Kraus argued this evidence
was suggestive “of a deep interconnection between music and language abilities

including hearing speech in noise” (2013, p. 93).
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There was evidence that children with musical training had achieved at higher
levels on measures of basic skills involved in reading ability, vocabulary development,
and the neural responses to pitch patterns of speech in their native language compared to
children without musical training. (Kraus & Chandrasekaran, 2010). Musicians had more
developed cognitive and sensory skills, including better working memory, that enhanced
their ability to hear in noise by selectively attending to important auditory data and more
accurately representing sound in the auditory brainstem. These advantages were most
marked in subjects who started musical training as young children and continued to
actively practice and participate in musical activities over their lifetime. This has also
been supported by the research of Wan and Schlaug (2010).

A recent collaboration between Harmony Project and Dr. Nina Kraus of the
auditory neuroscience lab at Northwestern University found a novel approach for
investigating the impact of musical training on underprivileged minority students. The
Harmony Project, founded by Doctor of Public Health, Margaret Martin, was initially
established in 2001 in an effort to harness possible life-changing power of musical
experience as a tool for transforming the educational outcomes of the urban poor. The
program was a research-based non-profit, offering a multi-year music program for
underprivileged children built around an afterschool and weekend lesson and ensemble
model. The program offered a wide variety of musical training with lessons and music
ensembles of various styles, including orchestral, choral, jazz, and salsa among others.
Over time, the Harmony Project became a model of success, indicated by the rate at
which students graduated from high school and attended college. This high graduation

rate occurred in spite of the difficult circumstances faced by the student population. All

29



of the students in the program qualified for Title I status. The success came among a
population with an extremely large dropout rate. More importantly, the program seemed
to have helped students overcome the achievement gap between minority students and
other populations. The program’s success led to expansion to school districts in Ventura
County, California; Miami, Florida; and New Orleans, Louisiana (Harmony Project,
2013).

Most recently, Kraus (2013b) was involved in an ongoing research study
investigating the potential for music training to help narrow the achievement gap over
time between underprivileged children and their more privileged peers. Utilizing a cohort
design with experimental and control groups, Dr. Kraus was in the midst of a longitudinal
study of elementary students in the Harmony Project and high school students
participating in music at a Chicago public charter school exploring the impact of school
based group music instruction on music and language ability. Preliminary data suggested
that reading outcomes of elementary students participating in the Harmony Project were
on par with peers at higher income levels. The Harmony Project students were also better
able to hear speech in noisy environments. These improvements in reading ability
appeared to be connected to increases in rhythmic skills developed through musical
training. Students in the control group showed declines mirroring the achievement gap
declines commonly found among underprivileged students. Kraus cited these preliminary
results as additional evidence that music could be a powerful tool for promoting language
development (2013Db).

Complementing this, several studies (Friederici, 2011; Maess et al., 2001;

Mussachia, 2008) pointed to common structures and functions for the auditory processing
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of language and music, providing important evidence of the direct neurological links
between language and musical development. The rear area of the corpus callosum
apparently “plays a crucial role in the interaction of syntactic and prosodic information
during language processing” (Friederici, 2011, p. 1357). The way the brainstem processes
visual and auditory information appeared to be influenced positively by musical training
and music and speech were shown to share cortical encoding systems (Mussachia, 2008).
Maess and associates (2001) found that the left hemisphere of the cerebral cortex known
as Broca’s area and a similar structure in the right hemisphere automatically processed
both language and musical syntactic information.

A comparison of musicians with similar levels of training but who began training
earlier and later in life found increased white matter connectivity for musicians who
began training before seven years of age (Steele, Bailey, Zatorre, & Penhune, 2013).
White matter, which includes the corpus callosum, serves to interconnect various regions
of the brain and increased white matter facilitates faster information processing. A
comparison of the arcuate fasciculus (AF), (which serves as a connecting structure made
of white matter that links the temporal and frontal regions of the brain) of singers,
instrumentalists, and non-musicians found the groups with musical training to have an
increased volume of white matter in the AF and singers had additional increases of white
matter volume in specific sub-regions of the AF compared with instrumentalists (Halwani,
Loui, Ruber, & Schlaug, 2011). Researchers also discovered that adult musicians who
began their musical training before the age of seven had a significantly larger corpus

callosum compared to non-musicians (Schlaug et al., 1995). The corpus callosum serves
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as an important conduit for the coordination and processing of auditory information
between the left and right hemispheres of the brain.

Young children between the ages of five and seven with one year of instrumental
music training were found to have significantly greater outcomes on measures of fine
motor and auditory discrimination skills and suggested potential advantages in gray
matter development (Schlaug, Norton, Overy, & Winner, 2005). Gaser and Schlaug
(2003) found that the complex auditory and skill development of children resulting from
musical training begun in early childhood and continued through adulthood led to
significant differences in the volume of gray matter in the motor, auditory, and visual-
spatial regions of the brain.

Wan and Schlaug (2010) suggested that research supported the idea that musical
training started at an early age supports brain plasticity by enabling the brain to adapt
motor, auditory, and multi-modal integration regions in normal development and in
response to trauma. The link between music making and brain plasticity seemed to allow
for neurological and developmental disorders to be treated with therapeutic music-
making programs and may have significant implications for educational methodology
(2010).

Even in light of these recent and exciting quantitative findings, it was disturbing
to note that opportunities for music participation in school were declining, particularly in
very large urban communities with large concentrations of low-income and minority
student populations. Music educators and advocates have long held that music education
provided direct and indirect benefits to students’ social, emotional, and intellectual

development. Recently, developments in neurobiological research provided new and
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compelling evidence that supported this view while revealing the intermodal practices
through which music promotes brain plasticity and interconnectivity leading to cognitive,
emotional, and social benefits that reach far beyond the development of musical skills.

Kraus and Chandrasekaran (2010) made a compelling argument for a
reexamination of the role that music played in the education of children based on their
deep understanding of neurobiological links between musical training and other types of
learning:

Taking into consideration what we know about the positive effects of

music training, it seems imperative that we afford all children an equal

opportunity to improve their listening skills through music training.

A large-scale effort to provide music training early in life can only be

achieved through the school system. However, there is growing concern in

the United States that the quality and extent of music training that is

provided at schools is on the decline owing to other curricular demands. It

is possible that this trend may impair academic achievement in the long
term (Kraus and Chandrasekaran, 2010, p. 603).

Restatement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determine Pennsylvania public high school instrumental
music teachers’ perceptions of changes to instrumental music instruction that may have
been the result of an increasingly narrow focus on student performance on standardized
tests and sanctions linked to the No Child Left Behind Act (2002). This study used a
descriptive design to investigate ways that standardized testing may have influenced
student opportunities to participate in school instrumental music, the amount of
instructional time available for instrumental lessons and performing ensembles,
budgetary resources and funding sources, staffing, and instrumental music curricula in

Pennsylvania high schools.
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Research Questions

The research questions listed below guided this study.

In what ways and to what degree did standardized testing influence the following:

1) student opportunities to participate in school instrumental music?

2) the amount of instructional time available for instrumental lessons?

3) the amount of instructional time available for performing ensembles?

4) the amount of financial resources for instrumental music?

5) staffing of instrumental music teachers?

6) the instrumental music curricula in Pennsylvania high schools?

Limitations

Limitations of the study included the matter of external validity concerning the
ability to generalize and the possibility of selection bias resulting from the volunteer
status of survey participants. As a result, generalization beyond the surveyed population
in this study would be inappropriate. In addition, descriptive research designs such as the
one employed in this study do not allow for the establishment of causal links.

Subjects may have been more willing to complete the survey if they felt adversely
affected by reductions in instructional time and budget cuts within their schools or
districts. Younger subjects may have been more likely to complete the survey voluntarily
since they were more likely to be affected by staffing cuts due to seniority rules and may
have elevated anxiety levels. However, efforts were made to mitigate these potential
biases by contacting all of the high school instrumental music teacher population that

could be identified within Pennsylvania. Since the survey was an anonymous web-based
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document that was publicly accessible online, it was not necessary to request access to
the participants through any institution beyond Temple University other than from the
individual subjects invited to participate in the study. Such anonymity protected
participants from fears of potential retribution from colleagues, administrators,
community members, or others. However, anonymity also reduced the research focus to
teacher perceptions and eliminated the possibility of linking teacher responses to other
types of public data from state and federal government sources. Face validity and content
validity were established for the survey through an informal review process. A formal

pilot study was deemed unnecessary.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHOD
Introduction
This descriptive study investigated perceptions of Pennsylvania public high
school instrumental music teachers regarding changes in instrumental music instruction
that may have been the result of an increasingly narrow focus on student performance on
standardized tests and sanctions linked to the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).
Participants and Data Collection
Potential participants in this survey included the entire population of full-time
instrumental music teachers at public high schools in the state of Pennsylvania. Teachers
working at private, parochial, public vocational schools, and other specialized school
districts were excluded from this study. Potential participants’ names, school e-mail
addresses, and postal addresses were identified using the Pennsylvania Department of

Education online school directory (http://www.edna.ed.state.pa.us) and school district

websites. According to my research, there were 710 teachers working as full-time high
school instrumental music teachers in the state of Pennsylvania immediately prior to the
survey. Upon IRB approval, invitations to participate in an anonymous web-based survey
were sent to the entire population of 710 teachers that I identified as full-time high school
instrumental music teachers in the state of Pennsylvania. I communicated to potential
subjects through e-mail or ground mail when an e-mail address was not available. Letters
and e-mails were mailed to music teachers at their schools to inform them of the project
and to ask for their assistance. Three weeks following the initial contact, reminder letters

and e-mails were sent. Final follow-up letters and e-mails were sent six weeks from the
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start of the survey. Participants were excluded from the study if they failed to complete
all of the required questions.
In cases where the Pennsylvania Department of Education online school directory

(http://www.edna.ed.state.pa.us) and school district websites did not provide information

regarding instrumental music teachers or programs, phone calls were made to schools to
identify if an instrumental music program was in operation at the school. This led to the
exclusion of several schools upon identification as technical schools, alternative schools,
juvenile detention programs, and other specialized programs not intended for the study.
In addition, many of the charter high school websites provided very limited information
about their faculty and academic programs. Phone calls to many of the charter schools
revealed that they did not have any full-time certified instrumental music teachers on the
faculty. This was particularly true for cyber charter schools that provide instruction via
computer and the Internet in students’ homes rather than in traditional brick and mortar
schools. Schools that indicated they did not have instrumental music programs were
removed from the invitation list and were not counted toward the total number of
participants receiving invitations.

In all, 304 respondents began the survey. Of these 304 respondents, 56
respondents did not adequately complete the survey and 1 respondent did not self-identify
as an instrumental music teacher at a Pennsylvania public or charter high school. These
57 respondents were removed from the analysis. Of the 710 teachers initially contacted
for participation in the survey, 247 full-time high school instrumental music teachers

(97% public, 3% charter) successfully completed the survey and were deemed by the
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researcher to be appropriate for analysis. The overall response rate for the survey was
35%, a robust rate.
Questionnaire Design

Full-time music teachers with instrumental music responsibilities in Pennsylvania
public high schools (N = 710) were sent a letter or e-mail message with an invitation to
participate in the survey. They were given information about the principal investigator
and student investigator, rationale for the research, assurance that their responses would
remain anonymous, and a link to the survey. They were not asked to respond via e-mail.
Results were to be presented in aggregate form rather than at the individual level.

The student investigator developed a 59-question web-based survey (See
Appendix C) to collect information about the following:

* Teacher Demographics: levels taught, years taught, subjects taught.

* School Demographics: Socio-economic Status (SES), Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP), School Size, and County.

* Information about test preparation practices, staffing levels, budgetary support
and funding sources, instructional time, instrumental ensemble opportunities,
level of priority placed on instrumental music versus other concerns.

The survey consisted of Likert-type scales, selection of choices from a list, and open-
ended essay questions. Subjects were not deceived or compensated in any way.

Data collection was completed anonymously using the SurveyMonkey website. In the
Collect Responses page from SurveyMonkey, the following information was given for

collection options. Only one option allowed for tracking of respondents. That method was
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not used in this survey. The first listed (Create link for an e-mail message) is that which
was used:
Create link for an e-mail message - The fastest way to collect responses. Simply
send a link to your survey in your own e-mail message. The identities of
respondents will not be tracked.
Create link for a web page - Create a link for your website that will direct
respondents to your survey. The identities of respondents will not be tracked.
(requires basic knowledge of HTML)
Send link to your e-mail list - Send a link to your survey in an e-mail message
generated by SurveyMonkey and then track who responds. You will be taken to
the "List Management" section of SurveyMonkey.
Create invitation popup - Popup an invitation to take your survey when someone
visits a specific page on your website. The identities of respondents will not be
tracked.
Create survey popup - Popup a window containing your survey when someone

visits a specific page on your website. The identities of respondents will not be
tracked.

The only survey question that required providing any sort of identifying information was
the request for the county in which the teacher was employed. This information was
requested to allow data to be grouped by geographic location. Respondents were given e-
mail contact information to request a copy of the results once the survey was completed.
Subjects were reminded of the survey purpose in the introductory page along with a
reiteration that their responses would be kept anonymous.
Data Analysis

Questionnaire items were coded for data entry and analysis. Data were analyzed

using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software, version 20.

Descriptive statistical analyses were conducted to investigate the primary focus of the
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study, which was to examine high school instrumental music teachers’ perceptions of the
influence of standardized testing on instrumental music instruction in Pennsylvania

public schools.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine Pennsylvania public high school
instrumental music teachers’ perceptions of changes to instrumental music instruction
that may have been the result of an increasingly narrow focus on student performance on
standardized tests and sanctions linked to the No Child Left Behind Act (2002). A
descriptive design was used to investigate ways that standardized testing may have
influenced student opportunities to participate in school instrumental music, the amount
of instructional time available for instrumental lessons and performing ensembles,
budgetary resources and funding sources, staffing, and instrumental music curricula in
Pennsylvania high schools.

The research questions listed below guided this study.
In what ways and to what degree did standardized testing influence the following:

1) student opportunities to participate in school instrumental music?

2) the amount of instructional time available for instrumental lessons?

3) the amount of instructional time available for performing ensembles?

4) the amount of financial resources for instrumental music?

5) staffing of instrumental music teachers?

6) the instrumental music curricula in Pennsylvania high schools?

Teacher Demographic Information
The first nine questions of the questionnaire asked respondents to provide the

following demographic information: (a) full-time music teacher with instrumental music
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teaching responsibilities in a Pennsylvania public high school or charter high school, (b)
years worked as a music teacher in the Pennsylvania public schools, (c) years worked in
current school district, (d) number of schools taught at during a normal week, (¢) grade
levels currently taught, (f) subjects taught, (g) number of hours per subject taught, (h)
hours per week engaged in instrumental music instruction, (i) hours per week spent in
non-music related contractual responsibilities, such as study hall coverage, library duty,
lunch duty, hall monitoring, and non-music class coverage. There were 304 survey
responses with a total of 247 completed surveys. Incomplete surveys were removed prior
to analysis. Of the 247 completed surveys, 97% (n=240) teachers taught in Pennsylvania
public high schools and 3% (n=7) taught in Pennsylvania charter high schools.

The mean number of years worked as a music teacher in the Pennsylvania public
schools was just under 14 years (13.91), with a median of 11 years, mode of 4 years, and
standard deviation slightly more than 10 years (10.16). The mean number of years
working in their current school district at the time of the survey was 11.45 years, with a
median of 8 years, mode of 4 years, and standard deviation of 9.45 years. The mean
number of schools taught per week was 1.93, with a median and mode of 1, and a
standard deviation of 1.48 schools per week. The grade levels taught at the time of the
survey were 6% (n=15) for K-3, 44% (n=108) for 4-6, 56% (n=139) for 7-8, and 99%
(244) for 9-12. The respondents indicated teaching the following subjects: instrumental
rehearsal (large group) 98% (n=241), instrumental lessons 81% (n=199), music theory
42% (n=104), music appreciation 26% (n=63), other 24% (n=58), vocal/general 16%
(n=40), music technology 15% (n=38), choral rehearsal 11% (n=28), multi-disciplinary

with music component (i.e., humanities) 3% (n=8).
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Respondents indicated spending the following number of hours per week in
instructing specific subjects: instrumental rehearsal in a large group (=238, M=10.61,
SD=27.94), instrumental lessons in a small group (n=201, M=16.63, SD=40.19), music
theory (n=113, M=5.61, SD=12.34), music appreciation (n=80, M=4.36, SD=4.26), other
(n=75, M=9.12, SD=33.9), vocal/general (n=73, M=4.58, SD=5.79), music technology
(n=65, M=2.97, SD=3.93), choral rehearsal (n=59, M=3.02, SD=5.99), and multi-

disciplinary with music component (i.e., humanities) (n=37, M=.57, SD=1.48).

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for Number of Hours per Week Spent Instructing Specific Subjects

Subject n M  Md Mo SD
Instrumental Rehearsal (Large Group) 238 10.61 7.5 5 2794
Instrumental Lessons (Small Group) 201 16.63 12 15 40.19
Music Theory 113 5.61 5 5 12.34
Music Appreciation 80 4.36 4 0 4.26
Other 75 9.12 5 0 3390
Vocal/ General 73 4.58 3 0 5.79
Music Technology 65 2.97 1 0 3.93
Choral Rehearsal 59 3.02 0 0 5.99
Multi-Disciplinary with Music Component 37 0.57 0 0 1.48
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Respondents spent the following hours per week engaged in instrumental music
instruction including instrumental lessons and ensemble rehearsals during the school day:
1% (n=3) less than 1 hour per week, 23% (n=57) 1 to ten hours per week, 30% (n=74) 11
to 20 hours per week, 27% (n=67) 21 to 30 hours per week, 19% (n=46) more than 30
hours per week. Respondents spent the following hours per week engaged in non-music
related contractual responsibilities such as study hall coverage, library duty, hall duty,
non-music class coverage: 46% (n=114) spent less than 1 hour per week; 47% (n=115)
spent between 1 and 10 hours per week; 7% (n=16) spent between 10 and 20 hours per
week; 1% (n=2) spent more than 20 hours per week.

School Demographic Information

Questions 10 through 15 asked respondents to provide the following demographic
information: (a) county or counties within which school was located, (b) was their school
a charter, traditional, or magnet, (c) did their school have any special admission
requirements, (d) size of student population, (e) socio-economic level of student
population, (f) frequency of earning AYP status. Response rates by county from highest
to lowest are as follows: Philadelphia and Allegheny Counties 9% (n=23) each;
Montgomery County 5% (n=13); Dauphin County 5% (n=11); Chester County 4%
(n=10); Berks County 3% (n=8); Luzerne County 3% (n=8); Lancaster and
Westmoreland Counties 3% (n=7) each; Cambria, Lehigh, Schuylkill Counties 2% (n=6)
each; Beaver, Clearfield, Delaware, Franklin, Lackawanna, Mercer Counties 2% (n=5)
each; Adams, Bedford, Butler, Clarion, Columbia, Jefferson, Lawrence, Lycoming,
Northampton, Northumberland, York Counties 2% (n=4) each; Blair, Bradford, Bucks,

Centre, Cumberland, McKean, Monroe, Pike, Tioga, Washington Counties 1% (n=3)
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each; Armstrong, Clinton, Crawford, Erie, Venango, Wyoming Counties 1% (n=2) each;
Cameron, Carbon, Fulton, Huntingdon, Lebanon, Perry, Potter, Snyder, Somerset,
Susquehanna, Warren less than 1% (n=1) each; Elk, Fayette, Forest, Greene, Juniata,
Mifflin, Montour, Sullivan, and Union Counties had no respondents.

Survey respondents indicated they taught at a charter, magnet or traditional school.
Teachers who worked at multiple schools were asked to answer the question for each
school where they taught. The total number of responses for all schools was aggregated
and reported below. Traditional schools were the most common school type reported
(94%, n=429), followed by magnet schools (4%, n=17), and charter schools (2%, n=7).

Special admission requirements were not in place at 91% (n=224) of schools. A
special application, and/or audition, and/or other requirements were each indicated at 4%
(n=10) of schools. A minimum grade point average and minimum PSSA score were each
required at 4% (n=9) of schools.

Teachers were asked to estimate the student population, socio-economic level
(SES), and frequency of AYP attainment of their schools using a Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 to 5. Teachers who worked at multiple schools were asked to answer the
questions for each school where they taught. Mean population ratings (1=very small,
S5=very large) of the reported schools (n=460) were 1 (15%), 2 (25%), 3 (31%), 4 (18%)),
5 (10%). Mean SES ratings (1=very poor, 5=very affluent) of reported schools (n=460)
were 1 (17%), 2 (32%), 3 (33%), 4 (15%), 5 (4%). Mean AYP ratings (1=never, 2=rarely,
3=sometimes, 4=very often, S=always) of the reported schools (n=457) were 1 (3%), 2

9%), 3 (17%), 4 (30%), and 5 (42%).
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Instrumental Music Offerings

Questions sixteen through twenty-four of the questionnaire asked respondents to
provide information regarding curricular and extra-curricular instrumental music
opportunities, amounts of rehearsal time spent during and after school, and types of
lesson groupings.

Curricular and Extra-Curricular Opportunities

The following instrumental music activities were offered as extracurricular
activities at their school or schools: marching band 70% (n=172), jazz band 68% (n=167),
pit orchestra 60% (n=147), chamber ensembles 38% (n=93), percussion ensemble 37%
(n=92), instrumental lessons 23% (n=57), other 18% (n=43), concert band 16% (n=39),
orchestra 12% (n=29), and none 4% (n=9). The term pit orchestra has been used
commonly by musicians and educators to describe an instrumental ensemble organized to
provide musical accompaniment for a musical or opera. A pit orchestra is typically
comprised of strings, winds, and percussion instruments.

The following instrumental music offerings were available in the curriculum to
satisfy the fine arts requirements at the respondent’s school or schools: concert band 92%
(n=223), instrumental lessons 49% (n=118), orchestra 46% (n=110), marching band 37%
(n=89), jazz band 30% (n=72), percussion ensemble 14% (n=34), chamber ensemble 8%
(n=19), other 7% (n=18), and none 3% (n=06).

Instrumental Lessons

Instrumental music students were required to attend small group lessons or

sectional rehearsals during the school day in addition to ensemble rehearsals in

59% (n=145) of schools compared with 41% (n=101) of schools that did not have
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this requirement. The most frequently cited small group lesson or sectional
rehearsal range was 31 to 45 minutes per week (43%, n=114) for all schools with
the requirement. Lessons or sectional rehearsals ranged between 15 and 60
minutes per week for 86% (n=228) of schools. Aggregate data for schools with the
requirement are listed in the table below. The vast majority of schools (73%, n=179)
offered small group lessons or sectionals during the school day. A rotating pull out
lesson schedule (77%, n=142) was the most common method for gaining student
access for lessons. Lessons also were held during study hall (29%, n=53) or other
(20%, n=37) that could include a combination of study hall and class pull out, lunch,
or a scheduled class period for lessons or sectionals. The most frequent instrument
grouping strategy for small group lessons or sectionals was a combination of
heterogeneous and homogeneous lesson groups (45%, n=109). Those teachers who
employed only one grouping system were more likely to use homogeneous groups
(23%, n=55) than heterogeneous groups (11%, n=27). A large number of teachers

responded ‘not applicable’ to this question (21%, n=51).

Table 2

Frequency Table for Required Small Group Lesson or Sectional During School

Minutes per week <15 15-30 31-45 46-60 61-75 76-90 >90 Total
Percent 12% 35% 43% 8% 1% 1% 1% *
n 33 92 114 22 3 1 1 266

* Total Percent not equal to 100% due to rounding.
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Ensemble Rehearsal Time During the School Day

The mean number of minutes per week that specific ensembles rehearsed during
the school day was measured using the following scale (1=<60, 2=60-120, 3=120-180,
4=180-240, 5=240-300, 6=>300). Results are presented from greatest to least number of
ensemble rehearsal minutes per week: concert band (n=222, M=3.41, SD=1.41),
orchestra (n=101, M=3.40, SD=1.5), jazz band (n=100, M=2.18, SD=1.24), marching
band (n=95, M=2.61, SD=1.61), percussion ensemble (n=47, M=2.32, SD=1.43), pit
orchestra (n=32, M=1.65, SD=1.21), and other (n=18, M=2.56, SD=1.46). A table of

descriptive statistics is presented below.

Table 3

Descriptive Statistics for Ensemble Rehearsal Minutes per Week During the Day

Ensemble n M Md Mo SD
Concert Band 222 3.41 4 4 1.41
Marching Band 95 2.61 2 1 1.61
Jazz Band 100 2.18 2 1 1.24
Orchestra 101 3.40 4 4 1.5
Pit Orchestra 32 1.66 1 1 1.21
Percussion Ensemble 47 2.32 2 1 1.43
Other 18 2.56 2 1° 1.46

Note: a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown.
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Table 4

Frequency Table for Rehearsal Minutes per Week during the day

Minutes Per Week <60  60-120 120-180 180-240 240-300 >300 n

Concert Band 13%  17% 14% 39% 11% 7% 222
Marching Band 40% 15% 5% 30% 5% 5% 95

Jazz Band 41% 24% 14% 19% 1% 1% 100
Orchestra 18%  11% 14% 35% 17% 6% 101
Pit Orchestra 66% 19% 9% 0% 3% 3% 32
Percussion Ens. 47% 11% 13% 23% 6% 0% 47
Other 28%  28% 22% 11% 6% 6% 18

Concert bands were the most likely instrumental ensemble to have rehearsals

during school with 87% of 222 respondents indicating concert band rehearsals ranged

from 60 to 120 minutes a week during school. A frequency table details the results above.

The most frequent rehearsal range was 180 to 240 minutes per week at 39% of schools.

Orchestra rehearsals were held for at least 60 to 120 minutes per week at 82% of the 101

respondents’ schools. Jazz band rehearsals were held for at least 60 to 120 minutes a

week at 59% of the 100 respondents’ schools. Of the 95 respondents, 60% held marching

band rehearsals during the school day for at least 60 to 120 minutes per week. Percussion

Ensemble rehearsals were held during the school day according to 47 respondents with

the most frequent rehearsal range less than sixty minutes (47%, n=22). Pit orchestra

rehearsals were held during the school day according to 32 respondents with 44%
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rehearsing 60 to 120 minutes or more per week during the school day. Other ensemble
rehearsals were held during the school day according to 18 respondents with 72%
rehearsing 60 to 120 minutes or more per week during the school day.
Ensemble Rehearsal Time Outside of the School Day

The mean number of minutes per week that specific ensembles rehearsed outside
the school day was measured using the following scale (1=<60, 2=60-120, 3=120-180,
4=180-240, 5=240-300, 6=>300). The results are presented in order of frequency:
marching band (n=178, M=3.49, SD=1.78), jazz band (n=157, M=2.08, SD=1.05),
concert band (n=101, M=1.39, SD=.73), pit orchestra (n=92, M=2.51, SD=1.23),
percussion ensemble (=71, M=2.59, SD=1.69), orchestra (n=51, M=1.41, SD=.64), and

other (n=31, M=2.07, SD=1.61). A table of descriptive statistics is presented below.

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for Ensemble Rehearsal Time Outside of the School Day

Ensemble n M Md Mo SD
Concert Band 101 1.39 1 1 0.73
Marching Band 178  3.49 3 2° 1.78
Jazz Band 157 2.08 2 2 1.05
Orchestra 51 1.41 1 1 0.64
Pit Orchestra 92 2.51 2 2 1.23
Percussion Ensemble 71 2.59 2 1 1.69
Other 31 2.06 1 1 1.61

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
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Marching band was the most likely instrumental ensemble to have rehearsal
outside the school day with 86% of 178 respondents indicating marching band rehearsals
ranged from 60 to 120 or more minutes a week during the school day. The most frequent
rehearsal ranges were 60 to 120 minutes for 23% of schools (n=41) and greater than 300
minutes per week for 23% of schools. Jazz band rehearsals were held for at least 60 to
120 minutes a week at 72% of the 157 respondent’s schools. The most frequent rehearsal
range was 60 to 120 minutes for 50% (n=79) of schools. Concert band rehearsals were
held at 101 respondents schools however 74% of respondents reported the most frequent
rehearsal range was less than 60 minutes per week. Pit orchestra rehearsals were held
outside the school day according to 92 respondents with 88% rehearsing 60 to 120
minutes or more per week. The most frequent rehearsal range was 60 to 120 minutes for
36% (n=33) of schools. Percussion Ensemble rehearsals were held outside the school day
according to 71 respondents with 65% rehearsing 60 to 120 minutes or more per week.

The most frequent rehearsal range was less than sixty minutes (35%, n=25).
Orchestra rehearsals were held outside of school at 51 respondents’ schools, but 67%
(n=34) rehearsed less than 60 minutes per week. Other ensemble rehearsals were held
outside the school day according to 31 respondents with 48% rehearsing 60 to 120
minutes or more per week during the school day. The most frequent rehearsal range was
less than 60 minutes per week (52%, n=16). A frequency table details the results on the

following page.
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Table 6

Frequency Table for Rehearsal Minutes per Week Outside of the School Day

) 60- 120- 180- 240-
Minutes Per Week <60 120 130 240 300 >300 n

Concert Band 74% 15% 9% 2% 0% 0% 101

Marching Band 14%  23% 19% 11% 10% 23% 178

Jazz Band 28%  50% 15% 2% 3% 2% 157
Orchestra 67% 26% 8% 0% 0% 0% 51
Pit Orchestra 22%  36% 21% 14% 7% 1% 92

Percussion Ens. 35% 24% 16% 9% 6% 11% 71

Other 52%  29% 3% 3% 3% 10% 31

Financial Resources for Instrumental Music
Questions 25 through 34 asked respondents to provide information regarding
resources, funding levels, and funding sources for instrumental music instruction at their
schools.
School instruments were available free of charge at 82% (n=202) of respondents’
schools. A small fee was required to use a school instrument according to 8% of
respondents (n=19). School instruments were not available according to 5% (n=12) of

respondents. Students purchased their own instruments according to 70% (n=171) of
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respondents. Rental instrumental from an area music store were available according to
66% (n=162) of respondents.

Some supplemental funding from Music Booster groups or School Foundations
for school instrumental music programs was reported by 73% of respondents at their first
school. The most frequent funding range reported for the first school was $1000 to $5000.
The majority of respondents teaching at multiple schools indicated that they received no
supplemental funding for instrumental music. A frequency table details the results below.

Money budgeted annually for instrumental music materials and supplies most
frequently reported in the $1000 to $5000 for respondents’ first schools. Respondents
teaching at multiple schools typically reported budget ranging between $1 and $1000. A
frequency table details the results below.

Teachers reported becoming involved in fundraising sometimes 23% (n=56), very
often 34% (n=84), and always 25% (n=61). Teachers reported becoming involved in
grant writing sometimes 20% (n=49), very often 8% (n=20), and always 2% (n=4).

Teachers reported that a large majority of schools (69%, n=285) had not received
supplemental funding for school instrumental music programs through grants from non-
profits and corporate foundations. However, some schools received grants primarily in
the ranges of $ 1 to $1000 (18%, n=80) and $1001 to $5000 (7%, n=30). A smaller
number of schools reportedly received grants ranging from $5001 to $10,000 (2%, n=9),
$10,001 to $20,000 (2%, n=7), $30,001 to $40,000 (1%, n=1), $50,001 to $60,000 (1%,
n=2), and greater than $100,000 (1%, n=1). A frequency table details the results on the

next page.
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Table 7

Frequency Table for Instrumental Music Funding Sources

Supplemental Booster
Funding Source or Annual Budget Supplemental Grant

Foundation Funding
$0 40% 10% 69%
$1-$1000 17% 26% 19%
$1000-$5000 17% 21% 7%
$5001-$10000 7% 14% 2%
$10000-$20,000 6% 10% 2%
$20,0000-$30,000 4% 6% 0%
$30,000-$40,000 1% 3% 0%
$40,000-$50,000 1% 0% 0%
$50,000 -$60,000 1% 0% 0%
$60,000-$70,000 0% 0% 0%
$70,000-$80,000 0% 0% 0%
$80,000-$90,000 0% 0% 0%
$90,000-$100,000 0% 0% 0%
>$100,000 0% 0% 0%
Don't Know 6% 9% NA
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Activity fees were required to participate in extra-curricular instrumental music
activities according to 21% (n=52) of respondents with a mean of $91. Activity fees were
also required for participation in co-curricular instrumental music activities according to
13% (n=31) of respondents with a mean of $111, median of $55, and mode of $50.

Course Offerings & Prerequisites

Questions thirty-five through thirty-nine asked respondents to provide information
about music course offerings and prerequisites.

Participation in marching band was a prerequisite for participation by wind and
percussion players in other instrumental ensembles according to 45% of respondents. Of
the 106 teachers reporting a prerequisite, the most frequent ensembles with the
requirement were concert band (90%), jazz band (37%), instrumental lessons (27%), and
percussion ensemble (25%). Other surveyed ensembles had a prerequisite of less than
10%.

The most frequently reported music course offerings in addition to instrumental
lessons and ensembles were chorus (84%, n=200), music theory (73%, n=174) and music
appreciation (49%, n=116). Less frequent offerings included guitar and piano classes
(35% each, n=84), music technology (28%, n=66), and other music courses (16%, n=38).

Concert band had the largest aggregate number of student participants with
17,957 (M=78, n=229) followed by marching band with 16,269 (M=76, n=213),
orchestra with 7,410 (M=60, n=123), jazz band with 4,825(M=24, n=205), pit orchestra
with 2,317 (M=19, n=124), percussion ensemble with 1,932 (M=18, n=107), chamber
ensembles with 1,801 (M=24, n=74), and other ensembles with 925 (M=34, n=27)

students.

55



Participation in an academic course was a prerequisite for participation at schools
offering the following co-curricular or extra-curricular ensembles: concert band 44%
(n=93), marching band 38% (n=74), jazz band 31% (n=55), orchestra 38% (n=45), pit
orchestra 27% (n=32), percussion ensemble 35% (n=38), chamber ensembles 26%
(n=22), and other 11% (n=6).

Issues Related to Standardized Testing & Test Preparation

Questions 40 through 53 asked respondents about the effects of standardized
testing and test preparation on instructional time, access to students, scheduling, and
availability of resources.

Teachers most frequently responded ‘never’ when asked if they were required to
incorporate test preparation strategies for the PSSA into their classes. The majority of
teachers (52%, n=128) said they ‘never’ (33%, n=82) or ‘rarely’ (19%, n=46) were
required to incorporate test preparation strategies for the PSSA into their classes.
However, a significant minority (48%, n=118) said test preparation strategies were
required ‘sometimes’ (26%, n=65), ‘very often’ (13%, n=33), or ‘always’ (8%, n=20).

According to 83% (n=203) of teachers surveyed, remedial math or reading classes
were required for students who had not performed well on the PSSA. In addition, roughly
half of teachers (49%, n=118) reported that remedial classes limited student participation
in instrumental ensembles ‘sometimes’ (36%, n=86), ‘very often’ (12%, n=28), or
always (2%, n=4). A slightly larger number (51%, n=123) said that remedial classes
‘never’ (21%, n=51) or ‘rarely’ (30%, n=72) interfered with student participation. The

most frequent response was ‘sometimes’ (36%, n=86).
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A slight majority of teachers (51%, n=122) reported that mandatory test
preparation or remedial classes ‘sometimes’ (40%, n=96) or ‘very often’ (11%, n=26)
caused students to miss lessons or rehearsals. However a virtually equal number of
teachers (50%, n=121) said that test preparation or remediation ‘never’ (17%, n=42) or
‘rarely’ (33%, n=79) resulted in students missing lessons or rehearsals. The most frequent
response was ‘sometimes’.

A large majority of teachers (83%, n=205) said they would ‘never’ (46%, n=113)
or ‘rarely’ (37%, n=92) incorporate test preparation activities if they were not required.
Only 17% (n=said they would ‘sometimes’ (15%, n=37) or ‘very often’ (2%, n=4)
employ test preparation activities. Teachers most frequently responded ‘never’ (46%,
n=113).

Teachers agreed (55%, n=132) that test preparation influenced the rehearsal
schedule of their performing groups ‘sometimes’ (36%, n=88), ‘very often’ (14%, n=33),
or ‘always’ (5%, n=11). A smaller number responded ‘never’ (15%, n=36) or ‘rarely’
(31%, n=88). The most frequent response was ‘sometimes’.

A large majority of teachers indicated (63%, n=153) that the available time for
instrumental instruction and rehearsal had been reduced ‘somewhat’ (43%, n=1006),
‘largely’ (18%, n=43) or ‘completely’ (2%, n=4) due to testing activities. The remaining
teachers (38%, n=92) indicated that testing activities had ‘none’ (7%, n=16) or ‘very little’
effect on instrumental instruction and rehearsal time. ‘Somewhat’ was the most frequent
response.

A preponderance of teachers (84%, n=207) indicated that professional

development time was ‘sometimes’ (31%, n=77), ‘very often’ (39%, n=96) or ‘always’
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(14%, n=34) devoted to testing related issues such as data analysis, curriculum
integration of test preparation or school-wide test preparation initiatives. ‘Very often’” was
the most frequent response.

Teachers were split on the degree to which PSSA performance influenced music
instruction in their school. Slightly over half (51%, n=126) said that PSSA performance
‘somewhat’ (32%, n=78), ‘largely’ (16%, n=40), or ‘completely’ (3%, n=8) dictated the
focus of music instruction. An almost equal number indicated that PSSA performance
had ‘none’ (14%, n=34) or ‘very little’ influence on the focus of their instruction.
‘Somewhat’ was the most frequent response.

Teachers reported reductions in the amount of instructional time for instrumental
lessons at the high school (46%, n=109), middle school (59%, n=122), and elementary
school (64%, n=123) levels. Teachers also reported reductions in the amount of
instructional time for instrumental ensembles at the high school (32%, n=77), middle
school (47%, n=99), and elementary school (51%, n=94) levels.

Most teachers indicated that instrumental music programs had not been removed
from the school curriculum (82%, n=146). Instrumental lessons were the most frequently
removed (9%, n=16) programs, followed by other (5%, n=9), and jazz band (4%, n=7).
Marching band, concert band, percussion ensemble, orchestra, and chamber ensembles
were removed in 2% or less of cases.

During the year preceding the survey, roughly a quarter to a third of teachers
reported reductions in staffing levels for instrumental music. Elementary schools had the
greatest reductions (34%, n=71), followed by middle schools (29%, n=62), and high

schools (23%, n=54).
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Using a scale of 1 to 5 (1 =not concerned and 5=very concerned) teachers
indicated their level of concern that instrumental music would be removed from the
curriculum at the high school, middle school, or elementary levels as a direct
consequence of PSSA mandates. Teachers’ concern about the possibility that PSSA
mandates could lead to the removal of instrumental music from the school curriculum
were moderate across all three levels with slightly higher levels at the elementary level
(M=3.20, n=245) that decreased through the middle school (M=2.81, n=231) and high
school (M=2.62, n=245) levels. The frequency distribution of ratings indicates the
highest level of concern for elementary schools with a mode of 5 (29%, n=65), followed
by middle schools with a moderate level mode of 3 (25%, n=57), and high schools with a

low mode rating of 1 (29%, n=72).

Table 8

Frequency Table for Teacher Concern that Instrumental Music Will Be Removed from
the Curriculum as a Direct Consequence of PSSA Mandates

Rating 1 2 3 4 5 M n

High School 29%  20% 23%  14% 13%  2.62 245
Middle School 24% 19%  25% 15% 17%  2.81 231
Elementary School 19% 15% 21%  15% 29% 3.2 245

Note: Scale of 1 to 5 (1 =not concerned and 5=very concerned).
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Music Advocacy

More than half of teachers took the following actions to advocate for their
instrumental music programs: attended a music booster meeting (77%, n=178), attended a
school board meeting (76%, n=176), arranged for special recognition of student
performers at a school board meeting (62%, n=143), formed a music booster organization
(52%, n=121), or arrange for a student performance at a school board meeting (50%,
n=115). A smaller pool of respondents contacted outside music advocacy groups (28%,
n=65) or took other action (20%, n=46) to advocate for their instrumental music program.
These results suggested that teachers were actively engaged in advocacy efforts in
support of their instrumental music programs. Additional outreach to outside advocacy

groups could be an area for future development between teachers and advocacy groups.

Table 9

Frequency Table for Teacher Actions to Promote Music Advocacy
for Instrumental Music Program

Action % n
Attended a Music Booster Meeting 77% 178
Attended a School Board Meeting 76% 176

Arranged for special recognition of performers at School Board Meeting  62% 143

Formed a Music Booster Organization 52% 121
Arranged for a student performance at a School Board Meeting 50% 115
Contacted a music advocacy organization for help 28% 65
Other (please specify) 20% 46
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More than half of teachers reported that students or parents had taken the
following actions to advocate for their instrumental music programs: attended a music
booster meeting (82%, n=183), attended a school board meeting (74%, n=166), arranged
for special recognition of student performers at a school board meeting (59%, n=131).
Smaller numbers of students and parents were involved with arranging special
recognition of student performers at a school board meeting (33%, n=74), arranged for a
student performance at a school board meeting (24%, n=54), organized protests at school
board meetings (22%, n=48), contacted a music advocacy for help (16%, n=36), or other

action (11%, n=25).

Table 10

Frequency Table for Student/Parent Advocacy Actions for School Instrumental Music

Action % n

Attended a School Board Meeting 82% 183
Attended a Music Booster Meeting 74% 166
Formed a Music Booster Organization 59% 131
Arranged for special recognition of student performers School Board Meeting 33% 74
Arranged for a student performance at a School Board Meeting 24% 54
Organized a Protest at School Board Meeting 22% 48
Contacted a music advocacy organization for help 16% 36
Other (please specify) 11% 25
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Professional Development

Teacher attendance at professional conferences such as the Pennsylvania Music
Educators Convention was frequently permitted by school districts with 75% of
respondents reporting they were sometimes (36%, n=88), very often (29%, n=72), or
always (20%, n=50) permitted to attend. Sometimes (36%, n=88) was the most frequent
response. Only 14% of teachers said they rarely (13%, n=32) or never (1%, n=3) were
reimbursed.

Teachers reported often receiving reimbursement for conference related fees by
school districts with 68% responding that their district reimbursed them sometimes (21%,
n=51), very often (27%, n=65), or always (20%, n=74). Very often was the most frequent
response. Approximately a quarter of respondents (22%, n=54) reported rarely (12%,
n=29) or never (10%, n=25) receiving reimbursement for conference fees.

Teachers reported often receiving reimbursement for conference related travel
expenses by school districts with 75% responding that their district reimbursed them
sometimes (20%, n=48), very often (26%, n=62), or always (29%, n=71). Always was the
most frequent response. Roughly a quarter of respondents (26%, n=62) reported rarely

(13%, n=31) or never (13%, n=31) receiving reimbursement for conference fees.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction

This study was designed to determine Pennsylvania public high school
instrumental music teachers’ perceptions of changes to instrumental music instruction
that may have been the result of an increasingly narrow focus on student performance on
standardized tests and sanctions linked to PL. 107-110, the No Child Left Behind Act
(2002). A descriptive design was used to investigate ways that standardized testing may
have influenced student opportunities to participate in school instrumental music, the
amount of instructional time available for instrumental lessons and performing ensembles,
budgetary resources and funding sources, staffing, and instrumental music curricula in
Pennsylvania high schools.

Data were gathered by sending invitations to participate in an anonymous web-
based survey to the entire population of 710 teachers that I identified as full-time high
school instrumental music teachers in the state of Pennsylvania. In all, 304 respondents
began the survey. Of these 304 respondents, 56 respondents did not adequately complete
the survey and 1 respondent did not self-identify as an instrumental music teacher at a
Pennsylvania public or charter high school. These 57 respondents were removed from the
analysis. Of the 710 teachers initially contacted for participation in the survey, 247 full-
time high school instrumental music teachers (97% public, 3% charter) successfully
completed the survey and were deemed by the researcher to be appropriate for analysis.

The overall response rate for the survey was 35%, a robust response rate.
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Discussion
Research Question One

Research question one focused on what ways and to what degree standardized
testing may have influenced student opportunities to participate in school instrumental
music programs. Survey questions 40 through 48, 53, and 54 specifically addressed
issues related to standardized testing, test preparation, and possible effects on musical
instruction.

Nearly half of respondents (48%, n=118) were required to incorporate test
preparation strategies into music classes sometimes, very often, or always. Remedial
math or reading classes were required for poor performers on the PSSA according to 83%
of teachers (n=203). Remedial classes limited student participation in instrumental music
ensembles according to roughly half (49%, n=118) of teachers. Mandatory test
preparation or remedial classes also caused students to miss lesson or rehearsals
sometimes, very often, or always according to a slight majority (51%, n=122) of teachers.
The vast majority of teachers (83%, n=205) would rarely or never voluntarily incorporate
test preparation strategies into their music curriculum. Test preparation influenced the
rehearsal schedules of the majority of teachers’ (55%, n=132) performing groups
sometimes, very often, or always. Instrumental music instruction and rehearsal time
during the school day was reduced due to testing activities somewhat, largely, or
completely according to 63% (n=153) of teachers. Of particular concern were the 20% of
teachers who said their music instruction and rehearsal time was largely or completely

reduced. According to 51% of respondents (n=130), professional development time was
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frequently focused on testing related issues very often (39%, n=96) or always (14%,
n=34).

PSSA performance dictated the focus of music instruction to somewhat, largely,
or completely according to 51% (n=126) of teachers. Teachers expressed moderate levels
of concern about the possibility that instrumental music would be removed from the
curriculum with the greatest level of concern for elementary programs and the least
concern for high school programs. This was not particularly surprising since high school
instrumental music programs tend to have the highest degree of visibility and are often
marquee programs for schools and school districts. However, elementary and middle
school instrumental programs develop future student musicians who will later participate
in instrumental music programs at the high school level.

These findings provided evidence that many of the Pennsylvania teachers
participating in this survey believed that an increased focus on improving testing
outcomes through test preparation and remediation had resulted in reduced instructional
time for instrumental music and created limitations to student access to instrumental
music instruction. In some cases, reported reductions in music instruction were extreme.
Teachers often cited a focus on testing strategies in their professional development
sessions and requirements that led to testing related concerns driving instruction rather
than student, ensemble, or music curricular concerns. The large number of teachers who
responded they would rarely or never voluntarily incorporate test preparation strategies
into their music classes suggests that they do not believe that focusing on test preparation

provided benefits for their students or their instrumental music programs.
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Research Question Two

Research question two focused on the ways and degree that standardized testing
may have influenced the amount of instructional time available for instrumental
lessons. Survey questions 16 through 24 asked respondents to provide information
regarding curricular and extra-curricular instrumental music opportunities, amounts of
rehearsal time spent during and after school, and types of lesson groupings.

A large majority of schools (73%) offered small group lessons or sectionals
during the school day. Instrumental music lessons were offered as an extracurricular
activity according to 23% of teachers. Instrumental music lessons were available in the
curriculum to satisfy the fine arts requirements according to 49% of teachers.
Instrumental music students were required to attend small group lessons or sectional
rehearsals during the school day in addition to ensemble rehearsals in 59% of schools.
The most frequently cited small group lesson or sectional rehearsal range was 31 to 45
minutes per week (43%) for all schools with the requirement. Lessons or sectional
rehearsals ranged between 15 and 60 minutes per week for 86% of schools.

The survey findings reveal evidence that instrumental music lessons were
available as a part of the curriculum at many, but certainly not all schools. Roughly a
quarter offered instrumental lessons as an extracurricular activity. In addition, many of
the schools that offered performing ensembles also required participation in instrumental
lessons or sectionals. It should be of some concern that more schools are not offering
instrumental lessons as the benefits of such instruction are well supported in research.

A rotating pull out lesson schedule was the most common method for gaining

student access for lessons in a majority of schools surveyed (77%). Lessons also were
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held during study hall (29%) or in other (20%) combinations that could include study hall
and class pull out, lunch, or a scheduled class period for lessons or sectionals. The most
frequent instrument grouping strategy for small group lessons or sectionals was a
combination of heterogeneous and homogeneous lesson groups (45%). Those teachers
who employed only one grouping system were more likely to use homogeneous groups
(23%) than heterogeneous groups (11%, n=27). A large number of teachers responded
‘not applicable’ to this question (21%).

Instrumental music teachers indicated a fair amount of flexibility with how lesson
groupings were handled. Rotating pull out instrumental music lessons was by far the most
frequent method for scheduling lessons. The willingness of teachers to employ rotating
lesson schedules, a mix of heterogeneous and homogeneous lesson groups, and a
combination of study hall and other combinations of pull out lessons suggests that
teachers are either willing or forced by necessity to be flexible in how they deliver
lessons.

Effects of Testing on Instrumental Lessons

As discussed earlier with regard to research question one, a slight majority of
teachers (51%) reported that mandatory test preparation or remedial classes ‘sometimes’
(40%) or ‘very often’ (11%) caused students to miss lessons or rehearsals. However a
virtually equal number of teachers (50%) said that test preparation or remediation ‘never’
(17%) or ‘rarely’ (33%) resulted in students missing lessons or rehearsals. The most

frequent response was ‘sometimes.’
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A majority of teachers (63%) indicated that the available time for instrumental
instruction and rehearsal had been reduced ‘somewhat’ (43%), ‘largely’ (18%) or
‘completely’ (2%) due to testing activities.

Teachers reported reductions in the amount of instructional time for instrumental
lessons at the high school (46%), middle school (59%), and elementary school (64%)
levels. Many teachers (82%) indicated that instrumental music programs had not been
removed from the school curriculum. However, instrumental lesson programs were
removed from the curriculum according to 9% of teachers.

It was clear that teachers believed test preparation and remediation limited their
access to some students and reduced the amount of instructional time for instrumental
lessons. The findings also suggest that elementary school was the most vulnerable to
losses in instructional time for instrumental music lessons. This could have important
implications for the students since the benefits of music instruction cited by researchers
such as Kraus and others are built over time and experience. Delaying participation or
limiting the number of student participants involved in instrumental music in an effort to
improve student performance in core tested subject areas could have the unintended
consequence of weakening future student performance by denying them the benefits of
musical training.

Research Question Three

Research question three focused on the ways and degree that standardized testing

may have influenced the amount of instructional time available for performing ensembles.

Questions 16 through 24 of the questionnaire asked respondents to provide information
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regarding curricular and extra-curricular instrumental music opportunities, amounts of
rehearsal time spent during and after school, and types of lesson groupings.
Extracurricular Ensembles

Schools offered a variety of extracurricular instrumental music ensembles.
Marching band (70%), jazz band (68%), and pit orchestra (60%) were the most
commonly offered groups. Chamber ensembles (38%) and percussion ensembles (37%)
were less common but were still available at over a third of schools. The least frequent
types of extracurricular performing ensembles were other ensembles (18%), concert band
(16%), and orchestra (12%).

Marching band was the most likely instrumental ensemble to rehearse outside the
regular school day with 86% of 178 teachers reporting rehearsals of at least 60 to 120
minutes per week with a median rehearsal range of 180 to 240 minutes per week outside
of school. Jazz band rehearsals were also quite common with 72% of 157 teachers
reporting rehearsals of at least 60 to 120 minutes a week with a median rehearsal range of
60 to 120 minutes per week. Concert band (n=101), pit orchestra (n=92), percussion
ensemble (n=71), orchestra (n=51), and other ensembles (n=31) were progressively less
likely to be offered as extracurricular ensembles. Pit orchestra (88%), percussion
ensemble, (65%) and other ensembles (48%), rehearsed at least 60 to 120 minutes per
week while concert band (74%) and orchestra (67%) rehearsed less than 60 minutes per
week outside of school.

Marching band and jazz band competitions as well as the traditional role that
many marching bands play at football games, community events, and parades may help

to explain why marching band and jazz band were the most common extracurricular
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instrumental music ensembles. School musicals are also prominent community events for
many schools across Pennsylvania and often require substantial rehearsal and
performances by the pit orchestra and cast outside of the school day. The limited amount
of rehearsal time outside the school day for concert band and orchestra may have been
due to the greater amounts of rehearsal time available to those ensembles during the
school day. Concert band and orchestra rehearsals outside the school day may have been
reserved largely for dress rehearsals. In addition, the limited time requirement outside the
school day may have served to increase participation in these ensembles.
Ensembles in the Curriculum

In addition to extracurricular ensembles, schools offered a variety of instrumental
music ensembles to satisfy the fine arts curriculum requirement. Concert band was by far
(92%) the most common instrumental performing ensemble offered to satisfy the fine arts
requirement and also the most likely instrumental ensemble to have rehearsals during the
school day for at least 60 to 120 minutes a week (87%) with a median rehearsal range of
180 to 240 minutes per week. Orchestra was only half as likely to fulfill the fine arts
requirement (46%) compared to concert band, but had similar amounts of rehearsal time
during school for at least 60 to 120 minutes per week at (82%) and the same median
rehearsal range of 180 to 240 minutes per week. Marching band (37%), jazz band (30%),
percussion ensemble (14%), chamber ensemble (8%), other (7%), and none (2.5%) were
progressively less common ways to fulfill a fine arts requirement. Jazz band rehearsals
were held for at least 60 to 120 minutes a week at 59% of the 100 respondents’ schools.
Of the 95 respondents, 60% held marching band rehearsals during the school day for at

least 60 to 120 minutes per week. Percussion Ensemble rehearsals were held during the
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school day according to 47 respondents with the most frequent rehearsal range less than
sixty minutes (47%). Pit orchestra rehearsals were held during the school day according
to 32 respondents with 44% rehearsing 60 to 120 minutes or more per week during the
school day. Other ensemble rehearsals were held during the school day according to 18
respondents with 72% rehearsing 60 to 120 minutes or more per week during the school
day.

The fact that concert band was so widely offered to satisfy the fine arts
requirement was encouraging since it meant that a large majority of schools allowed
students to fulfill the requirement through a major ensemble instrumental music
experience. It also reinforced a commonly held idea among music educators that the
concert band serves as the foundational ensemble for wind and percussion players. Less
encouraging was the fact that less than half of teachers indicated that orchestra was
offered to satisfy the fine arts requirement, thereby limiting student experience as string
players and restricting student access to a major portion of western musical literature.

It should be noted that the line between extracurricular and curricular instrumental
ensembles might not always clear. Ensembles that are offered for fine arts credit often
include at least some requirements for rehearsals and performances outside the school
day. The overlap between curricular and extracurricular ensemble opportunities was
probably responsible for at least some of the appearances of various ensemble types
within both the curricular and extracurricular categories.

The wide variety of ensemble opportunities was clearly not consistent across
schools within the commonwealth. On the one hand, it was a sign of musical vitality that

there was a diversity of ensemble types at least at some schools. However, concerns over
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equity are also apparent since it was clear that some schools had more opportunity and
variety for instrumental music experiences. Rather than focusing on uniformity of
ensemble opportunities, we should strive to broaden the instrumental ensemble
opportunities available to all students.
Effects of Testing on Ensembles

As discussed earlier with regard to research question one, roughly half of teachers
(51%) indicated that mandatory test preparation or remedial coursework led students to
miss rehearsals sometimes or very often. Teachers also indicated that test preparation
(55%) influenced performing group rehearsal schedules ‘sometimes’ (36%), ‘very often’
(14%), or ‘always’ (5%) and led to reductions in rehearsal time (63%) ‘somewhat’ (43%),
‘largely’ (18%) or ‘completely’ (2%). Reductions in the amount of instructional time for
instrumental ensembles (high school=32%, middle school=47%, elementary
school=64%) and the removal of instrumental music ensembles from the school
curriculum (18%) were also reported. While the percentage of teachers reporting the
removal of ensembles approached one-fifth, no specific ensemble type was removed from
the curriculum in more than 5% of cases, and major ensembles such as marching band,
concert band, and orchestra were removed in 2% or less of cases. These results
demonstrated that teachers believed testing activities had affected instrumental
performing groups at the student and group level by limiting student accessibility and
ensemble rehearsal time, and in some cases leading to the elimination of ensembles from

the curriculum.
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Research Question Four

Research question four focused on the ways and degree to which standardized
testing may have influenced the amount of financial resources available for instrumental
music. Survey questions 25 through 34 asked respondents to provide information
regarding resources, funding levels, and funding sources for instrumental music
instruction at their schools.
Student Access Costs for Instruments

Most teachers indicated that school instruments were available free of charge
(82%) or for a small fee (8%). Most teachers also reported that their students typically
purchased their own instruments (70%) although renting from an area music store was an
option (66%) in many cases. These results support the idea that participation in
instrumental music may have additional access costs that might result in students of
limited means being unable to participate. This could be significant in light of recent
research suggesting links between instrumental music experiences and closing the
achievement gap.
Student Activity Fees

Activity fees were required to participate in extra-curricular instrumental music
activities according to 21% of respondents with a mean of $91. Activity fees were also
required for participation in co-curricular instrumental music activities according to 13%
of respondents with a mean of $111, median of $55, and mode of $50. The
implementation of activity fees as a requirement to participate in extra-curricular and co-
curricular instrumental music activities does not appear to be widespread, but has been

implemented at some schools. It should be an area of concern for educators since it may
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limit access for lower income student participation in instrumental music activities. An
argument might also be made, particularly in the cases of marching bands and pep bands,
that these types of ensembles offer a service to their schools and communities by
providing musical entertainment at a variety of school and public functions and therefore
students should not be expected to pay for the privilege of entertaining others.
Instrumental Program Funding Sources

Supplemental funding from music booster groups or school foundations for
school instrumental music programs ranged widely with 54% of reported schools
receiving supplemental funding up to $60,000. However, 40% of reported schools
received no supplemental funding at all.

Funds budgeted annually for instrumental music materials and supplies were most
frequently reported in the $1000 to $5000 range for respondents’ first schools.
Respondents teaching at multiple schools typically reported budgets ranging between $1
and $1000.

Teachers were more likely to become involved in fundraising (82%) than grant
writing (30%). Teachers reported that a large majority of their schools (69%) had not
received supplemental funding for school instrumental music programs through grants
from non-profits and corporate foundations. However, some schools received grants
primarily in the ranges of $ 1 to $1000 (18%) and $1001 to $5000 (7%). A smaller
number of schools reported receiving grants ranging from $5001 to $10,000 (2%),
$10,001 to $20,000 (2%), $30,001 to $40,000 (1%), $50,001 to $60,000 (1%), and

greater than $100,000 (1%).

74



Of those 30% of schools that reported receiving grants, more than half reported
receiving grants of less than $1000. Small grants such as these could be used for
purchases of specific items such as instruments or to cover transportation costs for trips
but would not be large enough to cover operating costs for entire instrumental music
programs. However, they are welcome when funds are not available from other sources.
Traditional fundraising is often used to help support individual student participation by
helping raise money for activity fees and special trips as well as for larger ensemble
needs. Costs associated with musical productions, marching band field shows, and choral
gowns are some examples of items that may require supplemental funding. Schools
without adequate district or outside funding sources will struggle to offer instrumental
music opportunities at levels comparable to those of their peers. While what one may
consider adequate is subject to debate, these data showed inequity in the sources and
amounts of funding available for instrumental music in Pennsylvania.

Research Question Five

Research question five focused on the ways and degree to which standardized
testing may have influenced staffing levels of instrumental music teachers. Only one
survey item, question 52, addressed this issue directly. Roughly a quarter to a third of
teachers reported reductions in staffing levels for instrumental music during the year
preceding the survey with the greatest staffing reductions at elementary schools (34%),
followed by middle schools (29%), and high schools (23%).

The reductions in instrumental music staffing are a concern in light of recent
research highlighting the many benefits of music education. More frequent staffing

reductions at the elementary level should be of particular concern since research suggests
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the greatest benefits from music instruction occur when started with young students and
developed through years of individual practice, lessons, and ensemble experiences (Gaser
and Schlaug, 2003; Kraus & Chandrasekaran, 2010; Schlaug et al., 1995; Schlaug et al.,
2005; Steele et al., 2013; Wan & Schlaug, 2010). Opportunities to reduce or prevent the
development of achievement gaps between students could be lost since these deficiencies
develop in the early grades and have proven difficult to overcome (Harmony Project,
2013; Kraus, 2013a, 2013b).

Research Question Six

Research question six focused on the ways and degree to which standardized
testing may have influenced the instrumental music curricula in Pennsylvania high
schools. Questions 35 through 39 asked respondents to provide information about music
course offerings and prerequisites.

The most frequently reported music course offerings in addition to instrumental
lessons and ensembles were chorus (84%), music theory (73%) and music appreciation
(49%). Less frequent offerings included guitar and piano classes (35% each), music
technology (28%), and other music courses (16%).

Concert band had the largest aggregate number of student participants with
17,957 (M=78, n=229) followed by marching band with 16,269 (M=76, n=213),
orchestra with 7,410 (M=60, n=123), jazz band with 4,825(M=24, n=205), pit orchestra
with 2,317 (M=19, n=124), percussion ensemble with 1,932 (M=18, n=107), chamber
ensembles with 1,801 (M=24, n=74), and other ensembles with 925 (M=34, n=27)
students. These results were in line with student access to curricular and extracurricular

ensemble opportunities. Concert band and orchestra were the predominant curricular
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ensembles and marching band and to a lesser degree jazz band were the predominant
extracurricular ensembles. The nature of the instrumentation required for these different
ensembles may have affected the total number of participants.

Participation in marching band was a prerequisite for participation by wind and
percussion players in other instrumental ensembles according to 45% of respondents. Of
the 106 teachers reporting a prerequisite, the most frequent ensembles with the
requirement were concert band (90%), jazz band (37%), instrumental lessons (27%), and
percussion ensemble (25%). Other surveyed ensembles had a prerequisite of less than
10%. These responses may reflect school and community cultural issues centered
primarily on potential conflicts between student choice and ensemble needs. The variety
represented here suggested there was a diversity of opinions on this issue.

High school marching bands are often the most visible ensemble for a particular
school or district and are often a point of community pride. Some marching band
directors may believe mandatory participation is necessary to insure adequate number of
participants. In addition, directors who made marching band a prerequisite may have
considered the marching band to be part of a larger integrated band program with
overlapping elements built into the band curriculum and class design. Directors who did
not require participation in marching band as a prerequisite for participation in other
ensembles could work from a similar set of concerns but arrive at a different outcome. In
cases where there was not a prerequisite, freedom of student choice to participate or not
participate may have been a community priority that made a prerequisite undesirable or

untenable. Marching band prerequisites could engender resentment among some students
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who feel forced to participate. Some directors may have preferred to deal with students
who chose to participate freely.

Participation in an academic course was a prerequisite for participation in the
following co-curricular or extra-curricular ensembles: concert band 44%, marching band
38%, jazz band 31%, orchestra 38%, pit orchestra 27%, percussion ensemble 35%,
chamber ensembles 26%, and other 11%.

As discussed earlier with regard to research question one, most teachers indicated
that instrumental music programs had not been removed from the school curriculum
(82%). However, some teachers reported the elimination of instrumental music programs
from their school curriculum. Instrumental lessons were the most frequently removed
(9%) programs, followed by other (5%), and jazz band (4%). Marching band, concert
band, percussion ensemble, orchestra, and chamber ensembles were removed in 2% or
less of cases.

Teachers’ concern about the possibility that PSSA mandates could lead to the
elimination of instrumental music from the school curriculum were moderate across all
levels with slightly higher levels at the elementary level (M=3.20, n=245) that decreased
through the middle school (M=2.81, n=231) and high school (M=2.62, n=245) levels.
The frequency distribution of ratings indicates the highest level of concern for elementary
schools with a mode of 5 (29%), followed by middle schools with a moderate level mode
of 3 (25%), and high schools with a low mode rating of 1 (29%).

Teacher concerns regarding the possible elimination of instrumental music
programs from the curriculum may be a reflection of both personal experiences and an

awareness of media reports documenting individual program reductions and stories based
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on studies reporting reductions in non-tested subjects. Reductions in non-tested subjects
(CEP, 2005; Learning Less, 2012; Renter et al., 2006; Zastrow & Janc, 2004) and music
and art instruction specifically (Learning Less, 2012; McMurrer, 2007; McMurrer, 2008;
Zastrow & Janc, 2004) have been reported at all levels since the implementation of
NCLB. At the elementary level, major reductions in instructional time for non-tested
subjects including music were reported (McMurrer, 2007).

There may be several explanations for the elevated level of teacher concern
regarding the possible elimination of instrumental music at the elementary level. There
may be a willingness on the part of administrators and school boards to consider
postponing the start of instrumental music instruction based on an assumption that
delaying the start of instrumental music instruction would have less of an impact on a
district’s music program than initiating cuts at the high school level. Elementary age
children are generally too young to organize any protest and may be less likely to have
established music support organizations at their schools. As beginners, elementary level
ensembles tend to perform less than high school ensembles and thus play a much less
visible role in community events. High school bands are often expected to play a key role
in community parades, patriotic holiday celebrations, as well as school sporting events.

Results from the survey provided evidence of some reductions in instrumental
music programs, particularly instrumental lesson programs. This information, combined
with teacher concerns regarding future cuts to instrumental music programs and reported
staffing reductions warrant the concern of researchers, educators, and the general public
in light of recent research regarding the educational and cognitive benefits of music

instruction (Gaser & Schlaug, 2003; Harmony Project, 2013; Kraus, 2013a, 2013b; Kraus
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& Chandrasekaran, 2010; Schlaug et al., 1995; Schlaug et al., 2005; Steele et al., 2013;
Wan & Schlaug, 2010).
Implications

Data from this study showed that teachers believed testing, test preparation, and
remediation complicated student and ensemble scheduling, limited student participation,
and reduced the amount of instructional time available for instrumental lessons and
ensembles. In a small number of cases, instrumental programs were removed from the
curriculum. Teachers often cited a focus on testing strategies in their professional
development sessions and requirements that led to testing concerns driving instruction
rather than student, ensemble, or music curricular concerns. In spite of these challenges,
the survey results indicate that teachers are employing a variety of scheduling methods to
provide lessons to their students.

The survey results revealed an array of instrumental music opportunities in the
Pennsylvania schools. However, these opportunities were not consistent across the
Commonwealth’s schools. On the one hand, it was a sign of musical vitality that there
was a diversity of ensemble types, at least at some schools. However, this inconsistency
of opportunity raises questions of equity as to whether Pennsylvania was providing “a
thorough and efficient system of public education” with regard to instrumental music
education (P.A. Const. art. III, § 14). It was clear that some schools had a great variety of
instrumental music opportunities while others had few and in some cases none. Rather
than focusing on uniformity of opportunities, we should strive to broaden the

instrumental ensemble opportunities available to all students.
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Different ensembles appeal to different types of student populations. Practical
concerns such as geography, access to transportation, and economic and cultural factors
that shape community interest and support play an important role in the success of
different ensemble types. Different communities may hold different goals for
instrumental music ensembles and will measure them with different value systems. For
example, an affluent suburban school may support ensemble programs that travel,
compete, and produce many graduates who go on to pursue careers in music or music
education. Other districts may place a greater emphasis on the role of musical ensembles
performing at community events or culturally specific types of group such as the
Harmony Project’s salsa band. The success of the Harmony Project demonstrates the
importance of combining individual instruction and ensemble performing opportunities.
The benefits of music instruction are not dependent on musical style but instead depend
on the quality and frequency with which children engage in music making experiences.

A lack of consistent and equitable funding of instrumental music programs is
another area of concern. Program reductions, staffing cuts, the addition of activity fees,
student instrument rental and purchase costs, and inconsistent funding levels and sources
may limit access to instrumental music instruction and affect certain schools or districts
more than others. Recent studies suggest that reductions to arts and music programs may
be inequitably distributed with the greatest reductions involving the largest urban districts
which have high concentrations of poor and minority students ("Highlights - Access to
arts," 2009); Learning Less, 2012; McMurrer, 2007; Renter et al., 2006; Parsad &
Spiegelman, 2012, 14; Zastrow & Janc, 2004). Opportunities to reduce or prevent the

development of achievement gaps between students through musical training could be
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lost because of these reductions since these deficiencies develop in the early grades and
have proven difficult to overcome (Harmony Project, 2013; Kraus, 2013a, 2013b).

The survey findings also suggested that elementary school was the level most
vulnerable to losses in instructional time for instrumental music. This could have
important implications for student development and future outcomes since the benefits of
music instruction cited by researchers are built over time and experience. Delaying
participation or limiting the number of student participants involved in instrumental
music in an effort to improve student performance in core tested subject areas could have
the unintended consequence of weakening overall student performance by denying
students the benefits of musical training. As stated by Kraus and Chandrasekaran (2010),

music training results in structural and functional biological changes throughout

our lifetime. Such neuroplasticity not only benefits music processing but also
percolates to other domains, such as speech processing. The musician’s brain

selectively enhances information-bearing elements of auditory signals — a

process that reflects efficient sound-to-meaning relationships — as well as

enhancing the extraction of regularities in the signal. Neural changes such as these
have practical implications, as they help to prepare people who actively engage
with music for the challenges of language learning and everyday listening tasks.

The beneficial effects of music training on sensory processing confer advantages

beyond music processing itself. This argues for an improvement in the quality and

quantity of music training in schools (604).

This information, combined with reported staffing reductions and the concerns of
teachers regarding potential future cuts to instrumental music programs warrant the
attention of researchers, educators, and the general public. In light of recent research
highlighting the many direct benefits of music education, the evidence of more frequent
staffing reductions at the elementary level is a particular concern since the greatest

benefits from music instruction occur when started with young students and developed

through years of individual practice, lessons, and ensemble experiences (Gaser &
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Schlaug, 2003; Kraus & Chandrasekaran, 2010; Schlaug et al., 1995; Schlaug et al.,
2005; Steele et al., 2013; Wan & Schlaug, 2010).

Current research in music education and neuroscience is finding links between
musical training and overall cognitive development that suggest the need for an expanded
role for music education in our schools. However, it is not clear that these insights have
reached the people who shape education policies and practices. The current focus on test-
based accountability may have distracted policy leaders from attending to more
comprehensive issues of educational development. While neurobiologists are discovering
causal links between musical learning and cognitive development, their methods are not
practical tools for assessment of learning in schools. As a result, instrumental music
instruction and assessment as an art must continue to rely on traditional practices that
defy widespread quantification and standardization and are therefore more likely to be
ignored.

Recommendations for Further Study

Research literature suggests that curriculum narrowing has adversely affected
non-tested subjects such as music since the increased role of standardized testing
implemented under NCLB (CEP, 2005; Learning Less, 2012; McMurrer, 2007, 2008;
Rentner et al., 2006; Zastrow & Janc, 2004). The most severe examples appear to be
occurring in very large urban school districts with high concentrations of low-income and
minority students. However, specific research on the effects of standardized testing on
access to instrumental music instruction is scant. The following are recommendations for
continued study concerning the effects of standardized testing on instrumental music

instruction.
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1) Replicate the study using identifiable teacher, school, and district data to
allow for combining state and federal data with survey data to investigate
connections between student, district, and program characteristics,
opportunities and barriers to participate in instrumental music, and links
between music instructional opportunities and levels of the achievement gap.

2) Conduct a case study on individual high school instrumental music teachers to
examine more precisely their concerns surrounding the effects of standardized
testing on instrumental music instructional practices and curricula.

3) Continue and expand longitudinal research collaborations between
neuroscientists and school instrumental music programs to determine the
strengths and weaknesses of different models of instrumental music
instruction.

4) Conduct a study of school district administrators regarding their attitudes
towards instrumental music instruction in light of standardized testing and
accountability mandates.

Conclusion

Instrumental music opportunities in Pennsylvania high schools are varied and
inconsistent with regard to instructional time, financial resources, access and availability
of students, and support for instrumental music within the comprehensive curriculum of
our schools. These inconsistencies have contributed to unequal opportunities to
participate in instrumental music programs, partially because of funding and policy
priorities at the state and local level that value test-based accountability rather than more
comprehensive methods of evaluating child development and learning.

Increased education and advocacy efforts aimed at informing parents, teachers,

administrators, and policy makers may be required in order to communicate the
demonstrated benefits of instrumental music experiences with regard to overall student

development. Efforts must also be made to address inconsistent and inequitable

instrumental music instructional opportunities for students. Shortsighted test driven
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policies that narrow the curriculum may actually be resulting in diminished educational
outcomes in spite of increases in time and resources for tested subjects.

The mounting evidence linking music instruction and academic achievement and
emerging research in neuropsychology suggests important benefits from music
instruction for brain developmental processes. Musicians, educators, and scholars need to
raise awareness of the vital role music plays in brain development and the need for a
broadening of the epistemic modes used to evaluate schools, teachers, and administrators.
Such advocacy cannot be based merely on the preservation of the status quo of music
instruction in the schools. Instead we must incorporate new methods and goals rooted in
recent understandings of links between music instruction and broader human

development.
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I—I Office for Human Subjects Protections 3400 North Broad Street
Institutional Review Board Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19140
Medical Intervention Committees A1 & A2~ Phone:215.707.3390 Fax:215.707.8387
— UNIVERSITY® Social and Behavioral Committee B e-mail: richard.throm@temple.edu

MEMORANDUM

To: SHELDON, DEBORAH
Music:Education (22060)

From: Richard C. Throm
Director, Office for Human Subjects Protection
Institutional Review Board Coordinator

Date: 02-Jun-2011

Re: Exempt Request Status for IRB Protocol:
13894: Pennsylvania High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in Instructional Time and
Resources

It has been determined by Expedited Review that this study qualifies for exemption status as follows:
45 CFR 46 Protection of Human Subjects

Section 101 (b): Unless otherwise required by department or agency heads, research activities in which the only
involvement of human subjects will be in one or more of the following categories are exempt from this policy:

Exemption 4: Collection or Study of Existing Data. Research involving the collection or study of existing data,
documents, records, pathological specimens, or diagnostic specimens, if these sources are publicly available or if the
information is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that subjects cannot be identified, directly or through identifiers
linked to the subject.

Nothing further is required from you at this time; however, if anything in your research design should change, you must
notify the Institutional Review Board immediately.

If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 215-707-8757.

Thank you for keeping the IRB informed of your clinical research.
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The following is the content of the e-mail message that was sent to each subject:
Dear <NAME>,

My name is Hugh Williamson, PhD Candidate in Music Education at the Boyer College
of Music and Dance at Temple University (Philadelphia, PA). I write to ask for your help
in gathering data for the dissertation research project component of my PhD program. I
am working as a student investigator under the supervision of principal investigator,
Deborah Sheldon, Professor and Chair of Music Education and Therapy at the Boyer
College of Music and Dance at Temple University (Philadelphia, PA). I am conducting a
survey of high school instrumental music teachers in Pennsylvania in order to learn more
about teacher perceptions of the effects of school reform initiatives and budgetary
concerns on instrumental music instruction in the Pennsylvania Public Schools. This
study explores the different ways Pennsylvania public high school instrumental music
teachers perceive the effects of the increased emphasis on standardized testing on student
access, instructional time, administrative supports, and budgetary resources for
instrumental music. Included in this survey are full-time instrumental music faculty
members teaching at a Pennsylvania Public High School randomly selected from a list of
school districts divided by Intermediate Unit and district socio-economic status.

This brief web-based survey collects information about the following:

* Demographics about you (level taught, years taught, classes taught)

* Demographics about your school (Socio-Economic Status, Adequate Yearly
Progress, School Size, Intermediate Unit)

* [nformation about test preparation practices and effects on instrumental music
instruction.

* [Information about budgetary support and funding sources.

* [Information about instrumental music ensemble and individual opportunities.

* [nformation about possible changes to staffing levels and instructional time.

* [Information about music teachers’ perception of the priority of instrumental

music instruction vs. other concerns at the school.

All responses will remain completely anonymous. The only identifying feature that will be
collected is the Intermediate Unit serving your school, thus allowing us to review the
data geographically. The survey can be taken using either Mac or Windows platform.

The software, SurveyMonkey, ensures your anonymity. Please know that non-
participation in the project or withdrawal (you may exit the survey at any time) will not
prejudice future interactions with Temple University, the Boyer College of Music and
Dance, or me.

I appreciate your consideration of this request. To complete the survey, please click on
this link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/instrumentalsurvey. This will take you
directly to the site. If you would like a copy of the results once the survey is complete, feel
free to request them at hdwill@temple.edu.
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in

1. Introduction

Thank you for helping us collect information about the status of instrumental music instruction in Pennsylvania's high
schools.

My name is Hugh Williamson, PhD candidate in Music Education at the Boyer College of Music and Dance at Temple
University (Philadelphia, PA). | am working as a student investigator under the supervision of principal investigator,
Deborah Sheldon, Professor and Chair of Music Education and Therapy at the Boyer College of Music and Dance at
Temple University. We are interested in learning more about how current educational reforms and budgetary concerns are|
effecting instrumental music instruction in Pennsylvania's public schools.

We know you are very busy. This survey should take a maximum of 30 minutes to complete. Your responses will remain
completely anonymous. The SurveyMonkey™ software is designed to protect your anonymity. The only identifying
information we will collect from you is the name of the intermediate unit that serves your school district.

If you would like to see the results of this survey once it is complete, please send an email request to hdwill@temple.edu
or dsheldon@temple.edu.

Thank you again for your participation.
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2. Navigation Precautions

Please do not use the 'Back' and 'Forward' arrow buttons on your browser to move through the survey. Doing so will result in the loss of your entered
data. Instead, use the 'next' and 'previous' buttons at the bottom of the survey pages.
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3. Participant Demographic Information

*1. Are you a full-time music teacher with instrumental music teaching responsibilities in
a Pennsylvania Public High School or Charter High School ? Select one.

Pennsylvania Public High School
Pennsylvania Charter High School

None of the above
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4. Participant Demographic Information

1. How many years have you worked as a music teacher in the Pennsylvania Public
Schools?

Years as music teacher in
PA Public Schools.

.

2. How many years have you worked in your current school district?

Years working in current
district.

.

3. How many schools do you teach at during a normal week?

Schools Per Week

.

4. What grade levels do you currently teach? Check all that apply.
[ k3
[T a6
[ 78
[T 912

5. What subjects do you teach? Check all that apply.
Vocal/General
Instrumental Lessons (Small Group)
Instrumental Rehearsal (Large Group)

Choral Rehearsal

Music Theory
Music Technology
Multi-Disciplinary with Music Component (i.e. Humanities)

-
-
-
-
[~ Music Appreciation
-
-
-
-

Other (please specify)
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+RZ PDQ\ KRXUV SHU ZHHN DUH \RX HQJDJHG LQ LQVWUXPHQWDO P/
LOQVWUXPHQWDO OHVVRQV HQVHPEOH UHKHDUVDOV GXULQJ WKH VH

KR XU KRXUV KRXUV KRXUV ! KRXUV
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5. School Demographic Information

1. Please select the County (or Counties) within which your school is located.

-

5 [ [ N N N N o o o A N B B

Adams
Allegheny
Armstrong
Beaver
Bedford
Berks
Blair
Bradford
Bucks
Butler
Cambria
Cameron
Carbon
Centre
Chester
Clarion
Clearfield
Clinton
Columbia
Crawford
Cumberland
Dauphin

Delaware

-

0 N [ [ N N N o o [ A N B B

Elk

Erie
Fayette
Forest
Franklin
Fulton
Greene
Huntingdon
Indiana
Jefferson
Juniata
Lackawanna
Lancaster
Lawrence
Lebanon
Lehigh
Luzerne
Lycoming
McKean
Mercer
Mifflin
Monroe

Montgomery

-

e I [ N [ N AN AN (R (NN R |

Montour
Northampton
Northumberland
Perry
Philadelphia
Pike

Potter
Schuylkill
Snyder
Somerset
Sullivan
Susquehanna
Tioga

Union
Venango
Warren
Washington
Wayne
Westmoreland
Wyoming
York

Don't Know
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'KLFK EHVW GHVFULEHV \RXU VFKRRO V " &KRRVH RQH 5HSHDW IF

Charter Magnet Traditional

School 1
School 2
School 3
School 4
School 5
School 6
School 7
School 8
School 9

School 10

'RHV \RXU VFKRRO KDYH VSHFLDO DGPLVVLRQ UHTXLUHPHQWYV" 30}
Special application
Minimum grade point average
Minimum PSSA scores
Audition

None
Other (please specify)

l |

8VLQJ D VFDOH RI  WR YHU\ VPDOO DQG YHU\ ODUJH SOHDVH
SRSXODWLRQ RI'\RXU VFKRRO 5HSHDW IRU PXOWLSOH VFKRROV

1 2 3 4 5

School 1

School 2

School 3

School 4

School 5

School 6

School 7

School 8

School 9

School 10
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5. Using a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = very poor and 5=very affluent) please estimate the socio-
economic level of your school. (Repeat for multiple schools).

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6. How often has your school made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) on the Pennsylvania
System of School Assessment (PSSA)? (Repeat for multiple schools).

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

6FKRRO

1HYHU 5DUHO\ 6RPHWLPH 9HU\ 2IWH $0ZD\V
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$UH LQVWUXPHQWDO PXVLF VWXGHQWYV UHTXLUHG WR DWWHQG VP
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<HV

1R
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4. If yes, how many minutes per week?
<15 15-30 31-45 46-60 61-75 76-90

v
©
<]

School 1

School 2

School 3

School 4

School 5

School 6

School 7

School 8

School 9

oo Bilo BiNio BiNo o Hilo Hio Bio BNo |
20 O 0O DS DO O D 0D
OO0 O 0 0 O OO0 O 0
OO0 O 0 00 0/ O 0
o N0 Mo Mo Mo o Mo Mo Mo BN
o o Mo Mo Mo Mo Mo Mo Mo BN
20 O O D H O D 0D D

School 10

5. Does your school offer small group lessons or sectionals during the school day?
T Yes

C No

6. If yes, are small group lessons or sectionals scheduled during student study halls,
rotating pullout classes, or both? Select all that apply.

[T Study Hall

[” Rotating Pull Out

[T Other (please specify)

l |

7. Do you teach small group instrumental lessons in heterogeneous or homogeneous
instrumental groupings? Choose one.

' Heterogeneous
C Homogeneous
€ Both

C Not Applicable
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in
+RZ PDQ\ PLQXWHV GR \RXU HQVHPEOHVY UHKHDUVH HDFK ZHHN GX

&RQFHUW %DQG
ODUFKLQJ %DQG
-D]] %DQG
2UFKHVWUD

3LW 2UFKHVWUD
3HUFXVVLRQ (QV#
2WKHU

2WKHU SOHDVH VSHFLI\

l |

2Q DYHUDJH KRZ PDQ\ PLQXWHVY SHU ZHHN GR \RXU HQVHPEOHV U}
UHJXODU VFKRRO GD\" EHIRUH DIWHU VFKRRO HYHQLQJV ZHHNHQ(

&RQFHUW %DQG
ODUFKLQJ %DQG
-D]] %¥DQG
2UFKHVWUD

3LW 2UFKHVWUD
3HUFXVVLRQ (QV#
2WKHU

2WKHU SOHDVH VSHFLI\
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in

~)LQDQFLDO 5HVRXUFHV IRU ,QVW

'RHV \RXU VFKRRO SURYLGH LQVWUXPHQWV IRU VWXGHQW XVH RU
SXUFKDVH WKHLU RZQ LQVW UXPHRMLYY ERQG LQVWUXPHQWY RQO\ H
PDUFKLQJ SHUFXVVLRQ WXEDV EDULWRQHV HWF &KHFN DOO WKDW

6FKRRO LQVWUXPHQWY DUH QRW DYDLODEOH

6FKRRO LQVWUXPHQWY DUH DYDLODEOH IUHH RI FKDUJH

6FKRRO LQVWUXPHQWY DUH DYDLODEOH IRU D VPDOO IHH

5HQWDO LQVWUXPHQWY DUH DYDLODEOH WKURXJK DQ DUHD PXVLF VWRUH

6WXGHQWY SXUFKDVH LQVWUXPHQWYV IRU WKHLU XVH

$SSUR[LPDWHO\ KRZ PXFK VXSSOHPHQWDO IXQ G KhQUQG/RHWXPRIQUN\DE
SURJUDP UHFHLYH HDFK \HDU IURP D OXVLF %RRVWHU JURXZSORID ¥H K

UHSHDW IRU PXOWLSOH VFKRROV
6XSSOHPHQWDO )XQGLQJ

6FKRRO
6FKRRO
6FKRRO
6FKRRO
6FKRRO
6FKRRO
6FKRRO
6FKRRO
6FKRRO

6FKRRO

b
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in ‘

3. Approximately how much money is budgeted annually for instrumental music materials
and supplies at your school(s) each year? (Please repeat for multiple schools.)

Annual Budget $
School 1 'l
School 2 'i
School 3 'l
School 4 'i
School 5 'l
School 6 'i
School 7 'I
School 8 'i
School 9 'I
School 10 'i

4. How often do you become involved in fundraising in support of your instrumental music
program?

€ Never C  Rarely € Sometimes C Very Often T Aways

5. How often do you become involved in grant writing in support of your instrumental
music program?

' Never C  Rarely ' Sometimes C Very Often € Always
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in ‘

+RZ PXFK VXSSOHPHQWDO IXQGLQJ GRHMWRXWXPHIQRRIDO PXVLF SU
UHFHLYH WKURXJK JUDQ®WRILRPIQR®SY RU FRUSRUDWH IRXQGDWLR
IRU PXOWLSOH VFKRROV

Supplemental Grant $
School 1
School 2
School 3
School 4
School 5
School 6
School 7
School 8

School 9

HAVAR

School 10

$UH VWXGHQWY UHTXLUHG WR SD\ DQ DFWLYLW\ IHH LQ RUGHU WR S
LOQVWUXPHQWDO PXVLF DFWLYLWLHV"
T Yes

T No

,J\VHV KRZ PXFK" (QWHU QXPHULF GLJLWV RQO\

Extracurricular Activity Fee $ ‘ l

$UH VWXGHQWY UHTXLUHG WR SD\ DQ DFWLYLW\ IHH IFX RUIGHWD /R S
LQVWUXPHQWDO PXVLF DFWLYLWLHV"

T Yes

T No

I \HV KRZ PXFK" (QWHU QXPHULF GLJLWV RQO\

Co-Curricular Activity Fee $ ‘ l

,V SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ PDUFKLQJ EDQG E\ ZLQG DQG SHUFXVVLRQ
SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ RWKHU LQVWUXPHQWDO HQVHPEOHV"

T Yes

T No
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in
12. If yes, which ensembles? Select all that apply.

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

Instrumental Lessons
Marching Band
Concert Band

Jazz Band

Orchestra

Pit Orchestra
Percussion Ensemble

Chamber Ensembles

Other (please specify)

l |

13. Does your school offer other music classes? Select all that apply.

Chorus
Music Appreciation

Music Theory

Piano Class

Music Technology

-
-
-
[T Guitar Class
-
-
-

Other (please specify)

l |

14. Approximately how many students are currently in each of your ensembles?

Concert Band

Marching Band

Jazz Band

Pit Orchestra

Percussion Ensemble

Chamber Ensembles

Other

l |
l |
l |
Orchestra [ [
l |
l |
l |
l |
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in ‘

15. Is participation in an academic class a prerequisite for participation in co-curricular or
extra-curricular instrumental ensembles? Yes/No

If so, please indicate all that apply.

Yes No
Concert Band c C
Marching Band c @
Jazz Band c C
Orchestra c C
Pit Orchestra c C
Percussion Ensemble c C
Chamber Ensembles c C
Other c C

Other (please specify)
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in

-,VVXHV 5HODWHG WR 6WDQGDUGL]JHG 7HVWL

+DYH \RX HYHU EHHQ UHTXLUHG WR LQFRUSRUDWH WHVW SUHSDUD\
3HQQVV\OYDQLD 6\VWHP Rl 6FKRRO $VVHVVPHQW 366% LQWR \RXU F

1HYHU 5DUHO\ 6RPHWLPHYV 9HU\ 2IWHQ $0zZD\V

,] SRVVLEOH SOHDVH SURYLGH H[DPSOHV RI WHVW SUHSDUDWLRQ VWUDWHILHV \RX KD

'RHV \RXU VFKRRO KDYH D SROLF\ RU SUDFWLFH RI UHTXLULQJ VWX
RU UHDGLQJ FODVVHV LI WKH\ KDYH QRW SHUIRUPHG ZHOO RQ WKH J

g

<HV
1R

1RW VXUH

+RZ RIWHQ GR UHPHGLDO PDWK RU UHDGLQJ FODVVHV OLPLW VWXGI
LQVWUXPHQWDO HQVHPEOHYV DW \RXU VFKRRO"

1HYHU 5DUHO\ 6RPHWLPHYV 9HU\ 2IWHQ $0zZD\V

30HDVH GHVFULEH
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PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in

4. How often do students miss lessons or rehearsals due to mandatory test preparation or
remediation?

C 1HYHU C 5DUHO\ C BRPHWLPHV C 9HU\ 2IWHQ C $0zD\V

5. How often would test preparation activities be a part of your instructional plan if not
required?

C 1HYHU C 5DUHO\ C B6RPHWLPHV C 9HU\ 2IWHQ C $0zZD\V

6. To what degree has standardized test preparation influenced your rehearsal schedule
for your performing groups?

C 1HYHU C 5DUHO\ C BRPHWLPHV C 9HU\ 2IWHQ C $0zD\V

7. To what degree has the amount of time available for instrumental instruction and
rehearsal during the school day been reduced as a result of testing activities?

C 1RQH C 9HU\ /LWWOH (C BRPHZKDW C /DUJHO\ C &RPSOHWHO\

8. How often is your school wide professional development time dedicated to
standardized test data analysis, curriculum integration with test preparation, and/or
school-wide test preparation initiatives?

C 1HYHU C S5DUHO\ C B6RPHWLPHV C 9HU\ 2IWHQ C $0zZD\V

9. To what degree do you feel that PSSA performance dictates the focus of music
instruction at your school?

C 1RQH C 9HU\ /LWWOH ( B6RPHZKDW ' /DUJHO\ C &RPSOHWHO\

10. In the past year, has the amount of instructional time for instrumental lessons at the
high school, middle school, or elementary school levels been diminished? Answer for all
that apply.

<HV 1R
+LJK 6FKRRO C
OLGGOH 6FKRRO c
(OHPHQWDU\ 6FK C

113



PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in

,Q WKH SDVW \HDU KDV WKH DPRXQW RI LQVWUXFWLRQDO WLPH DY

HQVHPEOH UHKHDUVDOV DW WKH KLJK VFKRRO PLGGOH VFKRRO RU
GLPLQLVKHG"

<HV 1R
+LJK 6FKRRO

OLGGOH 6FKRRO

(OHPHQWDU\ 6FK

,Q WKH SDVW \HDU KDYH DQ\ RI WKH IROORZLQJ LQVWUXPHQWDO |
I[URP WKH FXUULFXOXP DW \RXU VFKRRO V " &KHFN DOO WKDW DSSO\

,QVWUXPHQWDO /HVVRQV
ODUFKLQJ %DQG
&RQFHUW %DQG

-D]] %DQG

3HUFXVVLRQ (QVHPEOH
2UFKHVWUD

&KDPEHU (QVHPEOHV

1RQH

2WKHU SOHDVH VSHFLI\

l |

,Q WKH SDVW \HDU KDV WKH QXPEHU RI LQVWUXPHQWDO PXVLF WH
PLGGOH VFKRRO RU HOHPHQWDU\ VFKRRO OHYHOV LQ \RXU GLVWULH

+LJK 6FKRRO
OLGGOH 6FKRRO

(OHPHQWDU\ 6FK

,Q ZKDW RWKHU zD\V JHQHUDO RU VSHFLILF GR \RX IHHO WKDW WKH
VWDQGDUGL]HG WHVWLQJ KDV LQIOXHQFHG LQVWUXPHQWDO PXVLF F
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9. Music Advocacy & Professional Development

1. Using a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = not concerned and 5=very concerned) please indicate your
level of concern that instrumental music will be removed from the curriculum at the high
school, middle school, or elementary levels as a direct consequence of PSSA mandates?

+LJK 6FKRRO
OLGGOH 6FKRRO

(OHPHQWDU\ 6FK

2. Which of the following have you done in an effort to promote music advocacy for your
instrumental music program? Check all that apply
JRUPHG D OXVLF %RRVWHU 2UJDQL]JDWLRQ
$WWHQGHG D OXVLF %YRRVWHU OHHWLQJ
$WWHQGHG D 6FKRRO %RDUG OHHWLQJ
$UUDQJHG IRU D VWXGHQW SHUIRUPDQFH DW D 6FKRRO %RDUG OHHWLQJ
$UUDQJHG IRU VSHFLDO UHFRJQLWLRQ RI VWXGHQW SHUIRUPHUV DW D 6FKRRO %RI

&RQWDFWHG D PXVLF DGYRFDF\ RUJDQL]DWLRQ IRU KHOS VXFK DV 30($ 0(1& HWF

2WKHU SOHDVH VSHFLI\

3. Which of the following have your students and or parents done in an effort to advocate
for instrumental music in your school? Check all that apply.

JRUPHG D OXVLF %RRVWHU 2UJDQL]JDWLRQ

$WWHQGHG D OXVLF %RRVWHU OHHWLQJ

$WWHQGHG D 6FKRRO %RDUG OHHWLQJ

$UUDQJHG IRU D VWXGHQW SHUIRUPDQFH DW D 6FKRRO %RDUG OHHWLQJ
$UUDQJHG IRU VSHFLDO UHFRJQLWLRQ RI VWXGHQW SHUIRUPHUV DW D 6FKRRO %RI
&RQWDFWHG D PXVLF DGYRFDF\ RUJDQL]DWLRQ IRU KHOS VXFK DV 30($ 0(1& HWF

2UJDQL]JHG D BURWHVW DW 6FKRRO %RDUG OHHWLQJ

2WKHU SOHDVH VSHFLI\
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4. Does your school district allow for teacher attendance at professional conferences such
as the Pennsylvania Music Educators Convention?

' Never ' Rarely (' Sometimes ' Very Often C  Always

5. Does your school district reimburse you for fees related to conference attendance?

' Never " Rarely (" Sometimes ' Very Often C  Always

6. Does your school district reimburse you for travel expenses related to conference
attendance?

' Never " Rarely (' Sometimes ' Very Often C  Always

116



PA High School Instrumental Music Teachers Perceptions of Changes in

10. Thank You!

Thank you for your participation. This concludes the survey. Please click 'Done' to submit your responses.
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Teacher Demographic information

1.

Are you a full-time music teacher with instrumental music teaching
responsibilities in a Pennsylvania Public High School or Charter High
School ? Select one.

87.2 % (240)

Pennsylvania
Public High School

Pennsylvania Charter
B Ligh School

B None of the above

28%(7)
Statistics
Valid 247
Missing 0
Mean 1.03
Median 1.00
Mode 1.00
SD A7
Frequency Table
Frequency |Percent [Valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent
Pennsylvania Public 1, 972 72 72
High School
Valid Pennsylvania Charter
High Ay 7 2.8 2.8 100.0
Total 247 100.0 100.0
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2. How many years have you worked as a music teacher in the Pennsylvania Public Schools?

Histogram
404 Mean = 13.91
Std. Dev. = 10.164
N = 247
304
>
3 |
e |
@
=
g 20
/
o %
104 'é
o T
.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 40.00

Years as music teacher in PA Public Schools. -

Descriptive Statistics
[Valid 247
[Missing 0
[Mean  [13.91
[Median  [11.00

IMode 4.00

SD 10.16

20

154
. _ _
g 10 A
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Years as music teacher in PA Public Schools. -
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Frequency Table

Years Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Taught Percent Percent
1 8 3.2 3.2 3.2
2 7 2.8 2.8 6.1
3 16 6.5 6.5 12.6
4 18 7.3 7.3 19.8
5 14 5.7 5.7 25.5
I6 13 5.3 5.3 30.8
7 11 4.5 4.5 35.2
8 6 2.4 2.4 37.7
9 10 4.0 4.0 41.7
10 10 4.0 4.0 45.7
11 16 6.5 6.5 52.2
12 5 2.0 2.0 54.3
13 13 5.3 5.3 59.5
14 6 2.4 2.4 61.9
15 12 4.9 4.9 66.8
16 4 1.6 1.6 68.4
17 4 1.6 1.6 70.0
18 2 .8 .8 70.9
19 4 1.6 1.6 72.5
20 5 2.0 2.0 74.5
21 4 1.6 1.6 76.1
22 6 2.4 2.4 78.5
23 3 1.2 1.2 79.8
24 4 1.6 1.6 81.4
25 4 1.6 1.6 83.0
26 6 2.4 2.4 85.4
27 2 .8 .8 86.2
29 3 1.2 1.2 87.4
30 4 1.6 1.6 89.1
31 4 1.6 1.6 90.7
32 5 2.0 2.0 92.7
33 2 .8 .8 93.5
34 5 2.0 2.0 95.5
35 6 2.4 2.4 98.0
37 1 4 4 98.4
38 3 1.2 1.2 99.6
39 1 4 4 100.0
Total 247 100.0 100.0
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. How many years have you worked in your current school district?

Histogram

404

307

209

Frequency

[\

.00 10.00

T
20.00 30.00

Years working in current district. -

Years working in current district. -
N \Valid 247
Missing [0
Mean 11.45
Median 8.00
Mode 4.00
SD 9.45
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Frequency
10
17
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21
9
9
10
14
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Percent
4.0
6.9
8.1
8.9
5.7
5.7
8.5
3.6
3.6
4.0
5.7
3.2
3.2
1.2
2.8
1.2
.8
1.2

oo

N oo

Valid Percent
4.0
6.9
8.1
8.9
5.7
5.7
8.5
3.6
3.6
4.0
5.7
3.2
3.2
1.2
2.8
1.2
.8
1.2

oo

N oo

Cumulative Percent
4.0
10.9
19.0
27.9
33.6
39.3
47.8
51.4
55.1
59.1
64.8
68.0
71.3
72.5
75.3
76.5
77.3
78.5
79.4
80.6
81.8
83.8
85.4
86.2
87.9
89.5
90.7
91.1
92.3
92.7
94.3
96.8
98.0
98.8
99.6
100.0
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4. How many schools do you teach at during a normal week?

Histogram
1204 ] 21??)31931 482
N = 246
1004
> 80 |
o
% 607 /\
w
404
204
Schools Per Week -
4. Schools Per Week -
N Valid 246
I Missing 1
[Mean 1.93
[Median 1.00
[Mode 1.00
[sD 1.48
4. Schools Per Week -
Frequency |Percent |Valid Percent |[Cumulative Percent
1 125 50.6 50.8 50.8
2 78 31.6 31.7 82.5
3 17 6.9 6.9 89.4
4 10 4.0 4.1 93.5
. 5 |6 2.4 2.4 95.9
Valid ¢ 4 1.6 1.6 97.6
7 3 1.2 1.2 98.8
8 1 4 4 99.2
10 2 .8 .8 100.0
Total 246 99.6 100.0
Missing System |1 4
Total 247 100.0
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What grade levels do you currently teach? Check all that apply.

K-3 6.1% (15)

T
0% 20% 0% 60 % 80% 100 %
Frequency Table

5. What grade levels do you currently teach? Check all that apply.
Frequency [Percent [Valid Cumulative
Percent |Percent
\Valid K-3 15 6.1 100.0 100.0
\Valid 4-6 108 43.7 100.0 100.0
\Valid 7-8 139 56.3 100.0 100.0
Valid 9-12 244 98.8 100.0 100.0
Statistics
Schools Per Week -
Valid 246
N
Missing 1
Mean 1.93
Median 1.00
Mode 1.00
SD 1.48
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What subjects do you teach? Check all that apply.

Instrumental Rehearsal
(Large Group)

97.6 % (241)

Instrumental Lessons

(Small Group) 80.6 % (199)

Music Theory 421 % (104)

255% (63)

Music Appreciation

Other (please specify) 235% (58)

Vocal/General 16.2 % (40)

Music Technology 15.4 % (38)

Choral Rehearsal 11.3% (28)
Multi-Disciplinary

with Music Component
(i.e. Humanities)

1 T
0% 20% 40% 60 % 80 % 100 %

Frequency Table
6. What subjects do you teach? Check all that apply.

Frequency [Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent

Instrumental Rehearsal a1 97 6 100.0 100.0
(Large Group)
Instrumental Lessons (Small 199 50.6 100.0 100.0
Group)
IMusic Theory 104 42.1 100.0 100.0
[Music Appreciation 63 25.5 100.0 100.0
Other (please specify) 58 23.5 100.0 100.0
VVocal/General 40 16.2 100.0 100.0
IMusic Technology 38 154 100.0 100.0
|Choral Rehearsal 28 11.3 100.0 100.0
Multl-D|SC|pI|r_\ary with M_u_S|c 39 100.0 100.0
Component (i.e. Humanities)
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How many hours per week do you teach any of the following subjects?

Instrumental Lessons
(Small Group)

Instrumental Rehearsal
(Large Group)

Other -

Music Theory
Vocal/General
Music Appreciation
Choral Rehearsal
Music Technology
Multi-Disciplinary

with Music Component
(i.e. Humanities)

297

10.61

16.63

20

0 5 10 15
Instrumental Instrumental
Rehearsal Lessons (Small | Music Music
(Large Group) Group) Theory Appreciation
N Valid 238 201 113 80
Missing 9 46 134 167
Mean 10.61 16.63 5.61 4.36
Median 7.5 12 5 4
Mode 5 15 5 0
SD 27.93927 40.19 12.34 4.26
Multi-
Disciplinary
with Music
Component
Vocal/ Music Choral (i.e.
Other General | Technology | Rehearsal | Humanities)
N Valid 75 73 65 59 37
Missing 172 174 182 188 210
Mean 9.12 4.58 2.97 3.02 0.57
Median 5 3 1 0 0
Mode 0 0 0 0 0
SD 33.9 5.79 3.93 5.99 1.48
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How many hours per week do you teach any of the following subjects?

Vocal/General

Frequency [Percent [Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

.00 30 12.1 41.1 41.1
1.00 2 .8 2.7 43.8
2.00 4 1.6 5.5 49.3
3.00 3 1.2 4.1 53.4
4.00 6 2.4 8.2 61.6
5.00 7 2.8 9.6 71.2
6.00 2 .8 2.7 74.0
7.00 1 4 1.4 75.3
8.00 3 1.2 4.1 79.5

Valid 9.00 1 4 1.4 80.8
10.00 5 2.0 6.8 87.7
12.00 2 8 2.7 90.4
15.00 1 4 1.4 91.8
17.00 1 4 1.4 93.2
18.00 1 4 1.4 94.5
19.00 1 4 1.4 95.9
20.00 2 8 2.7 98.6
21.00 1 4 1.4 100.0
Total 73 29.6 100.0

Missing |System [174 70.4

Total 247 100.0
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Instrumental Lessons (Small Group)

Frequency [Percent [Valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent
.00 4 1.6 2.0 2.0
1.00 |5 2.0 2.5 4.5
200 P4 1.6 2.0 6.5
300 |o 3.6 4.5 10.9
400 |5 2.0 2.5 13.4
500 |16 6.5 8.0 21.4
6.00 |6 2.4 3.0 24 4
700 4 1.6 2.0 26.4
8.00 |16 6.5 8.0 34.3
9.00 4 1.6 2.0 36.3
10.00 |15 6.1 7.5 43.8
11.00 |3 1.2 1.5 45.3
12.00 |12 4.9 6.0 51.2
13.00 |1 4 5 51.7
14.00 4 1.6 2.0 53.7
15.00 |28 11.3 13.9 67.7
16.00 4 1.6 2.0 69.7
. 17.00 |1 4 5 70.1

Valid 18.00 [ 1.6 2.0 72.1
19.00 [1 4 5 72.6
20.00 |12 4.9 6.0 78.6
21.00 |1 4 5 79.1
22.00 |2 8 1.0 80.1
23.00 4 1.6 2.0 82.1
24.00 |3 1.2 1.5 83.6
25.00 |11 4.5 5.5 89.1
27.00 |1 4 5 89.6
28.00 |1 4 5 90.0
29.00 |1 4 5 90.5
30.00 |s 3.2 4.0 94.5
32.00 |1 4 5 95.0
34.00 |2 8 1.0 96.0
35.00 |6 2.4 3.0 99.0
40.00 |1 4 5 99.5
569.00 |1 4 5 100.0
Total  |201 81.4 100.0

Missing System |46 18.6

Total 247 100.0
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Instrumental Rehearsal (Large Group)

|Frequency [Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent

1.00 3 1.2 1.3 1.3
2.00 10 4.0 4.2 5.5
3.00 14 5.7 5.9 11.3
4.00 26 10.5 10.9 22.3
5.00 39 15.8 16.4 38.7
6.00 18 7.3 7.6 46.2
7.00 9 3.6 3.8 50.0
8.00 14 5.7 5.9 55.9
9.00 13 5.3 5.5 61.3
10.00 31 12.6 13.0 74.4
11.00 2 .8 .8 75.2
12.00 8 3.2 3.4 78.6
13.00 3 1.2 1.3 79.8

Valid 14.00 I6 2.4 2.5 82.4
15.00 17 6.9 7.1 89.5
16.00 1 4 4 89.9
17.00 2 .8 .8 90.8
18.00 5 2.0 2.1 92.9
19.00 1 4 4 93.3
20.00 5 2.0 2.1 95.4
21.00 3 1.2 1.3 96.6
24.00 1 4 4 97.1
25.00 3 1.2 1.3 98.3
26.00 1 4 4 98.7
34.00 1 4 4 99.2
43.00 1 4 4 99.6
430.00 1 4 4 100.0
Total 238 96.4 100.0

Missing System 9 3.6

Total 247 100.0
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Choral Rehearsal

|Frequency |Percent |valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent
.00 32 13.0 54.2 54.2
1.00 5 2.0 8.5 62.7
2.00 3 1.2 5.1 67.8
3.00 2 .8 3.4 71.2
4.00 3 1.2 5.1 76.3
. 5.00 5 2.0 8.5 84.7
Valid 600 |1 4 1.7 86.4
8.00 2 .8 3.4 89.8
10.00 I3 1.2 5.1 94.9
12.00 4 1.7 96.6
30.00 |2 .8 3.4 100.0
Total |59 23.9 100.0
Missing System |188 76.1
Total 247 100.0
Music Appreciation
|Frequency |Percent |valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent
.00 21 8.5 26.3 26.3
1.00 3 1.2 3.8 30.0
2.00 4 1.6 5.0 35.0
3.00 |6 2.4 7.5 425
4.00 13 5.3 16.3 58.8
5.00 15 6.1 18.8 77.5
6.00 1 4 1.3 78.8
7.00 3 1.2 3.8 82.5
. 8.00 1 4 1.3 83.8
Valid 9.00 | 8 0.5 86.3
10.00 M 1.6 5.0 91.3
11.00 M 4 1.3 92.5
12.00 |2 .8 2.5 95.0
13.00 4 1.3 96.3
15.00 M 4 1.3 97.5
17.00 N 4 1.3 98.8
20.00 |1 4 1.3 100.0
Total |80 32.4 100.0
Missing System |167 67.6
Total 247 100.0
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Music Theory

[Frequency |Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent
.00 17 6.9 15.0 15.0
1.00 5 2.0 4.4 19.5
2.00 8 3.2 7.1 26.5
3.00 11 4.5 0.7 36.3
4.00 15 6.1 13.3 49.6
5.00 31 12.6 27 4 77.0
6.00 3 1.2 2.7 79.6
.. 7.00 7 2.8 6.2 85.8
Valid g 5 l6 0.4 5.3 91.2
9.00 1 4 9 92.0
10.00 5 2.0 4.4 96.5
15.00 1 4 9 97.3
17.00 1 4 9 98.2
30.00 1 4 9 99.1
129.00 1 4 9 100.0
Total 113 45.7 100.0
Missing System 134 54.3
Total 247 100.0
Music Technology
] |Frequency [Percent |valid  |Cumulative
Percent |Percent
.00 31 126 W77 W77
1.00 2 8 3.1 50.8
2.00 2 8 3.1 53.8
3.00 5 2.0 7.7 61.5
4.00 7 2.8 10.8 [72.3
. 5.00 ¢ 3.6 13.8  [86.2
Valid 7.00 2 8 3.1 89.2
10.00 3 1.2 4.6 93.8
12.00 2 8 3.1 96.9
15.00 1 4 1.5 98.5
16.00 1 4 1.5 100.0
Total l65 26.3  [100.0
Missing System 182 73.7
Total 247 100.0
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Multi-Disciplinary with Music Component (i.e. Humanities)

|Frequency |Percent |Valid Percent [Cumulative Percent
.00 31 12.6 83.8 83.8
1.00 1 4 2.7 86.5
2.00 1 4 2.7 89.2
. 3.00 1 4 2.7 91.9

Valid 400 |1 4 0.7 94.6
5.00 1 4 2.7 97.3
6.00 1 4 2.7 100.0
Total |37 15.0 100.0

Missing System |210 85.0

Total 247 100.0
Vocal/General
| |Frequency Percent
|Missing System 247 100.0
Instrumental Lessons (Small Group)
| |Frequency Percent
|Missing System 247 100.0
Instrumental Rehearsal (Large Group)
| |Frequency Percent
[Missing System |o47 100.0
Choral Rehearsal
| |Frequency Percent
|Missing System 247 100.0
Music Appreciation
| |Frequency Percent
|Missing System 247 100.0
Music Theory
| |Frequency Percent
[Missing System |o47 100.0
Music Technology
| |Frequency Percent
|Missing System 247 100.0

Multi-Disciplinary with Music Component (i.e.

Humanities)

|Frequency

Percent

[Missing System

|o47

100.0
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Other

[Frequency |Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent

.00 20 8.1 26.7 26.7
1.00 1 4 1.3 28.0
2.00 3 1.2 4.0 32.0
3.00 5 2.0 6.7 38.7
4.00 8 3.2 10.7 49.3
5.00 9 3.6 12.0 61.3
6.00 1 4 1.3 62.7
7.00 7 2.8 9.3 72.0

\VValid 8.00 5 2.0 6.7 78.7
9.00 1 4 1.3 80.0
10.00 9 3.6 12.0 92.0
12.00 2 .8 2.7 94.7
15.00 1 4 1.3 96.0
27.00 1 4 1.3 97.3
30.00 1 4 1.3 98.7
295.00 1 4 1.3 100.0
Total 75 30.4 100.0

Missing System 172 69.6

Total 247 100.0
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Histogram

1009 Mean = 3.39
Std. Dev. = 1.072
N = 247

80

Frequency

40

[

T T T T T T T
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00

_How many hours per week are you engaged in

instrumental music instruction (i.e., instrumental

lessons, ensemble rehgarsals) during the school
ay?

Statistics
How many hours per week are you engaged in instrumental music
instruction (i.e., instrumental lessons, ensemble rehearsals) during the

school day?

Valid 247
N

Missing 0
Mean 3.39
Median 3.00
Mode 3.00
SD 1.07
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Histogram

1509 Mean = 1.62
Std. Dev. = .663
N = 247
1004
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<
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501
0 T T T T T T T
.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00
How much of your school week is spent in non-
music related contractual responsibilities such as
study hall coverage, library duty, lunch duty, hall
monitoring, non-music class coverage?
|Frequency  [|Percent [valid  [Cumulative
Percent |Percent
1. <1 hour 114 46.2 46.2 46.2
2.1-10 hours 115 46.6 46.6 92.7
3. 11-20 hours |16 6.5 6.5 99.2
4. 21-30 hours |1 4 4 99.6
5.> 30 hours |1 4 4 100.0
Total 247 100.0 100.0
Valid 247
Missing |0
Mean 1.62
Median 2.00
Mode 2.00
SD .663

136



SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

10.

Please select the County (or Counties) within which your school is located.

Allegheny
Montgomery
Chester
Luzeme
Westmoreland
Lehigh
Beaver
Delaware
Lackawanna
Adams
Butler
Columbia
Lawrence
Northampton
York
Bradford
Centre
Indiana
Monroe
Tioga
Armstrong
Crawford
Venango
Cameron
Fulon
Lebanon
Potter
Somerset
Warren
Fayetta
Greene
Mifflin
Sullivan
Wayne

Philzdelphia
Dauphin
Berks

Cambria

Schuylkill

Clearfield

Franklin

Mercer
Bedford
Clarion
Jefferson
Lycoming
Northumberand
Blair

Bucks
Cumberland
McKean
Pike
Washington
Clinton

Ere
Wyoming
Carbon _}
Huntingdon
Perry
Snyder
Susquehanna
Elk

Forest
Juniata
Montour
Union

Don't Know
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w;n;aaaaaa““““|\
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NN
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1

83

0%

2%

4%
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County Resp Resp
% Count

Allegheny 9.30% | 23
Philadelphia 9.30% | 23
Montgomery 5.30% | 13
Dauphin 4.50% | 11
Chester 4.00% | 10
Berks 3.20% |8
Luzerne 3.20% |8
Lancaster 280% |7
Westmoreland 280% |7
Cambria 240% | 6
Lehigh 240% |6
Schuylkill 240% |6
Beaver 2.00% |5
Clearfield 2.00% |5
Delaware 2.00% |5
Franklin 200% |5
Lackawanna 2.00% |5
Mercer 2.00% |5
Adams 1.60% | 4
Bedford 1.60% |4
Butler 1.60% |4
Clarion 1.60% |4
Columbia 1.60% |4
Jefferson 1.60% |4
Lawrence 1.60% | 4
Lycoming 1.60% |4
Northampton 1.60% |4
Northumberland | 1.60% | 4
York 1.60% |4
Blair 1.20% |3
Bradford 1.20% |3
Bucks 1.20% | 3
Centre 1.20% | 3
Cumberland 1.20% | 3

138

County Resp Resp
% Count
McKean 1.20% |3
Monroe 1.20% |3
Pike 1.20% | 3
Tioga 1.20% |3
Washington 1.20% |3
Armstrong 0.80% |2
Clinton 0.80% | 2
Crawford 0.80% | 2
Erie 0.80% |2
Venango 0.80% |2
Wyoming 0.80% |2
Cameron 0.40% | 1
Carbon 0.40% | 1
Fulton 0.40% | 1
Huntingdon 0.40% | 1
Lebanon 0.40% | 1
Perry 0.40% | 1
Potter 0.40% | 1
Snyder 0.40% | 1
Somerset 0.40% | 1
Susquehanna 0.40% | 1
Warren 0.40% | 1
Elk 0.00% | O
Fayette 0.00% |0
Forest 0.00% | O
Greene 0.00% | O
Juniata 0.00% | O
Mifflin 0.00% | O
Montour 0.00% | O
Sullivan 0.00% |0
Union 0.00% | O
100.00

Total % 247




11.

Which best describes your school(s)? Choose one. (Repeat for multiple

schools.)
_ | |
School 137 % (9)
School 2
|
School 3 97.2 % (106)
i Charter
B Magnet
} B Traditional
School 6 100.0 % (16)
School 7 100.0 % (10)
School 8 100.0°% (6)
School 9 REE
School 10 Ll
1000% (2)
50 100 150 200 250
School | School | School | School | School | School | School | School | School | School
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Valid 243 109 38 26 16 10 6 3 2 2
N
Missing 4 138 209 221 231 237 241 244 245 245
Mean 2.91 2.97 2.9 2.96 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Median 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Mode 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
SD .38 .16 .31 2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
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12.
Does your school have special admission requirements? Please check all that apply.

91.1 % (224)

Special application 41%(10)

41%(10)

Other (please specify) 41%(10)

Minimum grade

. 37%(9)
point average

Minimum PSSA scores 37%(9)

OI% 20% 40% 60 % 80 % 100 %
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13. Using a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = very small and 5=very large) please estimate the student
population of your school. (Repeat for multiple schools).

Using a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = very small and 5=very large) please estimate the student
population of your school. (Repeat for multiple schools).

School 1

School 2

School 3

School 4 -1
-2
School 5 -3
-4

School 6 -5

School 7

School 8

School &

School 10

60 80

Statistics
School 1 | School 2 | School 3 | School4 | School 5
N | Valid 247 110 39 16
Missing 0 137 208 231
Mean 2.82 2.68 3.03 2.96 3
Median 3 3 3 3 3
Mode 3 3 4 3 3
SD 1.18 1.17 1.18 1.31 1.41
School 6 | School 7 | School 8 | School 9 | School 10
N | Valid 10 6 3 2 2
Missing 237 241 244 245 245
Mean 2.7 3.5 3 3.5 3.5
Median 2.5 3.5 3 3.5 3.5
Mode 2.00a 2.00a 2.00a 3.00a 3.00a
SD 1.42 1.38 1 0.71 0.71
a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
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14. Using a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = very poor and 5=very affluent) please estimate the
socio-economic level of your school. (Repeat for multiple schools).

Using a scale of 1 to § (1 = very poor and 5=very affluent) please estimate the socio-economic
level of your school. (Repeat for multiple schools).

School 1 265
School 2 259

School 3
School 4
School 5

School 6

School 7

School 8 333

School 8

School 10 35

05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4

Using a scale of 1 to § (1 = very poor and 5=very affluent) please estimate the socio-
economic level of your school. (Repeat for multiple schools).

250
45% (11)
17.9 % (44)
o
150 4—— 30.9 % (76) -5
L
- 3
- 2
45%(5) -

/ 2507 (M
-/ 313 : 433)(?% e (2)
) . 25 0 500" 66.7 100.0 % (2

2007%(2) 333% (2
T T 1 T T
School 2 School 4 School 6 School 8 School 10
School 1 School 3 School § School 7 School 8

—
o
=
&
S}
w

\
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School 1 School 2 | School 3 | School 4 | School 5
N Valid 246 111 39 26 16
Missing 1 136 208 221 231
Mean 2.65 2.60 2.46 2.35 1.94
Median 3 3 2 2 2
Mode 2 3 2 3 2
SD 1.08 1.04 1.14 0.80 0.77
School 6 | School 7 | School 8 | School9 | School 10
N Valid 10 6 3 2 2
Missing 237 241 244 245 245
Mean 2.1 2.67 3.33 3 3.5
Median 2 2.5 3 3 3.5
Mode 1 2 3 3 | 3.00a
SD 1.10 0.82 0.58 0 0.71

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
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15.

How often has your school made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) on the
Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA)? (Repeat for multiple

schools).
| |
BT | E
School 3
School 4 M Never
B Rarely
School 5 W Sometimes
B Very Often
School 6 - Alvzys
School 7
School 8
School 9
School 10
0 50 100 150 200 250
Statistics
School 1 | School 2 | School 3 | School 4
N Valid 245 108 39 26
Missing 2 139 208 221
Mean 3.92 417 413 415
Median 4 4 5 5
Mode 5 5 5 5
SD 1.11 0.93 1.15 1.12
a Multiple modes exist.
The smallest value is
shown
School 5 School 6 | School 7 | School 8 | School9 | School 10
16 10 6 3 2 2
231 237 241 244 245 245
3.75 3.6 3.8333 4.6667 4 3
4 4 4 5 4 3
5| 2.00a 4.00a 5| 3.00a 1.00a
1.18 1.43 1.17 0.58 1.41 2.83
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INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC OFFERINGS

16.
Which of these instrumental music activities are offered as extracurricular activities at your
school(s)? Please check all that apply.
Marching Band 69.9 % (172)
Jazz Band 67.9 % (167)
Pit Orchestra 59.8 % (147)
Chamber Ensembles 37.8 % (93)

Percussion Ensemble 374%(92)

Instrumental Lessons 232 % (57)
Other (please specify) 17.5 % (43)
Concert Band 15.9 % (39)
Orchestra 11.8 % (29)

None 37%(9)

T
0% 20% 40% 60 % 80 %

Other (please specify)
Valid Cumulative

Frequency | Percent | Percent | Percent
Valid 204 82.6 82.6 82.6
African Drumming Ensemble 1 0.4 0.4 83
All are offered at 1 of my 6
schools, an arts magnet 1 0.4 0.4 83.4
Bagpipe Band 1 0.4 0.4 83.8
Band 1 0.4 0.4 84.2
Band/Choir Club 1 0.4 0.4 84.6
Brass Ens Flute Ens 1 0.4 0.4 85
Choral Group 1 0.4 0.4 85.4
Choral Small Ensemble; String
Quartet 1 0.4 0.4 85.8
Colorguard 1 0.4 0.4 86.2
Competition Band 1 0.4 0.4 86.6
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Concert Choir, Chorale, Jazz

Choir, Winter Guard 1 0.4 0.4 87
Fife and drum corps 1 0.4 0.4 87.4
indoor color guard 1 0.4 0.4 87.9
Indoor Color Guard 2 0.8 0.8 88.7
Indoor guard 2 0.8 0.8 89.5
Indoor Majorettes 1 0.4 0.4 89.9
Indoor Percussion 1 0.4 0.4 90.3
Marching Band - NE H.S.; Pit

Orchestra - CAPA, Masterman;

All others are offered at

Masterman &amp; Baldi M.S. 1 0.4 0.4 90.7
One magnet school has all large

ensembles rostered during day

because it is a Performing Arts

HS 1 0.4 0.4 91.1
Pep Band 4 1.6 1.6 92.7
Private Lessons 1 0.4 0.4 93.1
Rock Ensemble 1 0.4 0.4 93.5
Sax Ensemble; Brass Ensemble;

Woodwind Ensemble 1 0.4 0.4 93.9
Select Orchestra and choirs 1 0.4 0.4 94.3
small ensembles 1 0.4 0.4 94.7
Stage production 1 0.4 0.4 95.1
Steel Band 1 0.4 0.4 955
steel drum band 1 0.4 0.4 96
Steel Drum Ensemble 1 0.4 0.4 96.4
Steel Drums 1 0.4 0.4 96.8
String Ensemble 1 0.4 0.4 97.2
String Ensemble (mid-size string

orch) 1 0.4 0.4 97.6
string quartet 1 0.4 0.4 98
String quartet 1 0.4 0.4 98.4
String Quartet 1 0.4 0.4 98.8
summer lessons; summer band;

summer orchestra 1 0.4 0.4 99.2
Wind ensemble 1 0.4 0.4 99.6
Women's Choir/Men's Choir/

concert pm rehearsals 1 0.4 0.4 100
Total 247 100 100
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Which of these instrumental music offerings are available in the curriculum to satisfy the fine arts
requirements at your school(s)? Check all that apply.

Concert Band 921 % (223)

Instrumental Lessons 488 % (118)
Orchestra 455 % (110)
Marching Band 36.8 % (89)

|

Jazz Band 298%(72)

Percussion Ensemble 14.0 % (34)

Chamber Ensembles 79 % (19)
Other (please specify) 74%(18)

None

0% 20% 40% 60 % 80 %
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18. Are instrumental music students required to attend small group lessons or sectional
rehearsals during the school day in addition to ensemble rehearsals?

Are instrumental music students required to attend small group lessons or sectional rehearsals
during the school day in addition to ensemble rehearsals?

41.1% (101)

60 %
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19. If yes, how many minutes per week?

If yes, how many minutes per week?

School 11338 % (20)
School 2

43.8 % (28)
|

School 3

87 % (IN304%(7)

78%(5)

R N I R S
—
| 30.(5'/. (44) l 45.1 % (65) 76% (11=I]
32.8 % (21) 15?:&{

. <15

|
School 4 ;
. 15-30
School 5 6.5/.&(%6.3’/.(1) . 31-45
| - 4560
91%(1 . 61-75
School 6 ) I
School 7 el -
School 8 LU=
School 9
School 10
(I) 2IO 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
School 1 | School 2 | School 3 | School 4 | School 5
N| Valid 144 64 23 16 11
Missing 103 183 224 231 236
Mean 2.5694 2.3906 2.4783 2.5625 2.7273
Median 3 2 2 3 3
Mode 3 2 2 3 3
SD 0.99406 | 0.88402 | 0.84582 | 0.72744 | 0.78625
School
School 6 | School 7 | School 8 | School 9 | 10
N| Valid 6 2 0 0 0
Missing 241 245 247 247 247
Mean 3 3
Median 3 3
Mode 3 3
SD 0.63246 0
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20.

Does your school offer small group lessons or sectionals during the school day?

731 % (179)

26.9 % (66)

40 % 60 %

150

80 %



21.

If yes, are small group lessons or sectionals scheduled during student study halls, rotating
pullout classes, or both? Select all that apply.

Rotating Pull Out

Other (please specify)

286 % (53)

76.8 % (142)

80 %

School 1 School 2 School 3 School 4 School 5
N |Valid 245 108 39 26 16
Missing 2 139 208 221 231
Mean 3.92 4.17 4.13 4.15 3.75
Median 4.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 4.00
Mode 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
SD 1.16 .93 1.15 1.12 1.18

School 6 School 7 School 8 School 9 School 10
N |Valid 10 6 3 2 2
Missing 237 241 244 245 245
Mean 3.60 3.83 4.67 4.00 3.00
Median 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 3.00
Mode 2.00° 4.00° 5.00 3.00° 1.00°
SD 1.43 1.17 .58 1.41 2.83
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22.

Do you teach small group instrumental lessons in heterogeneous or homogeneous
instrumental groupings? Choose one.

45.0 % (108)

21.1%(51)

1.2%(27)

T
20% 30% 40 % 50 %
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23. How many minutes do your ensembles rehearse each week during the school day?

60- 120- 180- 240- Response
>300
<60 120 180 240 300 Count
Concert 126% 16.7% 13.5% 38.7% 113% 7.2% 299
Band (28) (37) (30) (86) (25) (16)
Marching 40.0% 14.7% 53% 29.5% 53% 5.3% 95
Band (38) (14) (5) (28) (5) (5)
41.0% 24.0% 14.0% 19.0% 1.0% 1.0%
Jazz Band 100
(41) (24) (14) (19) (1) (1)
Orchestra 17.8% 109% 13.9% 34.7% 16.8% 5.9% 101
(18) (11) (14) (35) (17) (6)
Pit 65.6% 18.8% 9.4% 0.0% 3.1% 3.1% 32
Orchestra (21) (6) (3) (0) (1) (1)
Percussion 46.8% 10.6% 12.8% 23.4% 6.4% 0.0% 47
Ensemble (22) (5) (6) 11) (3) (0)
Other 27.8% 27.8% 222% 11.1% 56% 5.6% 18
(5) (5) (4) 2) (1) (1)
Statistics
Concert | Marching | Jazz | Orchestra Pit Percussion | Other
Band Band Band Orchestra | Ensemble
N Valid 222 95 100 101 32 47 18
Missing 25 152 147 146 215 200 229
Mean 3.4099 2.6105| 2.1800 3.3960 1.6563 2.3191| 2.5556
Median 4.0000 2.0000| 2.0000 4.0000 1.0000 2.0000| 2.0000
Mode 4.00 1.00 1.00 4.00 1.00 1.00| 1.00°
1.2421 1.4641
SD 1.41373| 1.61308 1.49719 1.20775 1.43112 .

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
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24. On average, how many minutes per week do your ensembles rehearse outside of the
regular school day? (before, after school, evenings, weekends)

60- 120- 180- 240- Resp
<60 >300
120 180 240 300 Cnt
74.3% 14.9% 8.9% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0%
B 101
Concert Band (75 (15 ©) @ 0) o
. 14.0% 23.0% 19.1% 10.7% 10.1% 23.0%
Marching Band (25) (41) (34) (19) (18) (41) 178
28.0% 50.3% 14.6% 1.9% 3.2% 1.9%
Jazz Band 44) (19  (293) (3) (5) @ 7
Orchestra 66.7% 25.5% 7.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 51
(34) (13) (4) (0) (0) (0)
. 21.7% 35.9% 20.7% 14.1% 6.5% 1.1%
Pit Orchestra (20) (33) (19) (13) 6) 1) 92
Percussion 35.2% 23.9% 15.5% 8.5% 5.6% 11.3% 71
Ens (25) 17) (11) (6) (4) (8)
51.6% 29.0% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 9.7%
h 1
Other (16) 9) (1) (1) (1) @ O
Statistics
Concert | Marching | Jazz | Orchestra Pit Percussion | Other
Band Band Band Orchestra | Ensemble
N Valid 101 178 157 51 92 71 31
Missing 146 69 90 196 155 176 216
2.076
Mean 1.3861 3.4888 4 1.4118 2.5109 2.5915| 2.0645
. 2.000
Median 1.0000 3.0000 0 1.0000 2.0000 2.0000| 1.0000
Mode 1.00 2.00%| 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
1.047
SD 73444 1.77630 03 .63801 1.22694 1.68673 | 1.61112

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
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FINANCIAL RESOURCES FOR INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC

25.
Response Percent | Count
School instruments are available free of charge. 821% | (202)
Students purchase instruments for their use. 69.5% (171)
Rental instruments are available through an area music store. | 65.9% (162)
School instruments are available for a small fee. 7.7% (19)
School instruments are not available. 4.9% (12)
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26. Approximately how much supplemental funding does your school’s instrumental music
program receive each year from a Music Booster group or School Foundation? (Please
repeat for multiple schools.)

Supplemental Funding

Total
$1000- $5001- $10000-

30 $1-$1000 | g5000 $10000 | $20,000 Eiiﬁ?nse
School 25.0% 12.5% 9.2%
1 18.8% (45) | 19.6% (47) | (60) (30) (22) 240
School
2 63.2% (55) | 19.5% (17) | 8.0% (7) 1.1% (1) 3.4% (3) 87
School
3 68.8% (22) | 12.5% (4) | 9.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 32
School
4 75.0% (18) | 16.7% (4) | 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 24
School
5 81.3% (13) | 6.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 16
School
6 70.0% (7) | 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10
School
7 66.7% (4) | 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 6
School
8 100.0% (3) | 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 3
School
9 100.0% (2) | 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 2
School
10 50.0% (1) | 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0)

Total
$20,0000- | $30,000- $40,000- $50,000 - | $60,000- Response
$30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $60,000 $70,000 Count

School

1 6.7% (16) 1.3% (3) 0.8% (2) 1.7% (4) | 0.0% (0) 240
School

2 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 87
School

3 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 32
School

4 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 24
School

5 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 16
School

6 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 10
School

7 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 6
School

8 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 3
School

9 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 2
School

10 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)
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Total
$70,000- $80,000- $90,000- Don't
$80.000 | $90.000 | $100,000 | >$100.000 | o, ~ [Response
Count
School
1 0.4% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.4% (1) | 3.8% (9) 240
School
2 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 4.6% (4) 87
School
3 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 9.4% (3) 32
School
4 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 8.3% (2) 24
School 12.5%
5 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) (2) 16
School 30.0%
6 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) (3) 10
School 33.3%
7 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) (2) 6
School
8 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 3
School
9 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) 2
School 50.0%
10 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) (1) 2
Supplemental Funding
School 1 | School2 | School 3 | School 4 | School 5
N | Valid 240 | 87 32 24 16
Missing 7| 160 215 223 231
Mean 3.66 2.17 2.63 2.33 2.81
Median 3.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Mode 3.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
SD 2.97 2.99 4.09 3.92 4.76
School 6 | School 7 | School 8 | School9 | School 10
N | Valid 10| 6 3 2 2
Missing 237 | 241 244 245 245
Mean 5.20 5.67 1.00 1.00 8.00
Median 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 8.00
Mode 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00°
SD 6.76 7.23 0.00 0.00 9.90

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
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School 1 - Supplemental Funding $
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27. Approximately how much money is budgeted annually for instrumental music materials
and supplies at your school(s) each year? (Please repeat for multiple schools.)

$1000 - $5001 - $10000 - | $20,000 -
$0 $1-$1000 | g5000 $10000 $20,000 | $30,000

School 13.5% 19.6% 16.7% 10.2%

1 3.7% (9) | (33) 24.1% (59) | (48) (41) (25)

School 14.0% 38.7% 10.8%

2 (13) (36) 24.7% (23) | (10) 1.1% (1) | 2.2% (2)

School | 23.5% 41.2%

3 (8) (14) 17.6% (6) 5.9% (2) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)

School | 30.4% 43.5%

4 (7) (10) 4.3% (1) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)

School | 35.7% 28.6%

5 (5) (4) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)

School | 22.2% 55.6%

6 (2) (5) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)

School 60.0%

7 0.0% (0) | (3) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)

School 66.7%

8 0.0% (0) | (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)

School 100.0%

9 0.0% (0) | (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)

School 50.0% 50.0%

10 0.0% (0) | (1) 0.0% (0) (1) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0)
$30,000- | $40,000- | $50,000- | $70,000- | $80,000- | Don't | Response
$40,000 | $50,000 | $60,000 | $80,000 | $90,000 | know | count

School 4.5% 0.4% 0.8% 0.8% 5.3%

1 (11) (1) (2) 0.4% (1) | (2) (13) 245
School 1.1% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5%

2 (1) (1) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (6) 93
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.8%

3 (0) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (4) 34
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21.7%

4 (0) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (5) 23
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 28.6%

5 (0) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (4) 14
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 22.2%

6 (0) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (2) 9
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 40.0%

7 (0) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (2) 5
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3%

8 (0) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (1) 3
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

9 (0) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (0) 2
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

10 (0) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | (0) (0) 2
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Statistics

School 1 | School 2 | School 3 | School 4 | School 5
N Valid 245 93 34 23 14
Missing 2 154 213 224 233
Mean 4.62 3.40 3.59 4.57 5.43
Median 4 2 2 2 2
Mode 3 2 2 2 1
SD 3.03 3.31 4.31 5.65 6.31
School 6 | School 7 | School 8 | School 9 | School 10
N Valid 9 5 3 2 2
Missing 238 242 244 245 245
Mean 4.6667 7.2 6.33 2 3
Median 2 2 2 2 3
Mode 2 2 2 2 | 2.00a
SD 5.87 7.12 7.51 0 1.41

a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown.
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28.

How often do you become involved in fundraising in support of your instrumental music
program?

Sometimes

78%(19)

343 7% (84)

2497% (61)

30% 35 %

Statistics

How often do you become involved in fundraising in support of your

instrumental music program?

N |Valid 245

Missing 2
Mean 3.58
Median 4.00
Mode 4.00
SD 1.19
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29.

How often do you become involved in grant writing in support of your instrumental
music program?

36.6 % (30)

337%(83)

19.9 % (49)

16%(4)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Statistics

How often do you become involved in grant writing in support of your

instrumental music program?

Valid 246
Missing 1
Mean 2.0447
Median 2.0000
Mode 1.00
SD 1.01922
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30. How much supplemental funding does your school’s instrumental music program receive
through grants from non-profit groups or corporate foundations? (Please repeat for
multiple schools.)

$1 $1001 | $5001 | $10,001 | $30,001 | $50,001 | _ Res
%0 p p p p p p $100,000
$1000 | $5000 | $10,000 | $20,000 | $40,000 | $60,000 ’ Cnt
257 | 11.0
59.1% | % %
Sch1 | (140) 61) [(26) | 13%(3) | 1.7% (4) | 0.4% (1) | 0.4% (1) | 0.4% (1) | 237
16.1
75.9% | % 3.4%
Sch2 | (66) (14) | (3) 1.1% (1) | 2.3% (2) | 0.0% (0) | 1.1% (1) | 0.0% (0) | 87
91.2% |59% |0.0%
Sch3 | (31) (2) (0) 2.9% (1) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 34
87.0% [ 0.0% |0.0%
Sch4 | (20) (0) (0) 8.7% (2) | 4.3% (1) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 23
929% |[7.1% |0.0%
Sch5 | (13) (1) (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 14
778% |00% | 111 [11.1%
Sché | (7) (0) % (1) | (1) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 9
80.0% |0.0% |0.0% |20.0%
Sch7 | (4) (0) (0) (1) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0%(0) | 5
100.0% | 0.0% | 0.0%
Sch8 | (2) (0) (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 2
50.0% | 50.0 | 0.0%
Sch9 | (1) % (1) | (0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 2
50.0% | 50.0 |0.0%
Sch10 | (1) % (1) |(0) 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 0.0% (0) | 2
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31.

Are students required to pay an activity fee in order to participate in extracurricular
instrumental music activities?

212 % (52)

78.8 % (183)
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32. If yes, how much? (Enter numeric digits only.)

Histogram

50

40

304

Frequency

207

Mean = 91.27
Std. Dev. = 163.894
N =55

.
104
0 T ﬁl T T T '_l‘
.00 200.00 400.00 600.00 800.00 1000.00 1200.00
Extracurricular Activity Fee $
Extracurricular
Activity Fee $
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Percent | Percent
Valid 0 4 1.6 7.3 7.3
5 1 0.4 1.8 9.1
20 4 1.6 7.3 16.4
25 2 0.8 3.6 20
30 3 1.2 5.5 255
35 1 0.4 1.8 27.3
40 2 0.8 3.6 30.9
45 3 1.2 5.5 36.4
50 9 3.6 16.4 52.7
60 4 1.6 7.3 60
65 1 0.4 1.8 61.8
75 6 2.4 10.9 72.7
80 1 0.4 1.8 74.5
100 4 1.6 7.3 81.8
135 1 0.4 1.8 83.6
150 4 1.6 7.3 90.9
175 1 0.4 1.8 92.7
200 1 0.4 1.8 94.5
250 1 0.4 1.8 96.4
300 1 0.4 1.8 98.2
1200 1 0.4 1.8 100
Total 55 22.3 100
Missing System 192 7.7
Total 247 100
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33.

Are students required to pay an activity fee in order to participate in extracurricular
instrumental music activities?

212 % (52)

78.8 % (193)

T
0% 20% 40% 60 % 80 %
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34. If yes, how much? (Enter numeric digits only)

Co-Curricular Activity Fee $

Percent

| Hniomm
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Co-Curricular Activity Fee $

Histogram
309 Mean = 111.03
Std. Dev. = 205.893
N =34
204
>
e
g
g
104
L
o T T T T T [ﬁl
.00 200.00 400.00 600.00 800.00 1000.00 1200.00
Co-Curricular Activity Fee $
Statistics
Co-Curricular Activity Fee $
N Valid 34
Missing 213
Mean 111.03
Median 55.00
Mode 50.00
SD 205.89
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35.

Is participation in marching band by wind and percussion players a prerequisite for participation
in other instrumental ensembles?

Statistics

Is participation in marching band by wind and percussion
players a prerequisite for participation in other instrumental

ensembles?
N | Valid 240
Missing 7
Mean 1.55
Median 2.00
Mode 2.00
SD 498
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36.

If yes, which ensembles? Select all that apply.

Concert Band

Jazz Band 36.8 % (39)
Marching Band 28.3 % (30)
Instrumental Lessons

2747%(29)

Percussion Ensemble 255 % (27)

Pit Orchestra 9.4 7% (10)

Other (please specify) 94 % (10)

Orchestra

Chamber Ensembles

T U
0% 20% 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %
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37.

Does your school offer other music classes? Select all that apply.

Chorus

Music Theory

Music Appreciation

Guitar Class

Piano Class

Music Technology

Other (please specify)

351 % (84)

485 7% (116)

83.7 % (200)

728 % (174)

0% 20% 40%
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38.

Approximately how many students are currently in each of your ensembles?

Concert Band

Marching Band

Orchestra

Other

Chamber Ensembles

Pit Orchestra

Percussion Ensemble

2354

40

60

80

Concert Band | Marching Band | Jazz Band Orchestra
N[ Valid 229 213 205 123
Missing 18 34 42 124
Mean
78.42 76.38 23.54 60.24
Median
65 65 20 50
Mode
40.00a 60 20 | 30.00a
SD
49.15 53.97 10.58 49.32
Percussion Chamber
Pit Orchestra | Ensemble Ensembles Other
N| Valid 124 107 74 27
Missing 123 140 173 220
Mean
18.69 18.06 24.34 34.26
Median
15 15 20 25
Mode
10 15 20 | .00a
SD
24.02 12.45 26.47 40.11

a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown
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39.

Is participation in an academic class a prerequisite for participation in co-curricular
or extra-curricular instrumental ensembles? Yes/Nolf so, please indicate all that

apply.

437 % (33) ’
56.3 % (120)

6227% (122)

Concert Band

|
37.8% (74) |

Marching Band

Jazz Band
69.4 % (125)

N Yes
2% . No

37.8 % (45)

Orchestra

|
269 % (32) ’

Pit Orchestra
731 % (87)

I |

35.2 % (38,
Percussion Ensemble : (35)
64.8 % (70)

|
256 % (22) |
Chamber Ensembles
T44% (64)
|
11.3% (6) |

Other

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
Concert Marching Jazz Band | Orchestra
Band Band
Valid 213 196 180 119
N| Missing | 34 51 67 128
Mean 1.56 1.62 1.69 1.62
Median 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Mode 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
SD 0.50 0.49 0.46 0.49
Pit Percussion | Chamber Other
Orchestra | Ensemble Ensembles
N| Valid 119 108 86 53
Missing | 128 139 161 194
Mean 1.73 1.65 1.74 1.89
Median 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Mode 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
SD 0.45 0.48 0.44 0.32
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Other (please specify)

Frequency | Percent | Valid Cumulative
Percent | Percent
233.0 94.3 94.3 94.3
as previously
mentioned 1.0 0.4 0.4 94.7
Band 1.0 0.4 0.4 95.1
color guard 1.0 0.4 0.4 95.5
Guitar 1.0 0.4 0.4 96.0
Indoor Percussion 1.0 0.4 0.4 96.4
Majorettes 1.0 0.4 0.4 96.8
Pep Band 1.0 0.4 0.4 97.2
Sax, Brass, and
Woodwind
Ensembles 1.0 0.4 0.4 97.6
steel band 1.0 0.4 0.4 98.0
Steel Ensemble 1.0 0.4 0.4 98.4
This question doesn't
make sense as
worded; The answer
is yes: members of
each ensemble must
be enrolled as a
student in the school 1.0 0.4 0.4 98.8
Vocal Ensemble,
String Ensemble,
Pop Band 1.0 0.4 0.4 99.2
We have some
flexibility on an
individual basis for
students with
scheduling problems 1.0 0.4 0.4 99.6
Wind Ensemble 1.0 0.4 0.4 100.0
Valid | Total 247.0 100.0 100.0
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ISSUES RELATED TO STANDARDIZED TESTING & TEST PREPARATION

40.

Have you ever been required to incorporate test preparation strategies for the Pennsylvania
System of School Assessment (PSSA) into your classes?

Sometimes

Very Often 134 % (33)

T T
10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 3B %

|Frequency Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent
Never |82 33.2 33.3 33.3
Rarely 46 18.6 18.7 52.0
Valid Sometimes |65 26.3 26.4 78.5
2% Very Often 33 134 [134 19
Always 20 8.1 8.1 100.0
Total 246 99.6 100.0
Missing System 1 4
Total 247 100.0
Have you ever been required to incorporate test preparation
strategies for the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment
(PSSA) into your classes?
|Valid  [246
[Missing |1
[Mean 2.44
[Median 2.00
[Mode 1.00
[sb 1.30
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40. cont.

If possible, please provide examples of test preparation strategies you have
lbeen required to incorporate into your classes.

Frequency|PercentValid |Cumulative
Percent|Percent
156 63.2 [63.2 [63.2

-Students journal for exercise in free-
form writing -Standard cross curricular (1 4 4 63.6
teaching
5x5 Writing ""Ven Diagrams 1 4 4 64.0
8 writing assignments per year; MLA
Iresearch project; beginning of class 1 4 4 64.4
activities that target specific strategies.
Adopt an anchor - math 1 4 4 64.8
Adopt An Anchor (Reading and Math) 1 4 4 65 2
Reading Across the Curriculum i i '
Adopt an Anchor"" incorporating PSSA
Assessment anchors into music 1 4 4 65.6
linstruction.
Adopt-an-Anchor, Eligible content 1 4 4 66.0
All classes are to have a writing
component imbedded in all 1 4 4 66.4
assessments no matter the subject.
All s_tudents must have a writing 1 4 4 66.8
assignment each semester.
At the bell activities (ATB). for the first
5 minutes of class or so. 1 do notdo it
because | split a 90 minute block 4 4 57 2
period with chorus or phys ed. | have i i '
concert band the second 45 minutes of
the block each day.
Being .aSS|gned anchors that | had to 1 4 4 67 6
cover in my band rehearsals.
Bell Ringers Writting Assessments
with rubrics Math anchors that are 1 4 4 68.0
weak
Jbest practices"", focusing on weak
areas of reading or math for specific 1 4 4 68.4
classes
Brief English/math question drills at
beginning of band/orchestra rehearsal |1 4 4 68.8
period.
Collins Writing 1 4 4 69.2
Discussion of how to adequately
prepare for a test, study strategies, as
well as incorporation of math, writing,

. . ; 4 4 69.6
reading, and science in the rehearsal,
of which most subjects therein do not
ertain to music.
IEvery lesson plan must contain a 1 4 4 20.0

Constructed Response prompt.
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general music 5-8 must tech math
concepts, reading and writing
standaards

70.4

Had to come up with a ""10 week
PSSA push™ plan incorporating weak
areas from past tests in reading and
math. Forced to use ""best practices
in my classroom, ie: agendas posted,
goals for each class posted, word wall
and vocabulary journals.

—_

70.9

Having the students write. So, we
[have them write an evaluation of their
concert(s): How did they feel about
their personal preparation, and what
would they change if anything? How
did they feel about their section's, and
the entire ensemble's, preparations?
What can be inproved and how?

71.3

| am encouraged to have students
complete writing prompts. However,
with the restructuring of the curriculum,
that is no longer an option for my
classes.

71.7

| am required to turn in monthly
constructive responses to help
students focus on the main idea of an
article.

72.1

| design my 7th andn 8th grade
General Music classes to have a
quality amount of scholastic activity.
ie...reading, vocal response, short term
paper with research

—_

72.5

| do writing responses/ critiques in my
ensembles that follow a guideline that
students are to use when responding to
a writing sample on the PSSA. | also
jhave a ""Word Wall"" in my classroom
that outlines various definitions of
terms commonly used.

—_

72.9

I include math and writing standards in
Imy lessons. | create algrebra
equations using notes and rests as the
variable, create word problems that are
Imusic related, etc.

—_

73.3

| was instructed to have students write
relfective essays once a week during
band rehearsals (I did not comply)

—_

73.7

In month leading up to PSSA, | teach 2
days per week of 7th grade math PSSA

prep.

74.1

in music workshop class. writing
prompts, tag-3, rubrics aligned with

pssa standards

74.5
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Incorporate writing and reading into
lesson plans

—_

74.9

Incorporating Literacy elements into
general music classwork such as lyric
analysis and songwriting

—_

75.3

LEarning essential question.

75.7

Lots of focus on problem solving
concepts related to practicing;
connections between rhythm and math

76.1

Math anchors become part of our
curriculum.

76.5

Math and Reading Standards

76.9

Math/Reading/Writing across the
curriculum.

77.3

Mind Maps

77.7

Mostly writing prompts, descriptive
feedback, etc.

—_

IO FN NI N SN

IO FN NI N SN

78.1

Ino specific test preparation strategies
are mandated, however, we post
writing rubric in all classrooms.
encourage writing opportunities,
connected with music. make efforts to
incorporate building deficiencies in
math or language, when applicable to
music. this is not a ""mandate"" but a
building strategy to create a broad
awareness of the test, and how reading
and math are tools for life, just like
music. our school has software that
permits all teachers to see the
""pvaas"" status of students on
benchmarks. most students in our
band/chorus/orchestra are proficient or
advanced. limited students are basic or
below basic. generally in our building
students basic or below basic have
their ""electives"" diverted toward
lintervention courses.

78.5

Only when it fits my ensemble and
Irehearsal goals. We are never asked
to fit something into a curricular
ensemble that is not appropriate.

—_

78.9

Open ended questions throughout the
school year to increase writing scores.

79.4

open ended questions with music
Jhistory lessons

79.8
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Present questions that would normally
raise anyway, or lessons that | might
deal with anyway such overtone series,
vibration frequencies, etc. and make
Inote that | do verbal assessments
(mainly during lessons) so | don't take
away time from rehearsal time since |
see most ensembles only once a week,
some twice. Mainly, | adjust the timing
of presentations so that | am meeting
the school requirement, rather than
presenting them in the most timely
manner for the group of students.

80.2

PSSA-style multiple choice questions
PSSA-style constructed responses

80.6

Questioning strategies, writing
strategies, reading strategies

81.0

Reading and writing

81.4

Reading and writing across the
curriculum

81.8

Reading and Writing Assignments
during class

82.2

Reading Apprenticeship strategies
were taught and expected to be
integrated despite the trainers being
unable to relate these strategies to
music

82.6

Reading articles and responding to
certain areas of the test that our data
says we are weakest. Areas we
typically rotate around are main ideas
and details, text structure, author's
lpurpose, summarization, point of view,
context clues, and fact and opinion.

83.0

Reading articles, teaching &amp;
Ireinforcing talk to the text, 2 column
notes, vocabulary

83.4

Reading articles. Simple mathematical
anchors

83.8

Reading excersies

84.2

Reading in the curriculum

84.6

Reading once a week Math once a
Imonth

I FNIFNY NN

I FNIFNY NN

85.0

reading prompts writing prompts
math/reading anchors

85.4

Reading Strategies Math Strategies
Note Taking Strategies We must
lprovide quarterly reports on how we
are reinforcing these strategies

85.8

Reading Strategies-ie. Cornell Notes, X
Marks the spot

86.2

Reading strategies.

86.6
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Students have been required to
complete writing exercises with goals in
limproving open-ended responses for
PSSA tests.

87.0

Test taking strategies for multiple
choice questions, open ended
Jresponses, word definitions

87.4

They request that we make lesson
Iplans that incorporate math concepts
as well as readin skills.

~

~

87.9

Understanding By Design

88.3

Use of ""powerful™ words

88.7

Use of test vocabulary

89.1

Utilize math a reading skills in the
Imusic class room

I FNIENJEN

I FNIENJEN

89.5

vocab...study musical terms from our
music Writing...create short stories
from vocab in our music math...review
the concept of fractions as they relate
to rhythm  Our assignment was to
incorporate any bench marks that were
low for the district and put them into our|
classes however we could.

89.9

We are asked to use a State common
core anchor is reading, have the
students read about music and then
answer questions that are formatted to
Jreflect the PSSA style.

90.3

We are required to do an open ended
Jreading/writing prompt once a month.

90.7

We have been encouraged to add
writing to our curriculum whenever
Jpossible.

91.1

We have been required to develop
""bell ringer™ questions to give to the
students when they arrive in the
Irehearsal hall. The questions must
reflect content and questions
construction of those found on the
PSSA.

91.5

We have been required to include
writing elements to our lessons and
other teaching strategies that all
teachers were to use. This has not
Jbeen enforced, but has been expected.

91.9

We have to incorporate writing skills in
our class work.

—_

92.3

We try to incorporate Algebra and other
Jmath into rhythms. Try to create
assessments with open ended
questions.  Write opinion papers and

critiques to help writing skilss.

92.7
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We were asked to incorporate
fractions, reading interpretation and
word problem solving strategies into
music classes. | use calculation
note/rest values in relationship to whole
notes as some fraction work. | have
students read passages about 1 4 4 93.1
composers and musical works during
class, then discuss them in small
groups. Students must research and
write papers on music related topics
each year. Some problem solving
strategies are discussed in class.

We were asked to incorporate math
anchors last year. It seemed
ineffective to me, but the scores went
up. | do a fait amount of research and
reflective writing assignments with
band students on a voluntary basis.

4 4 93.5

We were required to have students do
a writing or math assignment 4 years
ago, which needed to be answered in
the style required by the PSSA's. | had
Imy students simplify a rhythm, showing
all the work to create the rhythm in its
simplest form (i.e. similar to simplifying
a math problem)

4 4 93.9

Weekly questions. 94.3

Weekly reading strategies 94.7

Word walls, literacy, vocabulary 95.1

work in PSSA Push into class time 95.5

writing 96.0

—_—] | | |
INNFNNFNNENENEN
INNFNNFNNENENEN

writing across the curriculum 96.4

\Writing across the curriculum
Incorporating Reading benchmarks 1
Differentiation

~
~

96.8

Writing assignments 97.2

Writing prompt 97.6

Writing prompts 98.0

N Ny Ny Y

Writing Prompts 98.4

\Writing prompts, creating tests based

on the PSSA setup and vocaulary. 98.8

Writing skills 1 99.2

INNFN NN FNENENEN
INNFN NN FNENENEN

Writing support 1 99.6

\Writing- Open Ended Paragraphs
Jrelated to music topic, incorporate 1
technology into weekly lesson plans

~
~

100.0

Total 247 100.0 |100.0
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41. Does your school have a policy or practice of requiring students to take remedial math or
reading classes if they have not performed well on the PSSA?

Does your school have a policy or practice of requiring students to take remedial math or reading

classes if they have not performed well on the PSSA?

825 % (203)

1
0%

20% 40% 60 % 80% 100%
Frequency [Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent |Percent
Yes 203 82.2 82.5 82.5
INo 12 4.9 4.9 87.4
INot sure 31 12.6 12.6 100.0
[Total 246 99.6  [100.0
[Missing [System 1 4
[Total 247 100.0
Valid 246
N
Missing 1
Mean 1.3008
Median 1.0000
Mode 1.00
Std. Deviation .68135

183



42.

How often do remedial math or reading classes limit student participation in instrumental

ensembles at your school?

Rarely

Sometimes

116 % (28)

1.7%(4)

212 % (51)

35.7 % (86)

T
0% 10% 20%

30%
42. How often do remedial math or reading classes limit student
Jparticipation in instrumental ensembles at your school?
Frequency [Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent |Percent
INever 51 20.6 21.2 21.2
|Rarely 72 29.1 29.9 51.0
Sometimes 86 34.8 35.7 86.7
Very Often 28 11.3 11.6 98.3
Always 4 1.6 1.7 100.0
Total 241 97.6 100.0
System 6 2.4
Total 247 100.0
Valid 241
N
Missing 6
Mean 2.4274
Median 2.0000
Mode 3.00
Std. Deviation 1.00204
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How often do remedial math or reading classes limit student participation in instrumental
ensembles at your school? Please describe.

Frequency

Percent

\Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

Skipped Question 184

74.5

74.5

74.5

At the high school, our remediation
period is first thing in the morning.
The students who are in my concert
band are exempt from remediation,
even if they need it. The reason they
are exempt is because our school has
not had a concert band since before |
came to the school. They are doing a
moderate job of trying to 1
accommodate concert band during
normal school hours, since the extra-
curricular attempts have not panned
out. At our elementary school,
students miss lessons during PSSA
testing windows because they are
given extra recess, and they choose to
partake in that over their lessons.

74.9

band and chorus meet during a
""flexible""time slot and students can 1
be pulled if they need remediation.

75.3

Can not get them for lessons if they
need to be in remedial classes.

75.7

Can't make it to lessons or extra
curricular rehearsals

76.1

can't schedule electives 1

76.5

Depends on the 6-Day Cycle Day 1

76.9

Elementary students sometimes are
not able to attend lessons. This is
NOT a major problem because the
elentary staff is very cooperative.

77.3

For the past two years, incoming 9th
graders have been put into
""Corrective Reading"™, ""Corrective
Math"" or both in addition to their
regular course requirements. This
means they lose a period which
diminishes their ability to select and
participate in elective courses.

77.7

getting worse and worse every year |1

78.1

| often have students pulled from my
classes. In Nov., 4 of my best players
were pulled out of band and more
students out of choir. This was
extremely frustrating as we were 1
preparing for a holiday concert. It
threw off the small ensembles and |
was forced to make adjustments and

new arrangements.

78.5
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It depends, some are pulled out of
band and are told to double up on a
math class or reading. That is very
rarely the case...those that are pulled
out for that reason are some of the
weakest players anyway.

78.9

Lower level math classes are
scheduled during my band period.

79.4

Middle School band and orchestra
students are required to attend
remedial math and reding classes 1
during the only period band and
orchestra is offered.

79.8

Most of the instrumental students pass
the PSSA. The remedial classes are
scheduled during the school day, so 1
even if our students do need to take
them, the classes are during the day.

80.2

Most of the music students test at
proficient or advanced on the PSSA's

—_

80.6

Most of the time, instrumental students
score well on benchmark
assessments, therefore they are not
placed in remediation.

81.0

Music students rarely need remedial
work.

—_

81.4

My students all test at proficient or
advanced on the PSSA's.

81.8

Not allowed to take children out of
Response to Intervention Classes
(RTII) if a child has been classified as
a tier 2 or 3 students.

82.2

On occasion, when a student is
participating in remedial studies that
conflict with instrumental music time, |1
he/she may not be able to attend the
instrumental music time.

82.6

Only a few instances are students
pulled from rehearsal.

—_

83.0
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Our music ensembles and ROTC
(marine corps) classes meet in the
morning, before the rest of the school
meets, so there are few scheduling
issues associated with rehearsals.
Our main issue is encouraging our
students to get to our classes on time.
The only issue that we've faced in the
past has been regarding the testing
itself. They have cancelled rehearsals
in the morning (along with the rest of
the classes) when they were handling
testing. They had everyone in 9th,
10th and 12th grade come in 3 hours
late and have condensed classes, so
our morning classes were cancelled.
Fortunately for us, our new principal
has discontinued this practice.

83.4

our school has software that permits
all teachers to see the ""pvaas™ status
of students on benchmarks. most
students in our band/chorus/orchestra
are proficient or advanced. limited
students are basic or below basic.
generally in our building students
basic or below basic have their 1
""electives"" diverted toward
intervention courses. very often
those students with academic
challenges BENEFIT from the flexible
nature of music learning. if students
have the time in their schedule, and
are enrolled in our music classes, they
are rarely pulled out for pssa issues.

83.8

Pulled from rehearsals at most once a
week.

—_

84.2

Rehearsal takes place during activity
period when these classes take place

84.6

Remedial classes were just started
this year; they were the same period
as band and chorus. Students missed 1
music classes until they ""passed out™"
of their remedial class.

85.0

Remedial math and reading are
scheduled for incoming freshmen with
poor PSSA scores. Because of this,
incoming freshmen with instrumental |1
experience may not be fostered for
concert band unless a science class is
pushed back to sophomore year.

85.4
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Remedial math and reading classes
offer a scripted curriculum to boost
reading and math scores. The
students who are involved in remedial
math and reading classes all meet at
the same time, and students cannot
be excused from these classes for any
reason.

85.8

Remediation classes are scheduled
during our daily activity period. | teach
lessons during this time, therefore if a
student is required to be in
remediation that day, they are unable
to make their lesson. Students don't
have remediation every day, so | try to
accommodate as much as | can.

86.2

Remediation occurs before and after
school

86.6

Remeditatio occurs during 9th periods
which is activity period. This is the
time that marching band and jazz
ensemble rehearses

87.0

Scheduling issues 1

87.4

sometimes a student might miss a
club related group

87.9

Sometimes students are unable to
take band class because of other 1
obligations

88.3

Students are assigned a PSSA
remedial class about a month before
the test is given. The remedial class
takes place during rehearsal time.

88.7

Students are not allowed to miss any
remedial-type classes for music 1
lessons

89.1

Students are not permitted to miss
Guided or Corrective Reading and
Math classes to attend lessons or
rehearsals.

—_

89.5

Students are pulled from music or art
classes to participate in these 1
remedial classes

89.9

Students are pulled out of band during
select days to attend PSSA Prepor 1
Remediation classes.

90.3

Students are pulled out of concert
band rehearsals once a week for 1
remedial ""PSSA Tutorials"".

90.7

Students are recommended to drop
""elective"" courses in order to fulfill
their remediation classes.

—_

91.1

Students are scheduled remedial
classes as their electives, eliminating
the ability for them to take electives
such as band.

91.5
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Students have been pulled from my
ensemble and music theory classes
for remediation and/or make-up exams
are passed.

91.9

Students not able to attend
lesson/rehearsal during remedial class 1
time

92.3

Students that are ""below basic™ are
required to do extra work and if they
do not get it done, they are pulled from
my rehearsals to do it.

92.7

Students that need an extra class in
math or reading take away from their
scheduling opportunities to take music

—_

93.1

Students will be pulled from their
enhancement time and are required to
take additional classes for remediation
if the do not pass the PSSA test. This
can prevent a student from taking ANY
elective.

93.5

Students will sometimes not be
allowed out of class for lessons if they
are expected to do poorly on the
PSSAs.

—_

93.9

Students with additional support
classes are often unable to miss for |1
music

94.3

The remedial math/reading happens
during a FLEX period.

—_

94.7

The students are placed into double
math/reading classes which then
typically takes up their elective
periods.

—_

95.1

There is not time in their schedule to
add band

—_

95.5

They are pulled out for remediation.
Sometimes a complete schedule 1
change is necessary.

96.0

they are sometimes pulled from music
classes for extra help.

—_

96.4

They can be pulled out of band for
these classes.

96.8

This program is just starting next year. [1

97.2

Typically, AP classes limit student
participation in instrumental
ensembles more than remediation
classes.

97.6

Typically, the instrument music
students do not require remediation.

98.0

Usually involves the special education
students and | don't have many
special education students in my
groups.

08.4
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Very few, if any, instrumental students
need to take remedial math or reading
classes.

—_

98.8

We have a class called reading edge.
Any 7-9 grader who does not score
proficient on the PSSA Must take that
class. It meets the same time as band.
Eliminates about 10 students from
participating.

99.2

\We have block scheduling. Most
students only take a given subject
(math, english, etc) for one semester.
Incoming freshmen who have not
scored ""proficient™ on the PSSA are
required to take ""double math"" or
""double english"", giving them a
math/english in both semesters.

99.6

\We rehearse durring an activity period.
If students need remediating they are
scheduled durring that time.

—_

100.0

Total 247

100.0

100.0
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43.

How often do students miss lessons or rehearsals due to mandatory test preparation or
remediation?

Sometimes

Always

10.7 % (26)

17.3% (42)

0%

1
10%

20%

30%

40%

43. How often do students miss lessons or rehearsals due to mandatory
test preparation or remediation?
Frequency Percent \Valid Cumulative
Percent [Percent
Never 42 17.0 17.3 17.3
Rarely 79 32.0 32.5 49.8
Valid [Sometimes [96 38.9 39.5 89.3
Very Often [26 10.5 10.7 100.0
Total 243 98.4 100.0
[Missing [System 4 1.6
[Total 247 100.0
Valid 243
N
Missing 4
Mean 2.4362
Median 3.0000
Mode 3.00
Std. Deviation .89941
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44.

How often would test preparation activities be a part of your instructional plan if not

required?

459 % (113)

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50

%

Frequency |Percent [Valid Cumulative
Percent |Percent
Never 113 45.7 45.9 45.9
Rarely 92 37.2 37.4 83.3
\Valid Sometimes |37 15.0 15.0 98.4
\Very Often |4 1.6 1.6 100.0
Total 246 99.6 100.0
IMissing System 1 4
[Total 247 100.0
Valid 246
N
Missing 1
Mean 1.7236
Median 2.0000
Mode 1.00
Std. Deviation 77513
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45.

To what degree has standardized test preparation influenced your rehearsal schedule for
your performing groups?

Sometimes

Always

45%(11)

135 % (33)

14.7 % (36)

%

T
10%

20%

30%

40%

Frequency |Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent |Percent
Never 36 14.6 14.7 14.7
Rarely 77 31.2 31.4 46.1
Valid Sometimes |88 35.6 35.9 82.0
Very Often |33 13.4 13.5 95.5
Always 11 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 245 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
[Total 247 100.0
Valid 245
N
Missing 2
Mean 2.6163
Median 3.0000
Mode 3.00
Std. Deviation 1.03610
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46.

To what degree has the amount of time available for instrumental instruction and rehearsal
during the school day been reduced as a result of testing activities?

43.3 % (106)

Completely 16%(4)
0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50 %
Frequency |Percent [Valid |Cumulative
Percent |Percent
None 16 6.5 6.5 6.5
Very Little 76 30.8 31.0 37.6
Valid Somewhat |106 42.9 43.3 80.8
Largely 43 17.4 17.6 98.4
Completely 4 1.6 1.6 100.0
Total 245 99.2 100.0
[Missing  |System 2 .8
[Total 247 100.0
Valid 245
N
Missing 2
Mean 2.7673
Median 3.0000
Mode 3.00
Std. Deviation .87248
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47.

How often is your school wide professional development time dedicated to standardized test data
analysis, curriculum integration with test preparation, and/or school-wide test preparation

Rarely

Sometimes

initiatives?

126 % (31)

0%

U T
10% 20%

U
30%

40

%

47. How often is your school wide professional development time
dedicated to standardized test data analysis, curriculum integration
with test preparation, and/or school-wide test preparation

initiatives?
Frequency |Percent |Valid Cumulative
Percent |Percent
Never 8 3.2 3.3 3.3
Rarely 31 12.6 12.6 15.9
Valid Sometimes |77 31.2 31.3 47.2
Very Often |96 38.9 39.0 86.2
Always 34 13.8 13.8 100.0
Total 246 99.6 100.0
[Missing System 1 4
[Total 247 100.0
Valid 246
N
Missing 1
Mean 3.4756
Median 4.0000
Mode 4.00
Std. Deviation .98841
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48.

To what degree do you feel that PSSA performance dictates the focus of music
instruction at your school?

13.9% (34)

T T U
10% 15% 20% 35%

48. To what degree do you feel that PSSA performance dictates the
focus of music instruction at your school?

Frequency [Percent |Valid Cumulative Percent
Percent
None 34 13.8 13.9 13.9
Very Little |84 34.0 34.4 48.4
Valid Somewhat |78 31.6 32.0 80.3
Largely 40 16.2 16.4 96.7
Completely (8 3.2 3.3 100.0
Total 244 98.8 100.0
[Missing |System 3 1.2
[Total 247 100.0
Valid 244
N
Missing 3
Mean 2.6066
Median 3.0000
Mode 2.00
Std. Deviation 1.02285
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49.

In the past year, has the amount of instructional time for instrumental lessons at the
high school, middle school, or elementary school levels been diminished? Answer
for all that apply.

Elementary School

Middle School

464 % (109)

(126)
B Yes
589 % (122) ——.
64.4 % (123)
35.6 % (68)
20'% 40'% 60 % 80 %
High School Frequency |Percent [Valid [Cumulative
Percent[Percent
Yes 109 44 .1 46.4 [46.4
Valid No 126 51.0 53.6  [100.0
Total 235 95.1 100.0
Missing System |12 4.9
Total 247 100.0
Middle School |Frequency [Percent |Valid [Cumulative
Percent|Percent
Yes 122 49.4 58.9 [68.9
\Valid No |85 34.4 41.1 100.0
Total 207 83.8 100.0
Missing System 40 16.2
Total 247 100.0
Elementary School |Frequency Percent [Valid [Cumulative
Percent|Percent
Yes 123 49.8 64.4 [64.4
Valid No |68 27.5 35.6  [100.0
Total 191 77.3 100.0
Missing System 56 22.7
Total 247 100.0
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50.

In the past year, has the amount of instructional time available for instrumental
ensemble rehearsals at the high school, middle school, or elementary school levels
been diminished?

High School
68.0 % (164)

B Yes

4747 (99) p—_—.

Middle School
52.6 % (110)

Elementary School
492 % (91)

T T 1
0% 20% 40%

60 % 80 %
High School Frequency [Percent \Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Yes 77 31.2 32.0 32.0

Valid No 164 66.4 68.0 100.0
Total 241 97.6 100.0

MissingSystem |6 2.4

Total 247 100.0

Middle School |Frequency|Percent \Valid Cumulative

Percent Percent

Yes 99 40.1 47.4 47.4

Valid No 110 44 5 52.6 100.0
Total 209 84.6 100.0

Missing System |38 154

Total 247 100.0

Elementary |Frequency |Percent \VValid Cumulative

School Percent Percent
Yes 94 38.1 50.8 50.8

Valid No 91 36.8 49.2 100.0
Total 185 74.9 100.0

Missing System [62 25.1

Total 247 100.0
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51.

In the past year, have any of the following instrumental music programs been removed from the
curriculum at your school(s)? Check all that apply.

None

Instrumental Lessons

Other (please specify) 9

Jazz Band 7

Marching Band 3

Concert Band 3

Percussion Ensemble 3

Orchestra 3

Chamber Ensembles —| 1

146

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
Frequency | Percent

None 146 59.1
Instrumental Lessons 16 6.5
Other (please specify) 9 3.6
Jazz Band 7 2.8
Marching Band 3 1.2
Concert Band 3 1.2
Percussion Ensemble 3 1.2
Orchestra 3 1.2
Chamber Ensembles 1 0.4
Other (please specify) Frequency |Percent
Skipped 238 96.4

Elementary Band

1

Elementary general music k-4

1

Elimination of 4th Grade Instrumental Lessons (Now Begin
lin Grade 5)

—_

guitar class, junior high chorus

| can say with most certainty that our school will be
eliminating at least some of our program (if not all).

—_

Jnone yet

one school cut from instrumental to general music position
for teacher prep

—_

IO FNY I NI N IO FNY IS
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Percussion and Brass lessons were cut by one-half day
each at Baldi M.S., Winds, Brass and percussion were cut 4
by one-half day at Cook-Wissahickon, Strings were cut by '
one day at NE H.S.

Programs are cut and Instrumental Programs are shifted
within the distric

=
N

Total 247 100.0
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52.

In the past year, has the number of instrumental music teachers at the high school,
middle school, or elementary school levels in your district been diminished?

High School

76.7 % (178)

N Yes
Middle School = No
70.6 % (149)
Elementary School
66.5 % (141)
20'% 40'% 60 % 80 %
High School Frequency |Percent[Valid Percent |Cumulative Percent
Yes 54 219 [23.3 23.3
\Valid No 178 72.1 76.7 100.0
Total 232 93.9 [100.0
Missing  System |15 6.1
Total 247 100.0
|Midd|e School |Frequency Percent [Valid PercenfiCumulative Percent
Yes l62 25.1 29.4 29.4
Valid No 149 60.3 70.6 100.0
Total 211 85.4 100.0
Missing System 36 14.6
Total 247 100.0
|Elementary School |Frequency Percent |Valid PercentiCumulative Percent
Yes 71 28.7 33.5 33.5
Valid No 141 57.1 66.5 100.0
Total 212 85.8 100.0
Missing System 35 14.2
Total 247 100.0
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Statistics

High School Middle School Elementary
School
Valid 232 211 212
N Missing 15 36 35
Mean 1.7672 1.7062 1.6651
Median 2.0000 2.0000 2.0000
Mode 2.00 2.00 2.00
Std. Deviation 42350 45660 47307
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53. In what other ways general or specific do you feel that the implementation of standardized
testing has influenced instrumental music opportunities at your school?

Frequency [PercentValid |Cumulative

Percent|Percent

148 59.9 [59.9 [59.9
3-4 weeks of the year students are tested
during the school day-which causes them to 4 4 60 3
miss their regularly scheduled class, as well as i i '
band lessons for the week.
9th and 10 grade students have been double
scheduled for Math and English on block 1 4 4 650.7
scheduling due to PSSA results, thereby i i '
Jlimiting their number of electives
All classes are shortened during PSSA's and
other tests. Additionally, students are often 1 4 4 61.1
Jpulled out.
Although standardized testing does not
currently impact my program, | can foresee my
building administration allowing math, science, |1 4 4 61.5

reading, and writing to take precedence over
the arts, if the need should arise.

Any class that is not blatantly reading or math
Jbased is considered somehow inferior and 1 4 4 61.9
therefore not important.

At my current school | notice little to no change
at all. However, when | was employed in the
traditional public school in a neighboring district
(before | was laid off due to financial cuts in the
Imusic department) | noticed quite a bit of 1 4 4 62.3
change. Reduction in staffing 3 years ago - 5
Imusic teachers cut (75 total cut teachers).
And, I've heard again they are looking at
cutting 77 more this year!

Ibadly 1 4 4 62.8
Because we employ a rotating pull-out method
and because certain classes we are not
allowed to pull students out of, scheduling has
Jbecome more difficult.

Bigger problem is general school budget
because of economy. Instrumental program
has expanded greatly, but not number of
instructors. With budgetary squeeze,
emphasis towards increased instruction time
for PSSA tested subjects has resulted in cuts
to other programs, and in our case non-
expansion of staff in spite of huge increase in
students involved in music program.

Class rehearsal time is reduced because of the
required test preparation activities. Elementary
lessons are cancelled because of testing.
Middle and high school students are pulled
from class once per week to attend tutoring.

4 4 63.2

—
N
N

63.6

—
N
N

64.0
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Class time is limited at the Elementary to give
more time for Math and Reading Blocks.

[N

64.4

Classroom teaching staff is in a constant state
of tension, as are building administrators. This|
tension is subtle but perceivable, even by the
students (and | mean as young as 4th &amp;
5th grade).

[N

64.8

Closure of the elementary instrumental music
Jprogram

[N

65.2

Created unnecessary waste of time for
students

65.6

Decisions for next year may make it difficult for
non-honors students to schedule electives.
|Uncertain of the number of students who will
be affected at this time.

[N

66.0

Due to not being viewed as a neccesary
activity in a child's preparation as a human
being or for test taking strategies, the program
is viewed as an extra.

66.4

Due to the pressures placed on other subject
area teachers to perform well on the PSSAs,
some teachers have become very reluctant to
allow students out for lessons, even when not
lin PSSA prep mode.

66.8

Elementary program has been moved to after
school to add more test prep in elementary
school

67.2

Focus almost only on tested subjects...not
education of the whole child.

67.6

Generally, the impact has been low or
Imoderate.

68.0

Greater emphasis on preparing for
standardized testing has forced teachers to
demand that students stay in class instead of
going to lessons.

[N

68.4

Has put more pressure on ALL (students,
Iparents, teachers, administrators &amp; board
members) to perform better and better EVERY
year, to the point where there NEVER seems
to be an ""air of satisfaction"" about
anything........... At some point, there will come
a reality for ALL of no more attainable gains!
At what COST will this be at?7???

[N

68.8

| do not feel that it has impacted it at all.

69.2
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| feel that many of our issues have been due to
the allocation of state funds away from the
Ioublic schools and sent to charter/web based
schools. Perhaps testing is a way to provide
data that our schools are failing, but | believe
that the tests are designed to make sure that
our schools fail. As money is taken from the
schools, then it is obvious that the first things
that will be cut are arts, music, sports and other
activities that make students want to go to
school. In our inner city schools, many of the
students won't have much motivation to want to
go to school.

69.6

| think for the most part, standardized testing is
not standardized. Inner city students do not
have the same background or social climate as
rich neighborhoods or rural school districts.

70.0

| used to see every student one-on-one for
lessons ranging from 7-12 minutes. This was
all accomplished through study halls. Our

study halls have basically disappeared. Trying 1

to establish a pull out program but resistance is
great and administration is saying to do so but
not enforcing or verbally supporting. This is
happening elementary through high school.

70.4

impact is much greater in elementary and MS
level, right now, which will show its effects in
the coming years. the biggest impact at HS is
diverting students from a general music guitar
opportunity to remedial or curriculum support
classes (replaces ""elective.

70.9

In both the middle and high school, we loose
about 14 days of rehearsal and two weeks of
llessons in march and april due to testing.

[N

71.3

Interruption of rehearsal schedule or lessons
for a series of days at a time, usually 3 to 4.

[N

71.7

It destroys 2 months of the year - March and
April - so | lose students almost daily at those
Jrehearsals.

[N

72.1

It has cut lesson time and rehearsal time
drastically on the days when there is testing.
No lessons take place during the first portion of
the day which is dedicated to testing on those
days. Also, rehearsals are diminished by half
the normal time on testing days, which reduces
Irehearsals to 10 or 15 minutes for the entire
rehearsal.

[N

72.5

It has diminished the oppurtunity to add any
other type of ensembles.

[N

72.9

It has downplayed the importance of the arts

73.3

It has killed the feeder program lessons at the

fhigh school has been eliminated

[N

73.7
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It has made the classroom teachers at the
elementary school far less willing to work with
instrumental music teachers and for more
restrictive with regard to when students are
allowed to have instrumental instruction. This
has lead to decreased time for weekly
instruction, paired with increased group
numbers.

[N

74.1

It has taken away valuable rehearsal time.
Pulled students from rehearsal. Students
progress very slowly musically. The school
has no real care for the music program

74.5

It hasn't.

74.9

It is the most important thing going on - if we
can do other things after that is in place - than
ok, but never at the expense of the testing

75.3

It offers some time constraints.

75.7

Less individualized instruction time--lessons--
due to students always 'preparing for the test.'

76.1

Less teachers more workload giving less
linstructional time.

76.5

Lessons and ensembles have taken a back
seat to test preparation. Now elementary
students are kept in their classrooms even
more now, which prohibits them from learning
music.

76.9

More kids are unable to take band as elective
due to a PSSA prep class

77.3

N/A

77.7

Narrowing of the curriculum and limitations to
schedule available electives like band.

[N

78.1

None

79.4

None our programs have increased every year.
Our CEO is very adiment that we will not teach
to the test. That the test is just another way to
gain understanding of what our students are
llearning

[N

79.8

[not any.

80.2

Only during the testing window does it affect
our class time as it is cut to 27 minutes from 45
Iminutes.

80.6

only when the actual testing goes on; the way
my school administers the PSSAs cuts into my
rehearsal time for a select few days.

[N

81.0

board that are very supportive of the arts, and
they try to have testing affect every teacher

Our district has administration and a school
equally.

81.4

Our former superintendent recognized that
music instruction helps younger learners with
their reading skills and was an advocate for our
programs.

81.8
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Our schedule is adjusted for 4 weeks every
spring due to testing. It is very difficult, if not
impossible to get the students to focus during
this time. In addition, it severely impacts ability
to prepare for the AP Music Theory test in May.

[N

82.2

Our staffing issues and reduction of music
instruction time at the middle school were a
result of a retirement of a general music
teacher and the board not replacing her. Her
classes were absorbed by intrumental
teachers. Itis inconclusive what led to this
Jbudgetary condition, but a ""funds for test
scores"" mentality could not have helped.

[N

82.6

Our students are encouraged to take
""academic"" classes, instead of ""fluff""
classes. We are on a block schedule, and a lot
of the students are encouraged to double up
on their math classes, so that they have a math
class all year.

[N

83.0

Parents are more hesitant to have their
children in band, because they are afraid that it
will have a negative impact on grades and test
lperformance. (In reality, the band and chorus
students are always among the best academic
students in our school!)

83.4

PSSA testing has impacted my large group
|rehearsal time more than my lesson time due

to the large number of testing days in the two
months they are required to be taken.

83.8

Redirects time away from instrumental music
to focus on testing prep

84.2

remediation is making it harder to get kids for
lessons and extra rehearsals

84.6

[removed 4th grade orchestra from the school
day to an after school program

85.0

Scheduling for music classes have been
Jlimited due to standardized testing results.

[N

85.4

Scheduling limits and availibility Inconsitancy
in scheduling

[N

85.8

Scheduling of performances has been
inreasingly diificult because we need to avoid
the sacred PSSA windows. There are just
fewer open windows for taking the kids out of
the school for outside performance
opportunities.

86.2

Scheduling: students do not have the same
level of accessibility as prior to the PSSA
testing. Also, our band and choral programs
have been moved to semester long classes for
the past 6 years, which has severlely reduced
the growth and sustaining of the programs.

86.6
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Schools have to do what they need to to get
funding. Unfortunately, with budget cuts at the
state level things have to be cut for ANYTHING
to survive. These budget cuts have made
PSSA or state testing ""cut-throat"". There is
such pressure on schools to teach to the
PSSA's for fear of lost funding that our
priorities have taken a turn for the worse.
Teaching to/for politicians instead of the
students.

[N

87.0

shortened period lengths

87.4

Since we have a program where the students
start rehearsal at 7 AM, the rehearsal time is
partly outside and inside the school day. We
are not hit much at the high school level. The
middle school is where time is always taken
away.

87.9

Some principals do not allow students to
lIparticipate in instrumental music activities if
test scores are not at certain level

88.3

some teachers make it harder for students to
attend pull out lessons

88.7

Standarized tests have contributed to the lack
of focus on programs that promote student
engagement

89.1

Stresses the heck out of the kids and disrupts
weeks of schedules

89.5

student schedules no longer allow as much
freedom to get extra musical instruction.

89.9

Students are encouraged to take classes other
than music classes to ""help raise the PSSA
scores.

90.3

Students are occasionally encouraged by the
guidance department to drop band if they are
struggling in either Math or English classes.

[N

90.7

Students are pressured by core class teachers
at the elementary school. Our system allows
for each student to have a 30 minute pull out
lesson each week. Students have quit band
because their teachers would not agree on a
time they could be pulled out of class. | have
had several confrontations with teachers and
administration about denying students the right
to participate in instrumental music. | have to
completely shut down my music program for
two weeks during PSSA testing. | have to
|modify my schedule almost on a weekly basis

due to core class teachers. Even though band
lessons are graded, teachers will not permit
some students to leave their class for a lesson.
The other teachers at the elementary level do
not value music and do not view music
teachers as equals in the workplace.

91.1
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Students are so inaccessible for lessons that
groups of mixed instruments and levels are the
only option, resulting in much less effective
instruction. Students are also often
inaccessible for rehearsals which has severely
affected performance quality.

[N

91.5

Teachers are less willing to let students miss
class because of the PSSA pressure on the
teachers and students to achieve.

91.9

teachers are much more on edge about letting
students out for lessons. This is especially true
at our elementary school during the band's
rehearsal times. Everything is still functioning
but there are more individual students that are
sometimes held back from a rehearsal.

92.3

Teachers are not as willing to release students
for lessons. The weeks of testing limit music
time.

92.7

Testing effects our teaching schedule during
testing months which | believe is March and
april

93.1

Testing has definitely taken instructional time
away from instrumental music during the
school day.

93.5

Testing impacts the music program very little.
The only issue is that our elementary band and
orchestra are not permitted to rehearse in the
Imornings before school during the testing
weeks. This has been a long standing
Jpractice.

93.9

Testing is making its greatest impact at the
elementary level. Parents do not want their
kids to miss class for lessons. The economy
since 2001 has also made a huge impact on
instrumental programs. Families simply cannot
afford the cost of a instrument. Private lessons
Ino longer exist because of the economy. |
won't even get started about the impact of
Xbox ect.. on todays kids and their use of time.

[N

94.3

The AP Exams and PSSA testing continues to
cut into class and rehearsal times.

[N

94.7

The district is very concerned about making
ayp

[N

95.1

the overall attitude that students need to take
""academic"" classes and a general push away
from music and the arts

[N

95.5

The PSSA and the subject that are on the test
are the only important ones. Everything else is
secondary.

[N

96.0

The students are being taught not to
think/analyze for themselves, but to regurgitate
linformation learned from a book. The level of
common sense and analytical thinking has
diminished.

96.4

209




The time taken out of the school day for
students to participate in activities related to
standardized testing, i.e. remediation, prep,
actual testing, has drastically cut down the
Inumber of students | have in rehearsals.
Likewise, because of these supplemental
classes they have to take, their work is not
Jbeing completed in academic classes and
therefore are asking to miss lessons or
Irehearsals to work on projects or catch-up on
work they couldn't do because of PSSA
classes.

96.8

There is a general feeling that because music,
art, phys. ed and other special subjects are not
tested they are less important. Guidance
department is not helpful with scheduling
students for ensembles.

97.2

they have scaled back all music programs and
are looking to cut the instrumental program at
the elem. school

[N

97.6

This survey has covered it.

98.0

This type of disruption mostly occurs at the
elementary level. Students will miss at least
two lessons due to PSSA testing.

08.4

Very little

98.8

We are a young school and have just
developed this program. The music class has
Inot yet been affected by test prep decisions.

99.2

[we teach to the test

99.6
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While my school has been fortunate in that we
have done well on the PSSAs, the overall
culture of high stakes testing that has existed
in public education in the past decade has
greatly affected the course offerings for our
students and the way our guidance counselors
advise students and parents. While our course
offerings in music, art and foriegn language are
formidable (especially for a school of our small
size) courses in math, reading and science are
crammed down the throats of students and
Iparents as more suitable elective choices.
Students and parents are told outright that
taking elective courses in these subject areas
will improve their test scores (including SATS)
and will increase the likelihood that they will get
into the college of their choice. Students and
parents are pressured into believing that they
have no choice but to ""cut the fat"™" out of their
schedules to focus on what they have been led
to believe is most important. My school does
not have a problem of lack of funding,
resources or instructional time--we simply have
the problem of guidance counselors leading
kids and parents into choices that reflect the
school's need to have students pass the tests
instead of the school's stated desire to
emphasize the arts as a valued part of the
curriculum.

[N

100.0

Total

247

100.0

100.0
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Music Advocacy

54.

Using a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = not concerned and 5=very concerned) please indicate your level of concern that
instrumental music will be removed from the curriculum at the high school, middle school, or elementary
levels as a direct consequence of PSSA mandates?

Elementary School

Middle School

High School

32

3
Statistics
High School Middle School Elementary
School

Valid 245 231 224

N Missing 2 16 23
Mean 2.6163 2.8052 3.1964
Median 3.0000 3.0000 3.0000
Mode 1.00 3.00 5.00
Std. Deviation 1.38483 1.39912 1.48438
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55.

Which of the following have you done in an effort to promote music advocacy for your
instrumental music program? Check all that apply

Attended a Music

Booster Meeting BE

Attended a School

Board Meeting 176

Arranged for special
recognition of student
performers at a School Bo...

Formed a Music

Booster Organization i

Arranged for a student
performance at a
School Board Meeting

115

Contacted a music advocacy
organization for help
suchas PMEA. MENC. ...

Other (please specify)

SPSS Stats

Frequency Percent
Attended a Music Booster Meeting 178 72.1
Attended a School Board Meeting 176 71.3
Arranged for special recognition of student
performers at a 143 57.9
Formed a Music Booster Organization 121 49
Arranged for a student performance at a
School Board Meeting 115 46.6
Contacted a music advocacy organization for
help such as PME 65 26.3
Other (please specify) 46 18.6
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56.

Which of the following have your students and or parents done in an effort to advocate for
instrumental music in your school? Check all that apply.

Attended a School
Board Meeting

Attended a Music
Booster Meeting

Formed a Music
Booster Organization

Arranged for special
recognition of student
performers at a School Bo...

Arranged for a student
performance at a
School Board Meeting

Organized a Protest at
School Board Meeting

Contacted a music advocacy
organization for help
such as PMEA, MENC. ...

Other (please specify) 25

131

183

166

SPSS Stats

100 150

Frequency

Percent

Attended a School Board Meeting

183

74.1

Attended a Music Booster Meeting

166

67.2

IFormed a Music Booster Organization

131

53.0

Arranged for special recognition of student performers at a 74

30.0

Arranged for a student performance at a School Board Meeting  [54

21.9

[Organized a Protest at School Board Meeting

48

19.4

|Contacted a music advocacy organization for help such as PMEA [36

14.6

[Other (please specify)

25

10.1
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56. Other (please specify) Frequency [Percent [Valid % [Cum %
222 89.9 89.9 89.9

Already had a solid music booster organization 1 4 4 90.3

Contact administrators, school board members 1 4 4 90.7

contacted board members regarding music 1 4 4 91 1

program

Icreated a presentation and wrote letters to the 1 4 4 91 5

board.

get the information in the news paper 1 4 4 91.9

Host festivals 1 4 4 92.3

Increased visibility and scope of program 1 4 4 92.7

Keep our music program in the news papers. 1 4 4 93.1

lletters to administration after performances. 1 4 4 93.5

Letters to administrators and board members local 1 4 4 93 9

Inewspaper

Not much 1 4 4 94.3

parents have written letters in support of the arts |1 4 4 94.7

phone calls to school, guidance counselor 1 4 4 95.1

PR in local papers 1 4 4 95.5

Save the Arts program 1 4 4 96.0

Sent letters to district administration 1 4 4 96.4

sent letters to school board and administrators 1 4 4 96.8

sent_wrltten notes to the school board in support of 1 4 4 97 2

Imusic

Spoke with the Building Principal 1 4 4 97.6

Spoken during public comment at board meetings;

e-mailed board members; spoken in person with |1 4 4 98.0

Jboard members

The majority of our school board members have or

have had students in the music program. | think [1 4 A4 98.4

this helps.

Verbgllze support of our music department at board1 4 4 08 8

Imeetings

very small attendance at booster meetings 1 4 4 99.2

We've glways been proactive with above 1 4 4 09 6

strategies.

\Written letters, written and circulated petitions in

support of Instrumental music, attended rallies and 1 4 4 100.0

Imarches at the School District and City Hall; i ' '

traveled to rallies in Harrisburg

Total 247 100.0 [100.0
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Professional Development

57.

100

80

60

40

20

Does your school district allow for teacher attendance at professional conferences such as the
Pennsylvania Music Educators Convention?

359 % (88)

204 % (50)

131 % (32)

12%(3)

Never Rarely Sometimes Very Often Always
|Frequency Percent [Valid Cumulative
Percent |Percent
Never 3 1.2 1.2 1.2
Rarely 32 13.0 13.1 14.3
\alid Sometimes |88 35.6 35.9 50.2
Very Often |72 29.1 29.4 79.6
Always 50 20.2 20.4 100.0
Total 245 99.2 100.0
Missing System 2 .8
Total 247 100.0
Valid 245
N
Missing 2
Mean 3.5469
Median 3.0000
Mode 3.00
Std. Deviation .99735
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58.

80

40

Does your school district reimburse you for fees related to conference attendance?

303 % (74)

26.6 % (65)

209 % (51)

11.9% (29)
102 % (25)

Never Rarely Sometimes Very Often Always
|Frequency [Percent \VValid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Never 25 10.1 10.2 10.2
Rarely 29 11.7 11.9 221
\aig  Sometimes [51 20.6 20.9 43.0
Very Often 65 26.3 26.6 69.7
Always 74 30.0 30.3 100.0
Total 244 98.8 100.0
Missing System 3 1.2
Total 247 100.0
Valid 244
N
Missing 3
Mean 3.5492
Median 4.0000
Mode 5.00
Std. Deviation 1.30905
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59.
Does your school district reimburse you for travel expenses related to conference

attendance?
80
292 % (71)
255 % (62)
60
19.8 % (48)
40

128 % (31) 128 % (31)

Never Rarely Sometimes Very Often Always
|Frequency [Percent |valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Never 31 12.6 12.8 12.8
Rarely 31 12.6 12.8 25.5
\aig  Sometimes 48 19.4 19.8 45.3
Very Often [62 25.1 25.5 70.8
Always 71 28.7 29.2 100.0
Total 243 98.4 100.0
Missing System 4 1.6
Total 247 100.0
Valid 243
N
Missing 4
Mean 3.4568
Median 4.0000
Mode 5.00
Std. Deviation 1.36409
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