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Preparing And Nurturing
Music Education
Researchers

By George L. Duerksen

University of Kansas

Ithough music education research

has difficulties in some cases,

these problems are shared with
research in education and in other social sci-
ence and behavioral science fields. Music
education research, however, is prospering
in many ways, and several of the positive
aspects deserve mention.

The increasing number of journals that pub-
lish music education research is impressive.
The field’s traditional journals, such as the
Journal of Research in Music Education and the
Bulletin of the Council for Research in Music
Education, have been joined by other quality
serials such as the Quarterly journal of Music
Teaching and Learning, Update, Psychology of
Music, the Bulletin of Historical Research in
Music Education, the Missouri Journal of Re-
search in Music Education, the Contributions
to Music Education, and the Southeastern
Journal of Music Education. In addition, re-
search of pertinence to music education con-
tinues to be published in journals of related
fields such as music therapy, psychology, spe-
cial education, and other fields.

Thus, a substantial amount of music educa-
tion research is being done, and in fact the
major research journals typically have a back-
log of accepted articles waiting to be pub-
lished. The journal of Research in Music Edu-
cation recently changed type style so that
more information could be printed in its quar-
terly publications, but the editor still advises
authors that potential time from submission to
publication of accepted articles may approxi-
mate two years. The amount of worthwhile
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research being done seems to exceed the
various journals’ capacity for dissemination.

The work being published in the
profession’s major research journals reflects
several encouraging trends. Although disser-
tation research continues to be a major
source of submitted manuscripts, many ar-
ticles published in the refereed journals re-
port other research as well. Many individuals
who earn music education doctorates con-
tinue doing research beyond their disserta-
tions, and often seek to disseminate their
findings. Other rescarch reports describe
studies done prior to dissertation work. The
fact that Master’s level and pre-dissertation
doctoral students are doing research substan-
tial enough to warrant publication reflects im-
provement in the field. Individuals outside
higher education are also doing and reporting
research. K-12 music education practitioners
and others are doing worthwhile investiga-
tions, some of which are finding their way into
the dissemination chain.

Moreover, there seems to be substantial
interest in music education research at na-
tional, divisional, and state conventions and
conferences. The “poster session” format for
dissemination at conventions has proved
popular and may be attracting a wider audi-
ence than paper-reading sessions might. At
the same time, interest in the Special Research
Interest Groups (SRIGs) that were founded in
the late 1970s continues unabated.

Journal article and poster presentation for-
mats seem to attract different groups of re-
searchers. Although some researchers dis-
seminate in both formats, each seems to
serve a somewhat different group. This di-
versity promises to encourage increasing
breadth of interest in research among a larger
group of music educators.
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The support from the Music Educators Na-
tional Conference and the Macmillan Publish-
ing Company for the forthcoming Handbook
on Research in Music Education (Colwell,
1991), was developed with the contributions
of a broad array of research leaders and points
to belief that a substantial research interest ex-
ists and can be developed in the profession.
The handbook’s development promises to
help define the parameters and evaluate limita-
tions of research in the field.

Likewise, the recent Music Educators Na-
tional Conference publication, What Works:
Instructional Strategies for Music Ediucation,
(Merrion, 1989) demonstrates

Ph.D., the Ed.D., the Mus.Ed.D., and the
D.M.A., along with doctorates with other
names, includes some amount of research em-
phasis and some component of actual doing
of research. If the individuals holding these
advanced degrees can be motivated to do re-
search on major topics, there is the promise of
substantial progress in the development of
music education’s knowledge base.

Another encouraging trend is taking place
parallel to, but outside of, the profession.
Some industries that simultaneously depend
on and support the profession—instrument
manufacturers, music publishers, music com-

puter software and hardware

interest in using the growing
body of research knowledge
to improve practice in the
field. MENC's recent acquisi-
tion and continuing support
of the research dissemination
journal, Update, also demon-
strates this interest.

Another encouraging sign
is the number of persons
prepared through doctoral
study to do research. Steinel
(1984) reports that 418 music
education doctorates were
conferred in the United States
in the five academic years
ending in 1978 through 1982.
Data taken from National
Association of Schools of

“Colleagues in
physical, biologi-
cal, social, and
behavioral sci-
ences sometumes
speak of their
work as ‘doing
good science.’
This phrase is not
typically used by
music education
researchers.”

developers and manufactur-
ers, audio equipment and
recording manufacturers,
synthesizer manufacturers,
and the like—are develop-
ing research arms of their
own and encouraging music
educators to be involved in
cooperative research. It may
even be that such firms will
provide employment for
some professional music
education researchers.

A substantial number of
institutions prepare doctoral
level music education re-
searchers, but a declining
trend during the past de-
cade gives some concern.

Music reports indicate that
during the five academic years for which infor-
mation was available, those ending in the
springs of 1984, 1985, 1988, 1989, and 1990, 390
music education doctorates were conferred.
Estimating that about 75 music education
doctorates were awarded each of the years
for which data are missing (1986, 1987, and
1991), about 1,030 individuals have com-
pleted music education doctorates since
1978. These graduates, in combination with
those who had finished music education doc-
toral study in the prior two or three decades,
add up to a substantial number of individuals
who have the preparation and potential to
do significant music education research.
These individuals represent a substantial hu-
man resource for the profession. Study for the
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The Council for Research in
Music Education annually lists the United
States and Canadian schools granting doc-
toral degrees in music education. In the
1981-82 school year, this list had 58 institu-
tions; the 1988-89 list has 56, and the 1990-91
list has 55. While these data, like graduation
numbers, sometimes seem to vary
unpredictably, they may indicate a gradual de-
crease in the number of institutions that pre-
pare new music education researchers at the
doctoral level. If this trend truly exists, the
field may need to look for other institutions to
prepare its researchers and do its research.
Music education has little research industry
beyond that provided by music educators
themselves. Although some “outsiders” do
research that contributes to the knowledge




“Motivating music educators to change the distribution of their

time and energy from music making to things such as research is

one of the challenges of preparing music researchers.”

base that underlies professional practice in
music education—musicologists, ethnomusi-
cologists, psychologists, special educators, and
the like—music education has no research arm
that parallels the pharmaceutical research that
supports medical practice, or the research es-
tablishments in business and industry that sup-
port engineering practice.

Music educators themselves are nearly the
entire personnel resource available to do mu-
sic education research. The primary focus of
this research seems to be in the research uni-
versities and a few other higher education
institutions, with a smaller amount being
done elsewhere.

Preparing Music Education
Researchers

Preparing music education researchers
takes time. Researchers are not trained over-
night. The development of research atti-
tudes, skills, and knowledge is a complex,
long-term process. For most music educa-
tion researchers, this development occurs
partly in parallel and partly in competition
with the strong positive attitudes, skills, and
knowledge that accompany interest in mak-
ing music. Making music demands time, at-
tention, energy, skill, and knowledge. It also
may demand equipment.

The music educator often is attracted to mu-
sic because it rewards those who meet its de-
mands with strong positive affect (including
aesthetic feelings), strong feelings of self es-
teem, and often strong approbation from oth-
ers. Most music educators began experienc-
ing these rewards early in childhood.

Doing research also demands time, atten-
tion, energy, skill, and knowledge. Although
research may ultimately have similar affective
payoffs, for many music educators these rein-
forcers have less power than the immediate
rewards that may have seemed intrinsic to
musical activity ever since their childhood.
Thus the idea of investing time to develop
research skills and conduct research may
have difficulty competing with the idea of

investing time to develop musical skills and
make music. Motivating music educators to
change the distribution of their time and en-
ergy from music making to things such as
research is one of the challenges of prepar-
ing music researchers.

Colleagues in physical, biological, social,
and behavioral sciences sometimes speak of
their work as “doing good science.” This
phrase is not typically used by music educa-
tion researchers. “Good science” does not
seem to be a process that attracts overriding
focus among this group. Helping music edu-
cators develop such an attitude is another
challenge of research preparation.

Research preparation begins very late in
the preparation of music educators. Few K-
12 music programs engage their students in
research activity or refer them to research-
based musical knowledge. Although these
students may learn and do research concern-
ing other subjects during the school day, mu-
sic classes usually do not engage in such ac-
tivity. Moreover, very little happens to en-
courage students to use or value research as
a method of seeking solutions for problems
that arise in their music pursuits.

The situation does not change appreciably at
the college undergraduate level. Music educa-
tion teacher preparation programs typically do
little to develop positive attitudes toward re-
search or research skills among undergraduate
students. They share this characteristic with
other teacher education programs. The re-
search base concerning music perception, de-
velopment, learning, and instruction, is men-
tioned rarely if at all. The idea of replicating
classical research studies underlying the field’s
professional practice is rarely suggested.

At the Master’s level, research typically re-
ceives somewhat more attention. Many
Master’s programs include a course “about”
research. Such courses may focus on library
resources, some help students become
knowledgeable readers and users of research
done by others, a few focus on helping stu-
dents become researchers, and some have
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“It is interesting that a field which puts strong faith in practice as

being essential to develop high level musical performance skills

does not exhibit the same faith in practice as necessary to de-

velop high level research skills.”

multiple goals. Few Master’s students, how-
ever, actually engage in productive research
that contributes to the profession’s knowledge
base. If they do attempt research, it is often
the first time they have ever engaged in such
activity. First attempts are likely to be practice
attempts, and often do not achieve substantial
results. It is interesting that a field that puts
strong faith in practice as being essential to
develop high level musical performance skills
does not exhibit the same faith in practice as
necessary to develop high level research skills.

Cursory observation indicates that the
greatest focus on preparing music education
researchers occurs in doctoral programs. Not
all doctoral programs, however, emphasize
research to the same degree. That is, differ-
ent doctoral degrees exist and use different
degree titles to reflect “professional” degrees
and “research” degrees. There seems to be
little uniformity among degree titles, and
titles such D.A., D.M.A., Ed.D., D.Mus.Ed.,
and Ph.D. must intend to mean different
things. The D.A. description often requires
little research activity; the D.M.A. often re-
quires a “document” which may or may not
be based on research.

According to the Council of Graduate
Schools (1990), “The Doctor of Philosophy de-
gree is the highest academic degree granted
by North American universities. It is a re-
search degree and is to be distinguished from
other doctorates such as the M.D., J.D., or
Ed.D. Degrees, which are designed for profes-
sional preparation or which focus on applied
rather than basic research.” The same publica-
tion goes on to say, “The Doctor of Philoso-
phy program is designed to prepare a student
to become a scholar, that is, to discover, inte-
grate, and apply knowledge, as well as com-
municate and disseminate it.” (p. D

Even in programs that emulate this Ph.D.
model, music education Ph.D. dissertation
research rarely is the work of an experienced
researcher. The music education system’s
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lack of prior attention to research means that
the dissertation research will typically be an
early attempt in the researcher’s career.

An additional concern stems from the
profession’s lack of a strong research problem-
solving tradition. There is relatively little vi-
sion of those problems the profession “really
needs to do the research to solve.” As a result,
the main “problem” of an individual’s disserta-
tion research sometimes seems to be “finding
a researchable topic” rather than “solving a
problem important to music education.” This
is not surprising in view of the lack of atten-
tion to research-based information throughout
the system for preparing music teachers and
the evervday practice of music education.

In those research institutions that offer mu-
sic education doctorates, graduate faculty are
often engaged in doing research. In doing
so, they can serve as models for students be-
ing trained as researchers. Their activities
and attitudes have the potential to affect the
research attitudes of their students. If the
apparent main purpose of an individual’s re-
search is to gain tenure, and research activity
slows appreciably or stops once tenure has
been gained, students may learn to perceive
research in the same way.

Perhaps greater potential for good research
attitude development comes from faculty
members who “mentor” rather than simply
supervise students’ learning of research tech-
niques. Good mentoring provides strong
support and frequent interaction focused on
the student’s development; good modeling is
a part of good mentoring. Excellent research
mentoring might be provided by the faculty
member who has an ongoing program of re-
search in which students can be inducted
gradually, without being expected to become
immediately expert in all aspects of the re-
search process as they would need to be to
do good research independently.

Such research mentoring should be possible
at undergraduate and master’s degree levels as
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well as in doctoral study. If it were, music
education students at the doctoral level might
have had appreciable prior experience doing
research and thus developed high level re-
search skills. Doctoral dissertation research
might then be viewed more as a challenge to
create valuable knowledge and less as another
hurdle on the way to a degree.

A question arises concerning who would be
appropriate mentors. The Council for Re-
search in Music Education annually compiles a
list of music education doctoral advisors at
North American universities. It is instructive to
compare the list of doctoral advisors with the
names of individuals who seem to have been
active in doing and disseminating music edu-
cation research. While some of the advisor’s
names appear frequently in the research jour-
nals, on research programs at national, re-
gional, and state conferences, in the special
research interest groups (SRIGs) within the
Music Educators National Conference (MENC)
and in other research activities, others do not.

Some of these others may be leaders in re-
search in related music areas — musicology,
music theory, and the like — that are not
mainstream “music education.” Others are
performers, conductors, and experts in areas
other than research. From the view of pre-
paring researchers, identification of such in-
dividuals as music education doctoral advi-
sors may contribute to the lack of research
focus in the doctoral program and provide
models that discourage rather than develop
the attitudes and skills needed to support im-
proved research preparation.

Research virtuosity provides a model with
both positive and negative aspects. The goal,
to become a highly skilled “virtuoso re-
searcher,” provides a worthy challenge for the
student. The demonstration of research virtu-
osity, however, may give the impression of
using techniques “for their own sake” or to
demonstrate the investigator’s skill rather than
being used to create knowledge. The phrase
“empty technique” can describe research activ-
ity just as it can describe performance.

At whatever level the research preparation
may occur, a social science model is typically
used. Students take a course about research.
This course often intends to teach students
how to design, conduct, and report research,

how to understand, interpret, evaluate, and
apply the results of research done by others,
and help them develop positive attitudes to-
ward research. This seems a difficult objective
for a single course which is typically taken by
students whose other professional degree
coursework rarely refers to research, let alone
engages them in active research that replicates
demonstrations of the field’s basic principles.

As a result, the research course must intro-
duce the entire universe of research tech-
niques “all at once.” This content typically
includes bibliographical resources, research
designs, measurement techniques, analysis
methods, internal/external validity assurance,
dissemination concepts, and the like.

With all this content, the course often em-
phasizes lectures and discussions about re-
search, rather than having students practice
doing research. Such a course structure
seems to parallel Professor Harold Hill’s
“Think” system of teaching music in Wilson’s
The Music Man. After passing through this
“think” portion of research preparation, the
music education researcher is expected to be
able to go forth and practice research with
substantial independence. A structured tran-
sition designed to induct the student
smoothly into the activity of doing or inter-
preting and applying research seems rare in
music education degree programs.

The context of the “introduction to research”
course contributes greatly to the challenge the
course faces in achieving its goals. The rarity
of engagement in and reference to research in
the rest of the music education curriculum
may encourage students to see the research
methods course to be about “something differ-
ent and not closely related” to the field.

The “introduction to research” course is
typically very crowded with content, attempt-
ing to cover the entire field. Thus priorities
are set, some areas are emphasized, others
receive less attention, and some may be ig-
nored. The priorities may come from a vari-
ety of sources. Preferences of the instructor,
the textbook(s) selected, and mores of the
music education research community and the
individual institution as well as other factors
may affect the choices.

As a result of these choices, developing
researchers tend to be channeled into focus-
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ing on one or another research methodology
and, subsequently, into focusing on the sorts
of research problems for which that method-
ology might be particularly appropriate. In a
sense, this may “put the cart before the
horse” by focusing on a method looking for
a problem to solve rather than a problem
needing solution. An argument could be
made, of course, that particularly important
research problems for music education have
been identified, and that research methods
course content tends to focus on the tech-
niques especially appropriate for seeking so-
lutions to those problems.

Whatever the sources of priorities chosen,
those choices may be reflected in the sorts of
research currently reported in the
profession’s major journals. Large-sample
descriptive and experimental research and
historical studies seem to predominate, with
fewer single/small-sample experiments,
philosophical or theoretical studies, naturalis-
tic studijes, and research case studies re-
ported. Music educators work with profes-
sionals in other fields that find these latter
resecarch techniques useful; it might be valu-
able for music education researchers to have
these techniques in their repertoire.

Nurturing Music Education Re-
searchers

Preparation of researchers, at whatever level
it is accomplished, does not in itself seem ad-
equate to support the music education
profession’s research needs. After they have
been prepared, researchers apparently need to
be nurtured, encouraged, and sustained in
their enterprise if they are to continue their
work creating new knowledge for the field.

Data cited earlier indicated that over 1,000
music education doctorates have been earned
since 1978. The individuals who earned these
degrees, as a group, probably comprise the
bulk of the trained music education research-
ers in North America. They are the individuals
on whom music education depends for the
creation of new knowledge essential to im-
provement of professional practice.

Clearly not all of the research these individu-
als carried out for their degrees has been dis-
seminated widely—either through refereed
journal publication or through poster sessions
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at conferences and conventions. As a result,
the knowledge these individuals developed
is not easily accessible to the profession.

Many reasons underlie this lack of dissemi-
nation. Not all of the doctorates were truly
research doctorates, so there may have been
little to disseminate. As noted earlier, docu-
ments completed for D.M.A. degrees may not
report research results and D.A. degrees may
not have substantial research components.
Dissertation-based articles may have been
submitted for consideration by journals, or
for conference poster sessions, but not
passed refereed review. Authors may not
have been motivated to disseminate their re-
sults. Additional reasons undoubtedly exist.

Not all the individuals who earned these
doctoral degrees have continued research
activity beyond their dissertations. Although
all have had some amount of research prepa-
ration, some probably gained more skill than
others. Some, even though skilled, may not
enjoy doing research. Some may be in jobs
that do not allow time for research. Some
may work in situations that reward other ac-
tivities more than research. Still others may
work in situations that do not reward re-
search activity at all. A multitude of explana-
tions can be hypothesized.

Whether or not a trained music education
researcher continues research activity prob-
ably depends upon both internal and exter-
nal factors. Affective, economic, environ-
mental, situational, and other factors may be
influential. Among the affective factors may
be (a) enjoyment—-doing research for the
fun of it” or “doing research for research’s
sake,” (b) motivation to contribute to knowl-
edge, (¢) belief that research needs to be
done to help the profession, and (d) gaining
recognition and approbation from others.
Like other areas of affective behavior, these
factors are not easily influenced through in-
struction. Effective and reliable ways to in-
still these attitudes as part of research prepa-
ration have vet to be developed.

Economic factors vary with the trained
researcher’s employment situation. Most per-
sons trained at the doctoral level are em-
ployed in higher education; a smaller number
of this group are employed as administrators
in K-12 situations; a still smaller proportion is
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“['T] he national ferment in education, with moves to restructure

education, the schools, and teacher preparation, provides fresh

opportunity and challenge for those who train and nurture music

education researchers.”

engaged in K-12 music classroom instruction.
A few are engaged in other ventures.

For those engaged in higher education, the
nature of the setting may have a primary in-
fluence on the economic benefits of contin-
ued research activity. These benefits include
merit salary levels, promotion, and tenure
awards. The trained researchers might be
more interested and enthused if the reward
system were better at recognizing research
activity and achievement.

Many music educators in higher education
are housed in college or university depart-
ments of music, schools of music, schools of
fine arts, and similar units. These units are
populated by individuals with traditional arts
preparation, background, and attitudes about
research. The music education research enter-
prise is sometimes viewed as being lower in
the value structure than music performance,
music history scholarship, music composition,
and the like.

Perhaps music educators should be in the
vanguard to change this value structure. They
may need to teach their colleagues about the
values of research inquiry, the values of music
education itself, and the like. But whether or
not they should try to do this, major attitude
change is difficult to control. Colleagues may
perceive music education as relatively low on
the value continuum, and music education re-
search may be low among those things that
may be valued about music education.

As a result, the music educator is faced with
the necessity of emphasizing those aspects of
the job that have the greatest probability of
resulting in merit salary increases, promotion,
and the award of tenure. Even the person
who has particularly positive attitudes toward
research, the skills, knowledge, and facilities
needed for research, may find it necessary to
devote appreciable time and effort to those
non-research activities that the system rewards
more strongly. The major “research university”
program that strongly rewards the music edu-

cation researcher—with salary, promotion, or
tenure, or any combination of these—is not
common. Among the colleges and universities
that regard themselves as teaching institutions
rather than major research institutions, sub-
stantial reward for the faculty member who
focuses primarily on the production of re-
search knowledge seems even more uncom-
mon. Some sort of restructuring of the priority
system for faculty rewards in higher education
may be needed if additional music education
research is to be nurtured in these institutions.

Opportunities for K-12 music educators to
do research as part of their jobs traditionally
have been limited. The job typically has not
included any research assignment nor time to
do it. In this way the practicing teacher’s role
has paralleled the practicing physician’s—the
demands of professional practice allow little
time to engage in research.

Current moves to restructure education,
and particularly the several styles of “profes-
sional development schools” being formed
with impetus from the Holmes Group of
teacher education institutions, provide the
potential for K-12 music educators to join
those in higher education for collaborative
research. Music education research trainers
might find value in preparing individuals to
work collaboratively as well as individually.
The reward structure in professional develop-
ment schools might be designed to encour-
age research activity among K-12 teachers.

When an individual has acquired some suffi-
cient amount of economic security and well-
being, other motivations and reinforcers some-
times become more powerful. Affective re-
wards—both positive and negative—may have
powerful influence on the amount and quality
of research done by trained music education
researchers.

At present, the most highly structured sys-
tem for external affective reinforcement of
music education research activity seems to be
designed for those who have recently com-
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“[T] he main ‘problem’ of an individual’s dissertation research

sometimes seems to be ‘finding a researchable topic’ rather than

‘solving a problem important to music education.”

pleted doctoral dissertations. Positive rein-
forcers include local dissertation fellowships
and “outstanding dissertation” awards at indi-
vidual institutions and the Council for Re-
search in Music Education’s award for out-
standing dissertation work.

Dissertation critiques in the Bulletin of The
Council for Research in Music Education cover
the gamut in the reinforcement structure, vary-
ing from strongly positive to strongly negative.
The critiques originally were intended to help
meet the purposes described by Colwell
(1963): “A need exists, therefore, for a means
through which interest may be stimulated,
guidance may be given, and some actual assis-
tance offered to would-be researchers. In ad-
dition, a need of utmost importance is that of
disseminating information concerning research
which has already taken place, whose findings
the teacher may utilize in teaching, this being,
after all, the basic purpose of such research.”

Thus a basic thrust of the Bulletin's disserta-
tion critiques was intended to stimulate inter-
est, give guidance, and assist would-be re-
searchers. The affective outcomes, however,
vary appreciably among the critiques. Some
of the critiques are written positively, offering
constructive criticism which focuses upon the
dissertation’s research process and presenta-
tion. Such critiques may provide positive rein-
forcement, stimulate interest in doing further
research, and provide guidance for improving
that research.

Other critiques are written more negatively,
offering criticism that is not basically con-
structive. These parallel the musical tradition
of focusing as much on the performer as on
the performance. A performance is judged,
in part, on the basis of who did it rather than
on its own merits. This tradition seems to
carry over into the research enterprise, and
results in critiques that sometimes seem to
focus on the researcher rather than on the
research. Such negative criticism is not likely
to be a positive reinforcer and may discour-
age rather than encourage further and im-
proved research activity.

Volume III, Number 1, 1992

Development of intrinsic affective reinforc-
ers should be part of the process of develop-
ing and nurturing music education research-
ers. This development seems most likely to
happen through actual ongoing involvement
in successful research activity. The involve-
ment during research preparation needs to
blend as seamlessly as possible with contin-
ued involvement after the individual has left
the institution.

Those who do music education research
seem to constitute an in-group; this in-group
seems to help sustain and motivate them. The
expansion and democratization of the research
in-group over the past decade or so has infor-
mally enhanced the preparation and nurturing
of music education researchers.

Attitudes seem to be changing gradually.
Research activity seems to be growing at the
“grassroots” level. The view that only persons
trained at the doctoral level are competent to
do research seems to be breaking down. K-12
music educators are doing and disseminating
research. The MENC, through its journals,
other publications, regional and state organiza-
tions, the Society for Research in Music Educa-
tion, and the SRIGS, are supporting research.
These changes. along with the national fer-
ment in education, with moves to restructure
education, the schools, and teacher prepara-
tion, provides fresh opportunity and challenge
for those who prepare and nurture music edu-
cation researchers.

Preparation and nurturing of music educa-
tion researchers might be enhanced if there
were better defined boundaries to identify
the field’s core and peripheral areas. Music
education, being both multidisciplinary and
interdisciplinary has not defined its main fo-
cus and boundaries. As a result, the field
has little specific research focus.

Exact boundaries are not likely to be
agreed upon. The Journal of Research in
Music Education in the early 1980s asked
for manuscripts that “...clearly make a con-
tribution to a theory of instruction” while
the 1991 version seeks reports that “enhance
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_1993-1994 COMPETITION OPENS FOR _
FULBRIGHT SCHOLAR AWARDS

FOR U.S. FACULTY AND PROFESSIONALS

The Fulbright Scholar Program for 1993-94 includes some 1,000 grants for research, com-
bined research and lecturing, or university lecturing in over 120 countries. Opportunities
range form two month to a full academic vear; as many assignments are flexible to the
needs of the grantee. Nearly one-third of Fulbright grants are targeted for research and
many lecturing awards offer research opportunities; multicountry research is also pos-

sible.

Virtually all disciplines and subfields participate. Specific openings exist in almost every
area of the humanities, social sciences, physical sciences, the arts, and applied fields such
as business, journalism, and law. Many offerings throughout the program allow scholars
to propose their own lecturing or research projects.

The basic eligibility requirements for a Fulbright award are U.S. citizenship and Ph.D. or
comparable professional qualifications; for certain fields such as the fine arts or TESOL,
the terminal degree in the field may be sufficient. For lecturing awards, university or col-
lege teaching experience is expected. Language skills are needed for some countries, but
most lecturing assignments are in English. Applications are encouraged from profession-
als outside academe and from independent scholars. Fulbright seeks good teacher as
well as active researchers.

Early deadlines exist! June 15, 1992 for Australasia and South Asia; August 1 for Africa,
Asia, Europe, Latin America, the Middle East, and Canada. Other deadlines are in place
for special programs.

Application materials are available beginning March 1, 1992, For further information and
applications, call or write the Council for International Exchange of Scholars, 3007 Tilden
Street, N.W., Suite 5M, Box NEWS, Washington, DC 20008-3009. Telephone: 202/686-
7877.

The Fulbright Program is funded and administered by the United States Informarion Agency. Financial sup-
port is also provided by participating governments and by host institutions in the United States and abroad.
The presidentially appointed J. William Fulbright Foreign Scholarship Board formulates policy guidelines and
makes the final selection of all grantees.
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