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Abstract 
 

Pre-instructional decisions that teachers make fundamentally and directly influence their 
students’ music learning. Particularly with expert educators, as defined by their professional 
qualifications and education, these decisions reveal teachers’ motivations and pedagogical 
reasoning. Consequently, the purpose of this study was to examine pre-instructional decision-
making from the perspective of expert music teachers, as framed by these two research 
questions: (1) which factors have more influence on pre-instructional decision-making among 
expert music teachers? and (2) what are the differences in pre-instructional decision-making by 
expert teachers in terms of teacher characteristics (gender and teaching experience) and 
educational setting (teaching level and musical context)? In a rank order analysis, teaching 
experience had the most prominent influence followed by materials and facilities, while the least 
influential factor was curriculum. In comparing differences among classroom-based and 
performance-based music teachers, results were largely the same. Performance-based teachers, 
however, ranked the influence of their own musical activities and assessment higher than did 
their classroom-based counterparts, who gave more emphasis to their own education and state 
curricula. Non-parametric tests revealed further insights, including directions for future 
research on pre-instructional decision-making among expert music educators, as well as 
recommendations for enhancing pre-service music teacher preparation and in-service 
professional development. 
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Throughout the teaching process, educators make a wide range of instructional decisions 

that reveal their perspectives on instruction and curriculum (Gill & Hoffman, 2009; Shavelson & 

Stern, 1981). These essential and critical decisions directly impact their students’ music learning 

and demonstrate teachers’ motivations and pedagogical reasoning. This is particularly true for 

expert teachers because their instructional decisions encompass both philosophical approaches 

and views on practical matters, indicating both their focus of attention and fundamental approach 

to education. Teachers rely on their professional knowledge, reflective thinking 

skills, information gleaned from classroom observations, and their ability to use assessment data 

to modify planned instruction (Bernstein-Colton & Spark-Langer, 1993; Dana & Yendol-

Hoppey, 2014; Fogarty, Wang, & Creek, 1983). Furthermore, classroom environment and 

diverse pedagogical contexts, as well as teachers’ experiences, intuition, values, and pedagogical 

content knowledge further shape pre-instructional decisions (Matthews & Johnson, 2019; 

Shavelson & Stern, 1981; Vanlommel, Vanhoof, & Van Petegem, 2016). Accounting for 

multifaceted environments, teachers plan by focusing on short-term and long-term goals for 

individual classes, specific days, units, or entire school years (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). In 

music education, classroom environment and musical context further shape these instructional 

decisions (Matthews & Johnson, 2019). The scarcity of literature on music teachers’ pre-

instructional decision-making combined with previous research corroborating its importance 

highlights the need for more research in this area (Shaw, 2020; Viciana & Mayorga-Vega, 2017). 

Consequently, the purpose of this study was to examine pre-instructional decision-making from 

the perspective of expert music teachers. More specifically, the authors aimed to determine (1) 

which factors have more influence on pre-instructional decision-making, and (2) the differences 
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in these decisions in terms of teacher characteristics (gender and teaching experience) and 

educational setting (teaching level and musical context). 

Review of Literature 

In the general education literature, Bernstein-Colton and Spark-Langer (1993) specified 

three phases of instructional decisions: pre-instructional planning, decisions made during 

instruction, and post-instructional reflection. Most relevant of these to the current study is the 

planning phase, synonymous with pre-instructional decision-making (Isman, 2011; Mohan, 

Greer, & McCalla, 2003). At this point, teachers devise a course of action for implementing 

instruction by selecting appropriate instructional activities and materials based on contextual 

factors and curriculum standards, e.g. student needs, preferences, prior knowledge, skill levels 

and high stakes testing (Amador & Lamberg, 2013; King-Sears & Emenova, 2007; Lutnpe & 

Chambers, 2001). 

The literature on non-music teachers’ pre-instructional decision-making focuses on the 

multiple and diverse pedagogical decisions made before, during, and after the process of 

teaching (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). Prior to teaching, decisions encompass curricular choices 

and planning activities to achieve a variety of outcomes with the goals of enhancing student 

understanding and engagement. Employing a cyclic practice of teaching and learning, teachers 

also modify planned instruction by using their professional knowledge, observation skills, and 

metacognition (Bernstein-Colton & Spark-Langer, 1993; Dana & Yendol-Hoppey, 2014; Fogarty 

et al., 1983). Teachers regularly use formal and informal assessment strategies both during 

teaching and following teaching episodes as reflection-in-action (Matthews & Johnson, 2019). In 

addition, blended assessments bridge the traditional divide between formal and informal learning 
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practices in an effort to combine the two approaches (Malcolm, Hodkinson, & Colley, 2003), 

further complicating assessment terminology and their classroom applications.   

Teaching environments vary by discipline and have important influences on educators’ 

pedagogical approaches (Prosser & Trigwell, 1997). For example, instructors of physical 

science, engineering, and medicine courses used a more teacher‐focused approach as compared 

to those teaching the social sciences and humanities, who employed a more student‐focused 

pedagogy (Lindblom-Ylänne, Trigwell, Nevgi, & Ashwin, 2006). Similarly, a disciplinary focus 

on math and science played a role in instructor views regarding how students learn and 

influenced their instructional decisions (Gill & Hoffman, 2009; Hora, 2014). Although these 

authors found similarities with respect to the importance of practice and perseverance, 

instructional differences emerged by discipline regarding the importance of using examples, 

repetition, memorization, and individualized instruction as pedagogical strategies. In other 

words, subject matter, activities, available materials, class size, and scheduling influenced 

teachers’ instructional decision-making (Shavelson & Stern, 1981).  

Research on experienced teachers provides further valuable insights into instructional 

decision-making. As Calderhead (1996) reported, experienced teachers make instructional 

decisions more effectively. They also demonstrate more detail and more instructional strategies 

than their less experienced counterparts, with noticeable improvements in classroom instruction. 

Experienced teachers generally make informed, thoughtful decisions about the learning 

environment, establishing goals for their students, and planning instruction to achieve those goals 

(Anderson, 2003). Experienced teachers also know more about developmental traits, have more 

pedagogical content knowledge, possess larger lexicon of techniques and strategies, and make 

better-informed decisions reflecting the context in which they teach (Borko & Livingston, 1989). 
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Specifically, when compared to their novice counterparts, experienced teachers focus less 

on teaching from planned content, textbooks, and other written resources. Instead, by mentally 

planning, they have more confidence in the effectiveness of their prepared lessons, trust their 

students’ abilities or interests, and are less concerned about exhausting their lesson plans before 

their teaching episodes ended (McCutcheon, 1980). Therefore, experienced teachers are less 

likely to over-plan and more likely to deliver student-centered instruction. As a result, their 

teaching is more tailored to the classroom climate and includes more instructor feedback to the 

students (Graham, Manross, Hopple, & Sitzman, 1993). Experienced teachers also write less in 

their actual lesson plans. However, they spend significant time mentally planning. Their 

understanding of both practical and theoretical insights into the teaching process is a critical 

component of their pedagogical reflections (Carr & Skinner, 2009; Winkler, 2001). Also, as 

Westerman (1991) determined, experienced teachers, base their decision-making process on 

understanding the student perspectives and the entirety of the educational process.  

While the general education literature includes research on differences in students’ 

developmental changes, this topic is largely absent from the music education literature. 

Regarding teaching levels, music education researchers routinely treat middle and high school 

education as one category (e.g., Blocher, Greenwood, & Shellahamer, 1997; Schmidt, 2005) or 

consider middle and high school learners separately (Adderly, Kennnedy, & Berz, 2003; Kinney, 

2008; Lucas, 1994; Matthews & Kitsantas, 2007). This strategy overlooks the inherent 

developmental differences in the learners themselves and the importance of their transition 

through the K-12 levels. As adolescent learners' mature, they have more curricular choices 

(electives) yet have a more negative view of school while experiencing a more grade-oriented 

and anonymous setting (Eccles, Midgley, & Adler, 1984; Mizelle & Irvin, 2000). In contrast, the 
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general education literature provides many studies on the transition from middle to high school, 

with particular attention to academic, procedural, and social changes (Akos & Galassi, 2004). 

For example, Mac Iver (1990) found that successful transitions programs were those that 

facilitated students’ social development and enhanced communication among middle and high 

school teachers. Therefore, the authors included teaching level as a variable in the current study. 

Assessment 

Assessment is a key pedagogical component that influences instructional decisions and is 

embedded throughout the planning process. This is especially relevant in the current climate of 

high stakes testing where assessment and educational policy can also influence teachers’ 

instructional decisions (Ball, 2003; Datnow & Hubbard, 2015; Young & Kim, 2010). Teachers 

often rely on information gleaned from classroom observations and assessments to modify 

current and future instruction (Amador & Lamberg, 2013; Borko, Livingston, & Shavelson, 

1990; Dana & Yendol-Hoppey, 2014; Fogarty et al., 1983), and to gather evidence for post-

instructional reflection and decision-making (Kohler, Henning, & Usma-Wilches, 2008). In 

addition, assessment choices often reveal how and why approaches to measuring student learning 

can vary by musical context (Johnson & Matthews, 2017; Matthews & Johnson, 2019). 

Pedagogically, teachers use a variety of assessment data to choose when and how to 

structure lessons, to address students’ misconceptions, and to maintain student attention (Young 

& Kim, 2010). For example, Amador and Lamberg (2013) found that when planning elementary 

math instruction, teachers considered students’ collective errors and created lesson plans to 

practice corresponding concepts while also modeling problem-solving through independent 

work. Most relevant to the current study are planning decisions that reflect learning goals, 

objectives, and pedagogical decisions. These directly link with instructional decisions as 
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reflection-in-action (Matthews & Johnson, 2019; Schön, 1986) and evaluation strategies used to 

gather evidence for post-instructional reflection and follow-up (Kohler et al., 2008).  

Music Education Contexts 

 The planning-instruction-reflection model (Bernstein-Colton & Spark-Langer, 1993) is 

consistent with those used in music teaching, as evidenced by the three-legged objectives-

strategies-evaluation curriculum design for classroom music instruction (Campbell & Scott-

Kassner, 2014). Standerfer and Hunter (2010), however, have articulated challenges with using a 

traditional, objectives-first lesson planning model in musical contexts, particularly for 

performance-based music educators. Instead, a recent survey on music teacher planning 

strategies describes alternative models using non-linear approaches that are more music-focused, 

student-centered, interactive, and creative (Shaw, 2020). 

While these models explore the nuances of planning music instruction, there is limited 

research on pre-instructional planning among music teachers (Shaw, 2020). Some literature on 

this topic indicates that music teachers rely on factors, including teaching experience, site-

specific circumstances, and student abilities when planning instruction (Bauer & Berg, 2001). In 

addition, more experienced music teachers use fewer words and more specific instructional 

strategies than novice teachers (Brittin, 2005). In particular, Bazan (2010) found that music 

teachers de-emphasize written lesson plans and pre-determine instructional objectives. This 

finding is consistent with those Shaw (2017) reported among similar music teachers who favor a 

more dynamic and flexible approach to lesson planning, allowing them to focus on instructional 

aspects that their students need most. 

Although the general education literature reinforces some aspects of pre-instructional 

decision-making (Shaw, 2020), the musical context and content influence the ways teachers plan 
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and reveal their pre-instructional foci (Johnson & Matthews, 2017; Standerfer & Hunter, 2010). 

This scholarship highlights the consistency of pre-instructional decisions among different 

musical contexts. For example, Johnson and Matthews (2017) found that classroom-based music 

teachers prioritized a life-long love of music and fostering responsible citizenship, with 

pedagogical attention to developing clear goals and objectives, using appropriate methodologies, 

and student assessment. In a second study, however, Matthews and Johnson (2019) reported that 

performance-based music teachers highlighted the importance of pedagogical knowledge, 

instructional strategies, and classroom management to inform their instructional planning 

decisions. These teachers also focused on the importance of developing group skills to create 

unity within their ensembles. Similarly, Rohwer and Henry (2004) found that performance-based 

music educators rated musical expression, error diagnosis, and sight-reading as the most 

important musical skills for making instructional decisions. Subtle differences, however, 

surfaced, which aligned with the specific pedagogies related to developing vocal or instrumental 

techniques and classroom management tools. For example, Millican (2012) reported that much 

of the instructional focus during beginning instrumental music lessons highlighted proper tone 

production, posture, and other specific psychomotor skills with the overarching goal to build 

individual and ensemble skills. Consistent with these findings, Parker (2016) found that choral 

music directors emphasized creating a caring community within the ensemble as an important 

part of successful music instruction. Her research revealed a focus on cooperation, acceptance, 

and teamwork instead of more specific musical outcomes. 

Also particular to music education contexts is the potential for teacher gender to 

influence their pre-instructional planning practices. As Roulston and Misawa (2011) proposed, 

music teachers have the potential to recognize gender as a relevant aspect of the educational 
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process. In the process, teachers could reconsider their own assumptions about music teaching 

and learning. Consistent with this direction, Zhukov (2012) found that male music teachers in 

music studios gave more directions and played more authoritarian roles than did female teachers. 

The latter were more cooperative and answered more student questions. This finding is 

consistent with Gierczyk and Harrison’s (2019) study of general education teachers. They 

reported that male teachers were less likely to diverge from set teaching procedures than their 

female counterparts who were more willing to accommodate student requests. In contrast, 

Shahvand and Rezvani (2016) found no difference in teacher effectiveness among general 

education teachers by gender. These studies suggest the possibility of gender-based differences 

in instructional planning, but this question remains unanswered. 

In music education, thoughtful decision-making and reflective thinking skills play an 

important role in effective teaching (Conway, 1999). The majority of studies on music teaching, 

however, do not address the pre-instructional decision-making process demonstrated by expert 

teachers. Instead, most studies have emphasized other topics (e.g., general and pedagogical 

content knowledge, comparative teaching strategies, evaluation protocols, conducting, and 

literature selection) among other subgroups of music educators (e.g., beginning teachers, pre-

service teachers, and early childhood educators). To reflect the spectrum of influences on 

instructional decisions and to extend their earlier qualitative research (Johnson & Matthews, 

2017; Matthews & Johnson, 2019), the authors designed this quantitative study to investigate a 

range of factors on expert music teachers’ pre-instructional decision-making including pre-

service education, musical context, curricula, prior teaching experiences, and assessment. 

Consequently, the purpose of this study was to examine decision-making within the context of 

pre-instructional planning from the perspective of expert music teachers. The two corresponding 
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research questions were: (1) which factors have more influence on pre-instructional decision-

making among expert music teachers? and (2) what are the differences in pre-instructional 

decision-making by expert teachers in terms of teacher characteristics (gender and teaching 

experience) and educational setting (teaching level and musical context)? 

 Method 

Participants  

Sixty-eight (N = 68) music teachers in four online Master of Music Education degree 

programs based in the United States served as participants for this study. Because teaching 

experience alone does not provide a reliable indication of teaching expertise specifically in music 

education (Standley & Madsen, 1991) or more broadly in general education (Palmer, Stough, 

Burdenski, & Gonzales, 2005), the authors invited these teachers to participate as expert teachers 

based on their graduate studies, the intensity of their teacher preparation, and their subsequent 

education.  The authors chose participants in master's degree programs because they were 

actively engaged in expanding their cognitive engagement in the context of current music 

education practices (Berliner, 2001). Their teaching expertise was, therefore, not a direct 

reflection of their years of experience (which varied) but instead a function of fully participating 

in the practices of teaching excellence (Lave & Wenger, 1991).  

Participants’ demographic data indicated: 32% males, 65% females, and 3% who did not 

answer. Their ethnicity was predominately Caucasian (80%), followed by Hispanic (6%), 

Multiracial (6%), Asian (5%), and African American (3%). They ranged from 23 to 52 years of 

age (M = 32.08, SD = 8.41) and their teaching experience extended from 2 to 27 years (M = 9.07, 

SD = 6.55). Their school geography was: 28% urban, 51% suburban, and 21% rural. Their 

primary teaching levels were 56% elementary and 43% secondary. Their teaching contexts were 
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50% classroom-based (i.e., non-performance / general music) and 46% performance-based (i.e., 

ensembles) with 19% choir, 18% band, and 9% orchestra, as well as 4% of respondents who did 

not answer this question. 

Survey development. As an extension of their earlier qualitative research (Johnson & 

Matthews, 2017; Matthews & Johnson, 2019), the authors undertook this project to expand their 

work on teacher decision-making and to address the lack of quantitative research on this topic. 

The authors adapted a survey, “Cuestionario de Influencia en la Planificacíon de la Educacion 

Física” (CIPEF) Planning Decision-Making in Physical Education Questionnaire, published in 

Spanish, designed to address various factors that influenced how physical education teachers 

planned instruction (Viciana, Mayorga-Vega, & Blanco, 2015). The original survey included 

eight factors with a six-point Likert scale: 1=Totally Disagree to 6=Totally Agree. The factors 

were: (1) curriculum standards; (2) pre-service training; (3) physical environment; (4) physical 

activity experiences; (5) teaching experiences; (6) collaboration with other teachers; (7) material 

and equipment; and (8) level of preparation in the subject matter. To adapt the original survey, 

the authors first engaged an experienced music educator, fluent in Spanish, to translate the 

original survey into English. To refine the psychometric qualities of the survey, the authors then 

consulted three experts from physical education, music education, and educational survey 

research. The authors made changes based on the consultants’ recommendations for clarity and 

focus.  

The authors added assessment as a ninth factor because assessment is a key pedagogical 

component that influences instructional decisions and is embedded in each of the three stages of 

instruction: planning, presentation, and reflection (Bernstein-Colton & Spark-Langer, 1993). The 

authors designed assessment questions to correspond to the four artistic processes of the National 
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Core Arts Standards (State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education, 2016). Because these 

standards apply to PK – 12 music education settings, teachers’αα assessment responses revealed 

how and why their approaches to measuring student learning can vary by musical context. See 

the Appendix for the adaptations the authors made for musical contexts. The Appendix also lists 

the original survey items numbers followed by the adaptations for this study.  

The alpha reliability coefficients for the original subscales ranged from .79 to .90. For the 

adapted scale, all items displayed had acceptable alpha reliability coefficients from .71 to .96, 

except Level of Preparation (  = .40). Although this subscale had a noticeably low coefficient for 

all participants, the coefficient rose to .83 when the authors isolated data from performance-

based participants for this subscale. Therefore, the authors decided to retain this subscale, given 

that it measured the influence of musical activities participants engaged in personally and given 

the availability of performance-based opportunities such as community bands and choirs. For the 

classroom-based teachers, however, these activities are sparse and may only include music 

composition or professional development opportunities. The results of this subscale should be 

interpreted with caution when evaluating the responses of the full sample. See Table 1 for a 

comparison between estimates of reliability for original survey Factors and Adapted Surveys 

Factor Loadings.  

The authors analyzed the dimensionality of the 21 items from the assessment subscale 

using the maximum likelihood factor analysis. Initial analyses indicated that the items were not 

highly skewed (skewness between -.18 to -.89). The authors used three criteria to determine the 

number of factors to rotate: the a priori hypothesis that the measure was unidimensional, the 

Scree test, and the interpretably of the factor solution. Two factors with the assessment subscale 

emerged, accounting for 57.49% of the item variance. The two subscales included: Creativity, 

α
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encompassing the NAfME anchor standards 1-3, and Performing/Responding/Connecting, 

encompassing anchor standards 4-11. See Table 2 for factor loadings, ranging from .90 to .55. 

The authors also computed two internal consistency estimates of reliability for the assessment 

subscale: a split-half coefficient expressed as a Spearman-Brown corrected correlation and a 

coefficient of alpha. For the split-half coefficient, the scale was split into two halves to be as 

equivalent as possible. The Split-half coefficient was r = .96, and a Coefficient of Alpha was  

r = .94.  

Results 

To address the first research question regarding the relative influence of each factor on 

pre-instructional decision-making among expert music teachers, the authors calculated a rank 

order of the mean scores for all participants. The highest rank order revealed the influence of 

teaching experience as the most prominent factor followed by materials and facilities, while the 

least influential factor was the influence of curriculum. See Table 3 for means and standard 

deviations of all participants. The authors performed further analysis to compare the rank order 

of factors on instructional planning by musical context (classroom-based vs. performance-based). 

While the results were largely the same, with teaching experience being the most influential 

factor, the performance-based ranked participants ranked their own level of preparation and 

musical activities higher than their classroom-based counterparts who gave more emphasis to 

their own materials/facilities and state curricula. See Table 4 for those means and standard 

deviations.  

To address the second research question regarding how participant characteristics (gender 

and teaching experience) and educational setting (teaching level and musical context) influenced 

their pre-instructional decision-making, the authors conducted nonparametric tests. First, they 
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conducted a Mann-Whitney U test to evaluate gender differences with the factors influencing 

instructional planning, and they found no significant differences. They then conducted a Kruskal-

Wallis test to evaluate the differences among three levels of teaching experience (Low, 1-3 

years; Moderate, 4-12 years; and High, 25 years or more) on the influences of pre-instructional 

decisions. These categories correspond to those used in the original survey (Viciana & Mayorga-

Vega, 2017). The test revealed a significant difference 2 (2, N =68) = -2.008 p =.045. The 

authors conducted follow-up tests to evaluate for statistically significant pairwise differences and 

found those only between low and high experienced teachers who reported the influences of their 

education (Mdn = 4.60 and 3.80, respectively).  

The authors conducted a Mann-Whitney U test to evaluate factors influencing pre-

instructional decision-making by teaching level differences (secondary vs. elementary). They 

found significant differences in three factors: influence of state curriculum (z = 2.46, p < .05); 

influence of musical activity (z = -1.96, p < .05); and influence of materials and facilities (z = -

2.29, p < .05). Music teachers at the elementary level (Mdn = 4.35) reported significantly more 

influence from the state curriculum when planning than did the secondary music teachers (Mdn = 

3.80). Elementary music teachers (Mdn = 5.50) also reported significantly more influence from 

materials and facilities when planning than did their secondary counterparts (Mdn = 5.00). 

Finally, secondary music teachers (Mdn = 4.67) reported significantly more influence from their 

musical activities when planning than did their elementary counterparts (Mdn = 4.00). 

The authors also conducted a Mann-Whitney U test to evaluate factors influencing pre-

instructional decision-making by teaching context (classroom-based vs. performance-based). 

They found significant differences in two factors: teaching experience (z = 2.46, p < .05) and 

influence of materials and facilities (z = -2.29, p < .05). Classroom-based music teachers (Mdn = 
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5.33) reported significantly more influence from teaching experience than did the performance-

based music teachers (Mdn = 5.00). Additionally, classroom-based music teachers (Mdn = 6.00) 

reported significantly more influence from materials and facilities than did their performance-

based counterparts (Mdn = 5.75). 

Discussion 

With respect to the first research question, regarding which factors have more influence 

on the pre-instructional decision-making among expert music teachers, the authors found that 

participants drew most notability on their teaching experience and the materials available. Other 

teachers, assessment, and prior education factored in less prominently while curriculum had the 

least influence. In this rank order, however, all factors scored at the middle of the Likert scale, 

indicating that all factors were relatively important.  

Comparing the rank order of factors by musical context (classroom-based vs. 

performance-based), the authors found differences in the level of preparation, teachers’ own 

musical activities, materials/facilities, and state curriculum. The first two of these factors figured 

more prominently among the performance-based teachers, probably because the participants 

were focused on performance-based outcomes requiring longer-term preparation for high-quality 

rehearsals and performances. Likewise, performance-based participants had more opportunities 

for participation in community-based performing ensembles (e.g., community choirs and bands). 

In contrast, the classroom-based participants ranked materials/facilities as a greater influence on 

their pre-instructional decisions. This highlighted their perceived dependence on available 

resources such as musical instruments and space for movement activities. As a parallel outcome 

measure more relevant to classroom-based teachers, they ranked state curricula as a more 

important measure of learning success, reflecting their focus on these state learning guidelines. 
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These findings are consistent with the content vs. pupil-centric roles found among secondary and 

elementary-level music teachers, respectively (Bouij, 1998). These findings are consistent with 

those from the general educational literature that accounted for the influence of instructional 

materials and teaching context on teachers’ decision-making (King-Sears & Emenova, 2007). 

With regard to the second research question about differences in pre-instructional 

decisions by expert teachers’ characteristics (gender and teaching experience) and educational 

setting (teaching level and musical context), the authors found no difference by gender. This 

finding is consistent with Shah and Rezvani’s (2016) results but inconsistent those reported by 

Giercayk and Harrison (2019) and Zhukov (2012). The gender imbalance among music teachers 

in this initial investigation, and in the profession at large, may have influenced this finding. 

Regarding teaching experience, the authors found that more novice teachers reported a greater 

influence of their own education than did their highly experienced counterparts. Understandably, 

this finding may reflect the proximity of more novice teachers to their pre-service coursework 

while more experienced teachers are further removed from their formal education. These 

different foci emphasized the importance of master teachers working closely with inexperienced 

colleagues, especially during the first three years of their teaching careers as each can learn from 

the other to improve this aspect of teaching as well as student achievement (David, 2000). The 

authors also found differences by teaching level, indicating that elementary-level teachers had 

more influence from the state curriculum, and materials/facilities, while secondary-level teachers 

rated their own musical activities as more influential. This result is consistent with findings from 

the first research question because classroom-based teaching is the most common form of music 

education at the elementary level. The difference regarding materials/facilities also highlights the 
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range of teaching strategies incorporated in classroom-based teaching and the importance of 

varied instructional materials needed to teach students in this musical setting. 

Limitations of this initial investigation stem from its sample. The authors acknowledge 

both the relatively small sample size (N = 68) and the narrow respondent pool (i.e., students in 

online Master of Music Education degree programs). The respondents were also not racially 

diverse and had a gender imbalance by teaching context. Specifically, Caucasians outnumbered 

other races, and more women taught classroom-based music while more men taught 

performance-based ensembles, however this lack of diversity reflects that of the music teaching 

profession nationally in the United States (Elpus, 2019, September; Kruse, Giebelhausen, & 

Ramsey, 2015; Matthews & Koner, 2017; Roulston & Mitsunori, 2011). For future studies in this 

line of research, the authors recommend expanding the sample size, broadening the participant 

pool, and obtaining responses from teachers with a more balanced demographic background.  

Implications  

As an example of survey adaptation, this study provides a model for other music 

education research. Effectively using a data-collection instrument designed for another 

specialized teaching area demonstrates the pedagogical commonalities of music and physical 

education. More specifically, the original survey results showed that novice teachers relied 

significantly more on their pre-service teacher education than did their more experienced 

colleagues (Viciana & Mayorga-Vega, 2017). The same study also revealed that teachers at the 

secondary level relied significantly more on their pre-service education, curriculum standards, 

and materials and equipment than did their colleagues at the elementary level. While the parallel 

findings between these two studies regarding novice teachers are not surprising, the differing 
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influence of curricular standards by teaching level on instructional planning deserves further 

investigation in future research.  

Analyzing differences in participant responses revealed teacher motivation and pre-

instructional decision-making that would have otherwise remained in the background without the 

opportunity to explore their importance. Outcomes of this study provide insights into the pre-

instructional decision-making of expert music teachers. Those insights, in turn, may enhance 

music teacher preparation and promote relevant issues for professional development. These 

results, such as aligning lesson plans with curricula, could also illuminate common challenges 

music teachers encounter while they plan for effective instruction as shaped by their teaching 

context. Other challenges include recognizing and overcoming obstacles presented by lack of 

materials/facilities, and those presented by teachers’ own limitations in their professional 

preparation. Targeted professional development can benefit both pre-service and in-service 

teachers by addressing their perceived dependence on pedagogical resources such as musical 

instruments and space for movement activities, thereby limiting their instructional planning 

decisions. 

At the beginning of the twenty-first century, teachers and schools are experiencing an 

increased sense of accountability, with a resultant shift toward micro-management and 

deconstructing rich educational experiences into discrete tasks (Ball, 2003; Shaw, 2020). As a 

result, understanding which factors most directly influence music teachers’ instructional 

planning may prove to be increasingly important to aid both in-service and pre-service teachers 

in meeting emerging expectations. On a broader scale, re-evaluating professional development to 

address specific factors for both developing and expert music educators could enhance all 

teachers’ understanding and reflection on instructional preparation. As a result, both classroom-
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based and performance-based music teaching would be likely to improve student motivation, 

self-regulation, and learning.  
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Table 1 
 
Estimates of Reliability for Original Factors and Adapted Surveys  
 
 
Factor 

 
Original 

 
Adapted 

1 Curricula .90 .94 
 

2 Influence of Preservice education .88 .71 
 

3 Physical Environment .87 .96 
 

4 Teaching Experience .86 .82 
 

5 Musical Experience .85 .83 
 

6 Other Teachers .82 .81 
 

7 Materials .79 .72 
 

8 Level of Preparation in a Musical Context .85 .40 (.83*) 
 

9 Assessment n/a .94 
 

      Note: * is reliability for performance-based teachers only 
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Table 2 
 
Example Questions with Means, Standard Deviations, and Factor Loadings 
 
  

M 
  
SD 

  
FL1 

 
FL2 

30 Though assessments, I have students generate musical 
ideas that inform my instructional plans. 

4.44 1.35 .88  

31 Though assessments, I have students conceptualize 
musical ideas that inform my instructional plans. 

4.25 1.36 .90  

32 Through assessment, I have students organize musical 
ideas and work.  

4.13 1.10 .74  

33 Through assessment, I have students develop musical 
ideas and work.  

4.33 1.32 .83  

34 Through assessment, I have students refine musical work. 4.37 1.22 .82  
35 Through assessment, I have students complete musical 

work. 
4.50 1.23 .72  

36. Through assessment, I have students select musical  
work for presentation. 

3.51 1.43  .55 

37. Through assessment, I have students analyze musical 
work for presentation. 

3.69 1.33  .72 

38. Through assessment, I have students interpret musical 
work for presentation. 

3.92 1.35  .75 

39. Through assessment, I have students develop and refine 
musical techniques for presentation 

4.49 1.31  .71 

40. Through assessment, I have students convey meaning 
through the presentation of musical work. 

4.22 1.37  .74 

41. Through assessment, I have students perceive musical 
works. 

4.15 1.24  .63 

42. Through assessment, I have students analyze musical  
works. 

4.03 1.22  .77 

43. Through assessment, I have students interpret meaning 
in musical works. 

4.05 1.28  .71 

44. Through assessment, I have students interpret intent in 
musical works. 

3.75 1.17  .74 

45. Through assessment, I have students apply criteria to 
evaluate musical works. 

3.98 1.38  .60 

46. Through assessment, I have students synthesize 
knowledge to make music. 

4.37 1.13  .61 

47. Through assessment, I have students relate knowledge to 
make music. 

4.42 1.25  .66 

48. Through assessment, I have students relate musical ideas 
and works with societal context to deepen understanding. 

4.00 1.38  .80 
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49. Through assessment, I have students relate musical ideas 
and works cultural context to deepen understanding. 

4.17 1.29  .80 

50. Through assessment, I have students relate musical ideas 
and works with historical context to deepen 
understanding. 
 

4.08 1.35  .70 
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Table 3 
 
Means and Standard Deviations for Rank Order of Dependent Variables Among All 
Participants. 
 
 M SD 
Influence of Teaching Experience 5.68 .47 
Influence of Materials Facilities 5.16 .79 
Influence of Level of Preparation 5.09 .76 
Influence of Physical Surrounding 4.51 1.30 
Influence of Other Teachers 4.41 1.13 
Influence of Assessment - Creativity 4.32 1.02 
Influence of Education 4.11 .97 
Influence of Musical Activities 4.11 1.29 
Influence of Assessment - Performing/Responding Connecting  4.06 .94 
Influence of Curriculum State Subscale 3.72 1.45 
Influence of Curriculum District Subscale 3.61 1.47 
Influence of Curriculum National Subscale 3.39 1.31 

N = 68 
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Table 4 
 
Means and Standard Deviations for Rank Order of Dependent Variables 
 

Classroom-Based 
Participants * 

   Performance-Based 
Participants** 

 
Factor 

 
M 

 
SD 

 
Factor 

 
M 

  
SD 

Teaching Experience 5.80  .39 Teaching Experience 5.53    .54 
Materials/Facilities 5.32  .74 Level of Preparation 5.19    .72 
Level of Preparation 4.99 .80 Materials/Facilities 4.95    .87 
Physical Surrounding 4.55  1.25 Physical Surrounding 4.45    1.42 
Assessment - 
Creativity 

4.36 1.06 Other Teachers 4.44    1.12 

Other Teachers 4.26  1.28 Assessment - Creativity 4.35 .94 
Education 4.05  .99 Musical Activities 4.30  1.20 
Curriculum State 4.04  1.41 Assessment-P/R/C 4.18  .93 
Assessment-P/R/C 3.94  .98 Education 4.12  .98) 
Musical Activities 3.86 .98 Curriculum District 3.88  1.50 
Curriculum National 3.52  1.30 Curriculum State 3.46  1.36 
Curriculum District 3.48  1.40 Curriculum National 3.34  1.32 

*N = 34; **N = 31 
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Appendix 
 

Factors Influencing Pre-Instructional Decisions 

All of the following items represent influences that might affect you when you plan instruction. 
To mark low values in the scale does not imply denial of such influence but indicates that, in your 
planning of music education, those factors have little or no influence at all. 
 
Please rate each of the following statements on the six-point rating scale from: 
 

Absolutely 
Disagree 

Disagree 
 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Absolutely 
Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 

Original 
Survey 
Corresponding 
Items 

Adapted Music Questions  

The Influence of pre-service education 
1. 1. The training that I have received while studying for my degree / 

certification influences me when planning my music classes. 
2. 2. The educational trends or philosophy that my professors promoted in my 

degree program currently influence my music planning. 
3. 3. I use the materials and notes from my pre-service teacher education 

program to plan music instruction. 
4. 4. The methodology in my degree program influences me when planning 

music instruction. 
5. 5. The learning experiences that I had as a student influence me when 

planning music instruction 
  
Influence of the level of preparation in the different contents 
6. 6. If I have more information about some musical contexts (e.g. general 

/classroom music, band, choir, orchestra, and other settings), I tend to plan 
more effectively for my music classes. 

7. 7a. The more knowledge I have about a specific musical content, the more I 
tend to use it in my lesson plans. 
7b. The more closely matched my student-teaching internship was to my 
professional teaching position, the more effective I am as a teacher. 

  
Influence of curricula 
9. 8a. The national curriculum (NAfME) is very influential in planning music 

instruction. 
8b. The state-level curriculum is very influential in planning music 
instruction. 



 

 

32 

8c. The district or local-level curriculum is very influential in planning music 
instruction. 

10. 9a. The guidelines of the national curriculum (NAfME) are a priority for me 
when planning for music. 
9b. The guidelines of the state-level curriculum are a priority for me when 
planning for music. 
9c. The guidelines of the district or local-level curriculum (NAfME) are a 
priority for me when planning for music. 

11. 10a. Primarily, I plan for music instruction based on the national (NAfME) 
curriculum of the level (grade) I am teaching. 
10b. Primarily, I plan for music instruction based on the state-level 
curriculum of the level (grade) I am teaching. 
10c. Primarily, I plan for music instruction based on the district or local-
level curriculum of the level (grade) I am teaching. 

12. 11a. The official guidelines of the national curriculum (NAfME) are evident 
in my planning, and therefore in my music classes. 
11b. The official guidelines of the state-level curriculum (NAfME) are 
evident in my planning, and therefore in my music classes. 
11c. The official guidelines of the district or local-level national curriculum 
(NAfME) are evident in my planning, and therefore in my music classes. 

13. 12a. In my music planning, there is an obvious influence of the national 
(NAfME) curriculum. 
12b. In my music planning, there is an obvious influence of the state-level 
curriculum. 
12c. In my music planning, there is an obvious influence of the district or 
local-level curriculum.  

  

The Influence of geographical area 
29. 13. When I plan music instruction, I tend to look for connections to the 

school’s geographical area (e.g. urban, suburban, rural) where I am teaching. 
30. 14. The characteristics of the geographical area (e.g. urban, suburban, rural) 

where I am working influences planning music instruction. 
31. 15. When planning music instruction, I always consider the geographical area 

(e.g. urban, suburban, rural) in planning the content and how to incorporate 
it. 

33. 16. In my planning of music instruction, I seriously consider the geographical 
area (e.g. urban, suburban, rural) and its possibilities. 

  
The influences of your experiences as a musician 
34. 17. The musical activities that I do outside of my music classroom or 

ensembles make me plan music instruction in a different way. 
35. 18. The ensemble(s) that I participate in influence my planning of music 

instruction. 
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36. 19. My practice or music-making habits influence me when planning music 
instruction. 

  
The influences of teaching experience 
39. 20. My teaching experience informs my planning of future instructional 

units. 
40. 21. The effectiveness of my teaching is of key importance to plan music 

instruction for the next year. 
41. 22. The successes and failures I have during my teaching of music guides me 

when planning the upcoming years. 
42. 23. The experiences that I accumulate with my classes influence my current 

planning. 
  

 
The influence of materials and facilities 
43. 24. Usually, I plan music instruction according to the educational materials 

and equipment I have available.  
44. 25. The characteristics of the music classroom or performance facilities I 

have available at the school are fundamental to planning music instruction. 
45. 26. I adapt planning for music instruction based on the presence or absence of 

specific materials or equipment. 
  
The influence of other music teachers 
46. 27. The experiences of my colleagues helps me plan music instruction. 
47. 28. I consider the opinions of other music teachers to plan music instruction. 
48. 29. I tend to share my ideas about how to deliver music instruction in my 

classes with my colleagues. 
  
Assessment 
n/a 30. Through assessment, I have students select musical work for 

presentation. 
n/a 31. Through assessment, I have students analyze musical work for 

presentation. 
n/a 32. Through assessment, I have students interpret musical work for 

presentation. 
n/a 33. Through assessment, I have students develop and refine musical 

techniques for presentation. 
n/a 34. Through assessment, I have students convey meaning through the 

presentation of musical work. 
n/a 35. Through assessment, I have students perceive musical works. 
n/a 36. Through assessment, I have students analyze musical works. 
n/a 37. Through assessment, I have students interpret meaning in musical works. 
n/a 38. Through assessment, I have students interpret intent in musical works. 
n/a 389. Through assessment, I have students apply criteria to evaluate musical 

works. 
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n/a 40. Through assessment, I have students synthesize knowledge to make 
music. 

n/a 41. Through assessment, I have students relate knowledge to make music. 
n/a 42. Through assessment, I have students relate musical ideas and works with 

societal context to deepen understanding. 
n/a 43. Through assessment, I have students relate musical ideas and works 

cultural context to deepen understanding. 
n/a 44. Through assessment, I have students relate musical ideas and works with 

historical context to deepen understanding. 
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