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ABSTRACT 

 

 Despite repeated calls for diversification throughout history, American music education 

has largely remained unchanged since the early 1800s.  Previous research has supported the 

inclusion of non-traditional music courses in the secondary school music curriculum, however, 

few researchers have systematically investigated the current state of non-traditional music course 

offerings in the country.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine the non-

traditional music courses currently offered in secondary schools.  A secondary purpose was to 

investigate how the teachers of non-traditional music courses acquired the knowledge and skills 

to teach these courses.  Participants (N = 99) were secondary music teachers from Alabama, 

Florida, and Georgia who taught at least one non-traditional music course during the 2016-2017 

school year.  All participants were asked to complete an online questionnaire.  The dependent 

measure consisted of eight questions regarding participants’ experiences with non-traditional 

music courses and allowed participants to indicate whether or not they would be willing to be 

contacted for follow up questions.           

 The results of the study revealed that although several non-traditional music courses are 

currently being offered in secondary school music programs, more are needed.  Participants also 

reported that the majority of their non-traditional music courses had been offered for 10 years or 

fewer, and that they had either inherited the course from a previous teacher or that the courses 

were initiated to augment the existing music curriculum.  Additionally, participants reported that 

the majority of students enrolled in their non-traditional music courses were not concurrently 

enrolled in a traditional music course and that they were trained to teach these courses by 

researching on subject themselves, or by collegiate music education courses.  Finally, qualitative 
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analysis found that participants saw both benefits and challenges within non-traditional music 

courses.  Common benefits reported by participants included the ability to reach non-traditional 

music students, the ability to further engage traditional music students, and to provide an 

alternative and creative venue for students to experience music.  The most frequently reported 

challenges by participants included a lack of training for non-traditional music courses as well as 

a lack of funding.         
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The concept of American music education has remained largely unchanged since the time 

of Lowell Mason, the “father” of American music education (Labuta & Smith, 1997; Pemberton, 

1985; Rich, 1942; Volk, 1993).  Mason first introduced music into the Boston public schools in 

1837 through his offer to teach music at the Hawes School, an under-performing school of 

under-privileged students, for one year without a salary (Birge, 1966; Keene, 1982; Pemberton, 

1985).  After one year of instruction, Mason’s students gave a large choral ensemble public 

performance on August 14, 1838 on the front steps of the South Baptist Church.  The exhibition 

was such a success that the Boston School Committee voted on August 28, 1838 to include 

music in the public schools for the first time (Birge, 1966; Keene, 1982; Labuta & Smith, 1997; 

Pemberton, 1985; Rich, 1942).  Mason’s model of large performing ensembles, including band, 

chorus, and orchestra, is still evident in today’s schools.  While successful, according to research, 

this model does not meet the musical needs of all students (Abril & Gault, 2008; Gerber, 1986; 

Hoffer, 1989; Hughes, 1992; Lehman, 1989).   

In 1989, Hoffer reported that only one out of seven high school students in the United 

States was enrolled in a school music course.  Over 20 years later, Elpus and Abril (2011) found 

a similar trend reporting that approximately 79% of high school students in the United States 

were not enrolled in a school music course.  Possible explanations for the low enrollment rate of 

school music courses included a reduced number of offered music elective courses, a decrease in 

the amount of schools that offered music courses, and the increased number of high stakes 

testing in courses other than music (Abril & Gault, 2008; Elpus & Abril, 2011).  Other possible 
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explanations of the low enrollment rate of school music courses included the circumstance that 

many schools only offered performing ensemble courses which require intense dedication of the 

students, and teachers’ concerns for earning high festival ratings, and therefore, the focus on a 

product-based education philosophy (Hoffer, 1989).  In a study on the demographics of students 

who were enrolled in school music courses, Elpus and Abril (2011) found that the majority of 

students were white, were from families of a higher socioeconomic status, were native English 

speakers, and scored in the highest quartiles on standardized tests.  In response to these findings, 

many music educators have supported expanding the music course offerings in secondary 

schools to create opportunities and experiences for a wider variety of students (Gerber, 1986; 

Kratus, 2007; Palmer, Hughes, Jothen, & March, 1989; Thompson & Keister, 1997; 

VanWeelden & Walters, 2004).  

In American history, the late 19th century through the early 20th century was known as the 

Progressive Era.  Inventions such as the telephone, artificial lighting, phonographs, and 

expansion of industrial factories began to change and shape American society.  This new change 

included a shift from a primarily rural and agricultural lifestyle to a more urban lifestyle, which 

then created a more scientific perspective of societal life.  The new scientific perspective led 

society to believe that it was large and complex, and could only be controlled if systematically 

structured (Labuta & Smith, 1997).  Similar to educator Horace Mann and his contemporaries, 

education at this time was perceived as having the power to change individuals and was 

necessary to be successful in a changing society.  This new stance on education resulted in a 

large increase in school enrollment.      

As school enrollment increased during the Progressive Era, competition for students 

among schools began to occur.  Music was used as a tool to attract students to schools and, 
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therefore, public school music began to expand as well.  The popularity of professional bands 

such as those of John Philip Sousa, community ensembles, and the relative affordability of the 

radio, increased the public’s interest in music so much that the 1920s through the 1940s saw a 

dramatic increase of the interest in public school music by parents, students, and community 

members alike (Birge, 1966; Keene, 1982; Labuta & Smith, 1997).  Music was frequently a 

source of community pride, which aided in bridging community and school values (Birge, 1966; 

Keene, 1982; Labuta & Smith, 1997). 

As public community and school musical performances became more frequent and 

accessible, music educators became concerned that traditional public school music instruction 

did not include enough opportunities outside of rehearsing for performances.  In response, music 

history, music theory, and music appreciation courses began to be included in school music 

programs (Labuta & Smith, 1997).  Eventually, music appreciation courses became so popular 

that it was not uncommon for an entire school’s population to be enrolled in music courses 

(Birge, 1966; Keene, 1982).        

The flourishing of music education in America came to an abrupt halt after Russia’s 

launch of Sputnik I, the first orbiting satellite, in 1957.  Concerns over national security rose 

which caused the government to become directly involved in school curricula (Mark, 1996).  

Congress quickly approved the National Defense Education Act in 1958 which was designed to 

improve the study of mathematics, science, and foreign languages in schools.  The act, which 

provided one billion dollars to insure sufficiently trained young people met the national defense 

needs, caused classes that were deemed irrelevant to national security, like music, to nearly 

disappear from course offerings (Mark, 1996).  During the post-Sputnik years, perhaps not 
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surprisingly, music educators became concerned with the lack of educational emphasis on music 

(Mark, 1996).  

After Sputnik, and in response to a concern regarding music’s role in American society, 

the Yale Seminar on Music Education, funded by the United States Office of Education, was 

held in 1963.  Here, President John F. Kennedy’s Panel on Educational Research and 

Development met with music scholars and professional musicians to develop strategies for 

improving school music education.  The main outcome of this seminar was the Juilliard 

Repertory Project.  The purpose of the Juilliard Repertory Project was to compile a list of high 

quality compositions specifically for students in kindergarten through sixth grade (Labuta & 

Smith, 1997).  It was believed that this list of compositions would lead to the improvement of 

school music education (Scholten, 1998).    

A subsequent, and arguably the most important, music education meeting was held a few 

years later.  This meeting was the 1967 Tanglewood Symposium.  The Tanglewood Symposium, 

held at the Boston Symphony Orchestra’s summer residence, initially met in response to the 

insignificant role that music educators were provided at the Yale Seminar.  Professionals 

including scientists, sociologists, corporate executives, government officials, and music teachers 

met to evaluate and define the role of music in American schools (Choate, 1968; Mark, 1996).  

Attendees identified a need for widening the field of music education to meet the needs of a 

diverse and changing society (Choate, 1968).  Similarly, Wiley Housewright, music educator, 

scholar, and one of the Tanglewood Symposium leaders (Brown, 1993), expressed concerns 

about the lack of relevancy between what music students were learning in the school setting and 

the music they experienced outside of school.  Similar concerns had been previously expressed 

by education philosophers John Dewey (1900, 1915) and James Mursell (1934, 1943, 1948) 
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during the Progressive Era.  The result of the symposium was a document entitled the 

Tanglewood Declaration.  At the time, this declaration functioned as the vision statement for the 

Music Educators National Conference (MENC) (Mark, 2000).      

Housewright’s leadership, along with others, at the Tanglewood Symposium resulted in 

the development of the Goals and Objectives (GO) Project.  The purpose of the GO Project was 

to establish a plan for the realization of the Tanglewood Declaration.  Eventually, the GO Project 

identified 35 objectives to fulfill the vision of MENC (Mark, 2000).  One of the goals of the GO 

Project stated that music representing all aspects of the population and society, including 

classical, folk, and popular music, was worthy of inclusion in the school music setting (Choate, 

1968; Mark, 1996).  Additionally, another goal identified by the GO Project was to establish 

comprehensive music programs and involve people of all ages in the learning of music by 

expanding school music programs to involve a greater amount of student participants (Mark, 

2000).  The previously mentioned goals within the GO Project, and the Tanglewood Symposium 

as a whole, functioned as a catalyst for the expansion of school music programs and ensured 

transfer between the music of both schools and society (Baker, 2010; Kelly, 2016).     

Further illustrating the desire to broaden the school music curriculum, in 1994 MENC, 

now known as the National Association for Music Education (NAfME), developed the National 

Standards for Music Education (Consortium of National Arts Education Associations, 1994).  

The standards stated that “every secondary school should offer courses for those students who 

are interested in music but whom for lack of ability, background, or time, do not participate in 

band, orchestra, or chorus.  The curriculum should include a broad array of opportunities for 

learning diverse genres of music in diverse settings, at least some of which have no 

prerequisites” (p. 5).  At the time, many high school music programs only offered music courses 
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in which students received instruction for years making joining these courses at a later time 

nearly impossible (Sanderson, 2014).   

A few years earlier, due to increased core course requirements and a mandated fine arts 

credit requirement, Bartel (1990) identified a need to provide musical experiences to students 

who had little to no musical education before high school but who still wanted a meaningful 

school music experience.  While band, choir, and orchestra programs were still present, these 

programs provided little opportunity for students who had no previous musical training to 

participate.  Despite calls for a broadening of music education offerings by the Tanglewood 

Symposium and the NAfME standards, the expansion of school music was met with varying 

degrees of success.  Societal issues such as school financial uncertainties, the concern over 

teacher quality, and the increased emphasis on core classes deemed necessary for the economic 

and military success of the country, were a few reasons that contributed to the lack of music 

education broadening its offerings (Labuta & Smith, 1997; Mark, 1996).    

In 1999, as a follow-up to the Tanglewood Symposium, music educators met again to 

discuss growing concerns regarding music and its role in education (Madsen, 2000b).  This 

meeting was called Vision 2020: The Housewright Symposium on the Future of Music.  Over 

300 music educators met under similar circumstances as the Tanglewood Symposium.  One of 

the most pressing goals of Vision 2020 was to determine what actions music education needed to 

take to remain culturally and educationally relevant in the year 2020 (Madsen, 2000b).  Noting 

the numerous societal changes, an exceptional population increase of both minority and non-

minority groups, and technological advancements like those of digital media and computer based 

communication, Spearman (2000) stated that music education needed to determine how to 

continue its traditions while simultaneously providing its students with a “cutting edge curricula” 
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(p. 162).  Attendees examined the current state of music education in the 20th century and 

continued to stress the need to provide opportunities for more students to participate in music, 

not just those who participated in traditional performing ensembles (Madsen, 2000b; Spearman, 

2000).  The symposium concluded with The Housewright Declaration (Madsen, 2000a) which 

included powerful statements such as “Whenever and wherever humans have existed music has 

existed also” (p. 219), “All persons, regardless of age, cultural heritage, ability, … or financial 

circumstance deserve to participate fully in the best music experiences possible” (p. 219), and 

“All music has a place in the curriculum, and … music educators… [must] integrate it into 

classroom music instruction” (p. 219).  Unfortunately, no concrete plan regarding the subsequent 

actions toward remaining culturally and educationally relevant was developed.      

The music education research community has also investigated the effects of an expanded 

music curriculum.  Researchers have suggested students are highly interested in taking non-

traditional music classes (Lentsch, 2000; Lindeman, 1995).  Some of the most student requested 

non-traditional music courses included piano, history of popular music, music business, and 

recording and editing music (Lentsch, 2000).  More recent research (Balistreri & Minear, 2008; 

Garrett, 2007; Garrett, 2009) has also expressed a need for the music education curriculum to be 

expanded from the traditional large ensemble courses to both stay relevant within the changes of 

society and to attract more students.  Non-traditional music offerings may include music theory 

and composition, guitar, non-traditional ensembles (world drumming, mariachi, salsa band, steel 

drums), music synthesis or MIDI, music production or sound engineering, multimedia (film 

scoring), musical theater, or a music wheel class (Garrett, 2007; Garrett, 2009; Juchniewicz, 

2007; Lentsch 2000).  
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While student interest is undoubtedly not the only requirement for the implementation of 

non-traditional music courses within the secondary music curriculum, recent political changes 

may also aid in the development and inclusion of these courses.  The recently passed Every 

Child Achieves Act (2015), also known as Every Student Succeeds Act, added arts and music to 

the government’s definition of a well-rounded education and stated that music should be 

included in every student’s education.  This Act effectively ended the federal No Child Left 

Behind Act (NCLB) from 2001 that focused on student success in reading and math, and 

therefore diminished the value of music in education (National Association for Music Education, 

2015).       

Similar to the lack of change noted within the field of music education, certification for 

music teaching has largely remained unchanged as well.  Despite the National Standards for 

Music Education and Every Child Achieves Act’s emphasis on a more comprehensive music 

education, many preservice music teacher education programs have continued to maintain the 

practice of tracking music education students into a choral, general, or instrumental group of 

courses (Burnsed & Jenson, 1994; Conway, Hourigan, & Stanley, 2007; Hickey & Rees, 2002; 

Rohwer & Henry, 2004).  Music teacher education programs may have difficulty altering these 

tracks due to the National Association of Schools of Music’s (NASM), a primary music school 

accreditation agency, identification of only three specialization areas: general, choral, and 

instrumental music (National Association of Schools of Music, 2008).  Although preservice 

teachers are required to enroll in courses beyond their area of specialty, many of the prescribed 

performance, methods, and observation experiences occur within the student’s selected track 

(Baker, 2010).  
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 However, despite the presence of specialty tracks in music teacher training programs, 

many states’ teaching certificates state that certified teachers are qualified to teach all areas of 

music from kindergarten through twelfth grade.  Several states, including Florida (Florida 

Department of Education, 2016) and Georgia (Georgia Professional Standards Commission 

2012), offer K-12 teaching certificates for all licensed music teachers.  Theoretically, the K-12 

music certificate implies that all music teachers are equally qualified to teach orchestra, 

marching band, steel pans, elementary music, MIDI courses, etc.  Therefore, teachers may 

legally teach in areas outside of their selected collegiate training track.  The disparity between 

specific music education training program tracks and a broad certification almost ensures that 

music educators will teach out of their specific fields of study (Baker, 2010).   

Need for the Study 

 While researchers (Garrett, 2007; Gerber, 1986; Kratus, 2007; Palmer, Hughes, Jothen, & 

March, 1989; Thompson & Keister, 1997; VanWeelden & Walters, 2004) have urged music 

educators to consider broadening music course offerings in secondary schools, along with 

offering specific course suggestions, few researchers have systematically investigated the current 

state of non-traditional music course offerings in the country.  The present study sought to 

identify the specific courses that are currently being taught in public secondary schools as well as 

to investigate means by which teachers of non-traditional music courses acquired the knowledge 

and skills to teach these courses.  This study’s purpose differs from similar studies as it focused 

on non-traditional music course offerings in Florida, Georgia, and Alabama as opposed to a 

focus on courses teachers taught within and outside of their training “track” (Baker, 2010) and 

the demographics of non-traditional music courses offered in Nebraska (Sanderson, 2014).        
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The evolution of secondary music curricula, in conjunction with a broad music teacher 

certification and specific preservice teacher education tracks, has resulted in many music 

educators not receiving adequate training for the courses they frequently teach (Baker, 2010).  If 

teacher education programs are to adequately prepare preservice teachers to teach non-traditional 

music courses, it may be helpful to first, identify the non-traditional music courses currently 

being offered.  Additionally, the present study also investigated the means by which teachers 

prepared themselves to teach their non-traditional music courses. 

Both Juchniewicz (2007) and Garrett (2009) investigated music teachers’ attitudes toward 

teaching non-traditional music courses.  Juchniewicz (2007) surveyed 166 band directors and 

found that less experienced teachers responded with higher attitudes toward teaching 19 out of 

21 listed courses than veteran (11 or more years of experience) teachers.  Furthermore, reasons 

listed as those preventing the teaching of non-traditional courses included scheduling concerns 

including losing students currently participating in traditional music courses, inadequate 

facilities/equipment, time constraints, lack of administration support, and lack of 

training/experience in the area.  Garrett (2009) surveyed 96 chorus directors and found that the 

courses in which the teachers reported more positive attitudes toward teaching were music theory 

and piano while the courses with the lowest attitude scores were MIDI and audio 

recording/engineering.  Garrett stated that music theory and piano courses may be more familiar 

to the participants and teachers, therefore, might be more comfortable teaching these courses.  

Similar to Juchniewicz, Garrett reported a lack of training, lack of administration support, and 

inadequate facilities as reasons for not teaching non-traditional music courses.  Perhaps the 

overall lack of positive attitudes toward teaching non-traditional music courses could be 
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improved if teacher education programs included non-traditional courses in their programs of 

study.              

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to determine the non-traditional music courses currently 

offered in secondary schools.  A secondary purpose was to investigate how the teachers of non-

traditional music courses acquired the knowledge and skills to teach these courses.  Specifically, 

this study sought to address the following questions: 

1) What non-traditional music courses are currently being taught in secondary schools? 

2) How long have the identified non-traditional music courses been offered? 

3) How did the identified non-traditional music courses begin at that school? 

4) What percentage of students currently enrolled in non-traditional music courses were also 

enrolled in a traditional music course? 

5) How did public school music teachers of non-traditional music courses acquire the 

knowledge and skills to teach the identified courses?   

6) What do non-traditional music course teachers believe are the benefits of non-traditional 

music courses? 

7) What do non-traditional music course teachers believe are the challenges of non-

traditional music courses?   

The results of this study may benefit inservice teachers, and their administrators, to know 

what non-traditional music courses are currently being offered.  For individuals interested in 

introducing a non-traditional music course to their school, this study could serve as a reference 

for identifying possible courses.  Additionally, findings may highlight professional development 

and training opportunities for non-traditional music courses.  Furthermore, information regarding 
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music teacher education could benefit current preservice teachers, and their instructors, by 

preparing more adequately trained teachers for the positions available.    

Operational Definitions 

Non-traditional music courses 

 For the purposes of this study, the term “non-traditional music courses” referred to any 

music course offered in a secondary school curriculum except those directly related to band, 

choir, and orchestra.  Examples of courses directly related to band, and therefore excluded from 

the study, include jazz bands, marching bands, pep bands, concert bands, symphonic bands, wind 

ensembles, and percussion ensembles.  Examples of courses directly related to choir, and 

therefore excluded from the study, include concert choirs, women’s choirs, men’s choirs, jazz 

choirs, madrigal ensembles, a cappella choirs, and show choirs.  Examples of courses directly 

related to orchestra, and therefore excluded from the study, include string orchestras, full 

orchestras, chamber orchestras, and chamber string ensembles.  Similar definitions have been 

used by previous researchers (Baker, 2010; Bartel, 1990; Bula, 2011; Garrett, 2009; Juchniewicz, 

2007; Lentsch, 2000; Sanderson, 2014).   
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 Chapter Two will describe the literature related to research conducted in the areas of 

music in American schools and music teacher training.  This chapter is divided into five sections: 

(1) music in American schools, (2) non-traditional music course research, (3) teacher education, 

(4) music teacher education, and (5) music teacher education for non-traditional music courses. 

Music in American Schools 

Music education in the United States has historically struggled to diversify its curricula.  

Consequently, society has been slow to accept new and different forms of opportunities and 

participation in school music.  In Colonial America, from the 1400s to the 1700s, music 

education was informally taught at home or in singing schools by traveling music teachers 

(Boardman, 1990).  At the time, the primary purpose of music education was to improve the 

musicianship and performance of music within the church.  It was not until 1837, when music 

educator Lowell Mason advocated for music in the Boston public schools, that music instruction 

was made available to all children in public education (Birge, 1966; Britten, 1966; Keene, 1982; 

Labuta & Smith, 1997; Pemberton, 1985; Rich, 1942).  Although the Boston School Board 

accepted Mason’s request for music to be included in all schools because of its intellectual, 

moral, and physical value, it was not until the 1960s that personal development and aesthetic 

value became accepted justifications for the inclusion of music education in public schools 

(College Board, 1985; Reimer, 2000).       

 It was not until the turn of the 20th century that the field of music education began to 

morph into the discipline that is recognized today.  In 1898, collegiate music educator Charles 
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Farnsworth addressed two main challenges within the secondary music curriculum; both of 

which still endure today (Lee, 2002).  The first challenge Farnsworth addressed was the nature of 

secondary school-aged students.  Farnsworth stated that these students were progressing through 

the transition stage between reacting purely on emotion, like a child, and reacting through 

reasonable thinking, like an adult.  Because of the time spent in this transition period, Farnsworth 

concluded that secondary students were moldable and could be trained to react with thought to 

all stimuli of art forms including, but not limited to, music.  The second challenge that 

Farnsworth identified was the purpose of the study of music.  He stated, “The highest end then, 

in teaching music, is to cultivate the power of appreciation,” (Lee, 2002, p. 51).  Farnsworth 

urged music teachers to understand the importance, and difficulty, of selecting music that was 

satisfying to the student while also holding musical value.  He concluded by recommending that 

schools familiarize students with only the very best works of art including music.  Thus, 

Farnsworth aided in establishing a need for school music outside of its previous function solely 

for the church.           

In the early 1900s, the justification of music education began to morph again.  The 

inclusion of music in schools now began to be defended based upon its ability to accomplish 

goals of the general education curriculum using music as a means to accomplish other objectives 

(Kowall, 1966).  During this time, internationally recognized developmental approaches of those 

such as Schinichi Suzuki, Carl Orff, Émile Jaques-Dalcroze, and Zoltán Kodály began to be 

included in American classrooms (Landis & Carder, 1972).  These approaches became valued by 

educators due to their behavioral, cognitive, and developmentally age-appropriate methods 

toward teaching music.   
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Up until this time, and largely due to the success of Lowell Mason’s model, school music 

had been mostly choral in nature.  School instrumental ensembles did not begin to take shape 

until after the first World War.  Between the 1860s and the 1900s, regional bands had become 

very popular (Martin, 1999).  Camus (1980) found that there were over 18,000 documented 

bands in 1908 alone.  However, due to the invention of, and recently established accessibility to, 

the radio and phonograph, regional bands nearly died out.  Upon returning from World War I in 

the late 1910s, former bandsmen who had lost their previous performance opportunities and 

employment, found a new place in society.  These veterans became some of the first school band 

directors (White, 1944).      

Another event that altered the face of school music programs in the early 20th century was 

the opportunity for students to earn school credit for the study of music outside of the school 

setting (Ernhart, 1924).  This new practice offered school credit to students who studied with a 

private music instructor whether it be for instrumental, choral, or piano instruction.  However, 

the stipulation of demonstrable refined technique was a requirement of earning the credit.  The 

shift toward refined technique in private music instruction eventually influenced school music 

teachers as well.  Instead of primarily focusing on performance, as was previously the common 

practice, school music programs began to focus on technique and, furthermore, a higher level of 

musicianship than had been seen before (Ernhart, 1924).   

In the 1920s and 1930s, it became customary for music teachers to introduce their 

students to as much foreign music as possible.  Although, this “foreign” music was typically that 

of master European composers (Goble, 2009).  This practice was thought to increase 

appreciation of music in any form and therefore diversify the school music curriculum.  

However, after the beginning of World War II, President Franklin D. Roosevelt lead the charge 
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to increase national unity.  At the 1940 MENC conference in Chicago, leaders resolved to align 

their school music objectives with the country’s focus on national cohesion by promoting the 

National Unity Through Music project (Music Educators National Conference, 1940).  This 

project encouraged music teachers to focus their instruction on patriotic songs, marching songs, 

and American folk tunes which aimed to boost morale both at home and overseas (Nickerson, 

1946).  Additionally, music teachers began to incorporate the instruction of playing small 

instruments, like harmonicas and ocarinas, which could have been played in the battle field 

(Music in the Victory Corps, 1943).  This addition to the curriculum could be viewed as another 

attempt to diversify the music curriculum.  Contrary to the practice of learning music of foreign 

composers that took place prior to WWII, during this time schools avoided performing music by 

foreign, and specifically German, composers (Abeles, 2010).        

Several decades later, another shift in the focus of school music occurred.  After the 

previously mentioned music education meetings, like those of the Yale Seminar and the 

Tanglewood Symposium, MENC developed nine standards for music education (Consortium of 

National Arts Education Associations, 1994).  The newly developed standards were thought to 

better clarify and standardize school music instructional goals (Conway, 2008).  These standards 

were:   

1) Singing, alone and with others, a varied repertoire of music. 

2) Performing on instruments, alone and with others, a varied repertoire of music. 

3) Improvising melodies, variations, and accompaniments. 

4) Composing and arranging music within specific guidelines. 

5) Reading and notating music. 

6) Listening to, analyzing, and describing music. 
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7) Evaluating music and music performances. 

8) Understanding relationships between music, the other arts, and disciplines outside the 

arts. 

9) Understanding music in relation to history and culture. (National Association for Music 

Education, n.d.) 

While many, if not all, of these standards could be addressed in traditional large ensemble 

courses, the standards also allowed a place for non-traditional music courses to be included in the 

school music curriculum.     

 Unfortunately, the national standards did not unify or expand the music curriculum the 

way MENC leaders had hoped.  In 2004, Bennett Reimer publicly stated that “music offerings in 

United States schools [had] remained largely the same for well over half a century” (Reimer, 

2004, p. 33) and certainly since the development of the national standards.  Reimer went on to 

say, “we have succeeded magnificently in Standards 1 and 2, singing and playing, for those 

students who have elected to pursue those areas… Comparatively, we have accomplished 

dismayingly little with the other seven standards” (p. 34).  Reimer claimed that music education 

was increasingly becoming irrelevant as a direct result of music educators’ unwillingness to 

change in their perceptions of school music education.  He stated that teachers as a whole had not 

attempted to address each proposed standard, but rather merely addressed those that worked 

within the preexisting structure of their traditional courses.  As a solution, Reimer proposed a 

reconceptualization of the standards.  Instead of teaching students to merely perform, he 

recommended music educators teach their students to be composers, arrangers, listeners, 

theorists, critics, and historians in addition to performers.  By teaching students to do more than 
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perform, music educators could easily address all nine of the national standards and help the 

profession remain relevant within the ever changing society.                  

 In a partial effort to address Reimer’s concerns, as well as acknowledging society’s 

greater availability of technology and emphasis on testing and college and career readiness, the 

National Coalition for Core Arts Standards (NCCAS) developed a new set of standards in 2014.  

These standards were named the National Core Music Standards.  This new set of standards was 

designed to meet the needs of the present educational environment through music literacy 

(Shuler, Norgaard & Blakeslee, 2014).  The developers operationally defined literacy as 

consisting of two components: 1) the ability to understand others’ ideas, and 2) the ability to 

convey one’s own ideas.  Specifically, the new national standards focused on the processes 

involved in creating new music, performing existing music, responding to others’ music, and 

connecting to and through music.  Additionally, these standards included specific benchmark 

expectations for each grade level between prekindergarten and eighth grade, and also included 

benchmark expectations for four different areas of high school music: large ensembles, 

harmonizing instruments such as guitar and keyboard, composition and theory, and music 

technology.  Seeing the potential for the new standards to further aid in diversifying the school 

music curriculum, researchers have stated that the new standards could be used “to orchestrate 

success for all our students” (Shuler, Norgaard & Blakeslee, 2014).  Although these new 

standards may seem promising in regards to their ability to help diversify the school music 

curriculum, the full effects of the new National Core Music Standards will not be seen for 

several years.   
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Non-traditional Music Course Research 

 Despite repeated calls throughout school music history for diversifying the school music 

education curriculum, little systematic research has been conducted in the field of non-traditional 

music courses to establish baseline data regarding the types of courses currently offered.  Instead, 

much of the existing research on non-traditional music courses has been course specific and 

idiosyncratic to the interests of the researcher.  These studies have addressed suggestions for the 

implementation and benefits of specific courses in the school music curricula, the benefits of 

non-traditional music courses for non-traditional music students, and teacher attitudes toward 

non-traditional music courses.   

Research Regarding Specific Courses 

A few of the specific non-traditional music courses that have gained attention through 

research and publications include guitar courses, popular music courses, and music technology 

courses.  Proponents for the presence of guitar courses in school music were quite vocal 

throughout the 1960s and 1970s (Bishop, 1977; Bune, 1970; Cahn, 1967; Callahan, 1978; Fava, 

1971; Grossman, 1963; Timmerman & Griffith, 1969; Zvengrowski, 1980).  However, the 

frequency of such articles began to dwindle in the 1980s and 1990s.  In one of the more recently 

published articles on guitar courses, Bartel (1990) argued for the inclusion of a “multifaceted” 

guitar program in the school setting.  He claimed that much of the time, school guitar courses 

have fit into one of the following five categories: hum and strum (learning folk tunes), guitar 

orchestra (similar to traditional large ensembles), rock band, jazz ensemble, and classical solo 

guitar.  Although Bartel commended the inclusion of such guitar courses in the school setting, he 

claimed that each of these course categories contained deficiencies.  According to Bartel, several 

of the categories did not teach students to read notation, required unrealistically small class sizes 
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with one-on-one student-teacher instruction, or required very specific teacher training and 

experience.  Instead, Bartel made the case for a multifaceted guitar program in which students 

learned about the guitar’s ability to be used for melody as well as harmony, its use in a variety of 

diverse musical styles, to teach improvisation, and to provide performance-based opportunities.  

He claimed that music educators needed to put aside their preconceived biases of a traditional 

school music program and embrace the socially and culturally relevant music education that 

guitar courses could provide.       

 Another type of non-traditional course that has received widespread attention is the 

popular music course.  According to MENC (Consortium of National Arts Education 

Associations, 1994), the study of popular music in schools allows students opportunities to 

improvise, compose, and arrange.  Researchers have found that when schools embrace the 

teaching of popular music, teachers are more likely to connect with students and their musical 

lives outside of school (Green, 2001, 2008; Hargreaves & Marshall, 2003; North & Hargreaves, 

1999).  After analyzing previous research regarding the pedagogy of popular music, Campbell, 

Connell, and Beegle (2007) stated: 

“… popular music has its own aesthetic and social values, that it has considerable 

potential to connect with the everyday lives of adolescents, and that the informal 

process of making popular music, such as improvisation and group composition, 

could make the educational experience more stimulating and more enjoyable to 

adolescents” (p. 222). 

 
Many music educators across the globe have been proponents of the inclusion of popular 

music in the school music curriculum for several years.  However, most of these proponents have 

been music teachers and researchers from outside the United States.  Research on the subject has 

been published in the United Kingdom (Byrne & Sheridan, 2000), Australia (Lebler, 2008; 
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Wemyss, 2004), and Finland (Väkevä, 2006; Westerlund, 2006).  Specifically, in England, Lucy 

Green (2001, 2008) has written at length about the value of inclusion of popular music, and 

informal music learning, in the school setting.  She has also documented the benefits of using the 

informal practices of popular musicians, such as imitation and peer observation, to aid in the 

development of aural skills (Green, 2005).  More recently, researchers have begun to investigate 

means through which American teachers could incorporate popular music into the classrooms 

which have traditionally only included large ensembles performing “classical” literature (Allsup, 

2003; Seifried, 2006). 

The presence of music technology courses in school settings, although more recent than 

guitar and popular music, has also been investigated (Bula, 2011; Criswell, 2011; Dammers, 

2009, 2013; Dunbar-Hall & Wemyss, 2000).  According to Bula (2011), technology-based music 

courses are those in which music is created, recorded, or performed primarily through the use of 

electronic equipment.  Proponents for the inclusion of music technology courses in school music 

programs have found that these courses had the ability to provide students with a broader music 

curriculum than that of performing ensembles (Dammers, 2013).  In 2011, Bula developed a 

proposed curriculum for music technology courses based on a review of previous research and 

questionnaire results from current music technology teachers.  This curriculum provided 

opportunities for students to learn music theory, the history of electronic music, aural skills, the 

basics of rhythm, melody, harmony, and improvisation, and song writing.  Similarly, it has been 

documented that through the use of technology fundamentals such as amplification, 

manipulation, and recording of sound (Dunbar-Hall & Wemyss, 2000), music technology 

courses could be used as a means to teach objectives such as composition and arranging; both of 
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which are competencies found within the previously mentioned national standards (Bula, 2011; 

Shuler, Norgaard & Blakeslee, 2014).   

One specific example of development within the music technology course field is the use 

of iPads as a technology-based musical instrument (Criswell, 2011, 2012).  With the vast amount 

of iPad apps available, possibilities of music creation are only confined by the limits of users’ 

imaginations.  Williams (2014) claimed that iPad ensembles have the ability to meet both the 

standard curriculum of traditional performing ensembles while also providing students 

opportunities beyond that.  Musician autonomy, or the ability to compose music by oneself or 

with others, a small ensemble setting, learning to work with others through a democratic process, 

the ability to create by increasing and developing aural and oral skills without being confined by 

written notation, and performances that are more similar to rock shows than traditional large 

ensemble concerts, and therefore more accessible to the general public, are all examples 

Williams (2014) provided of the educational possibilities of an iPad ensemble.      

Non-traditional Music Students 

 Research has also investigated the possibility of reaching non-traditional music students 

through non-traditional music courses.  Non-traditional music students are those who are not 

enrolled in traditional music courses but still participate in music in their daily lives.  Venues 

through which these students may participate include church music groups, rock bands, creating 

their own music through technology or other means, or just listening to music during their leisure 

time (Williams, 2012).  This definition could conceivably include every student within a given 

school.   

Several studies have found that many non-traditional courses have often been 

implemented for the sole purpose of reaching students not in traditional music courses 
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(Dammers, 2009, 2010, 2013; Sanderson, 2014; Tobias, 2010; Williams, 2012).  After surveying 

music technology teachers across the United States, Dammers (2013) found that 68% of teachers 

strongly agreed that reaching non-traditional music students was a high priority in the 

development of their courses.  Similarly, Orr (1984) claimed that guitar courses provided 

musical opportunities for students who did not participate in traditional school music programs.  

While previous research has found that nearly 80% of middle and high school students receive 

little to no formal music training (Elpus & Abril, 2011), others have found that 82% of students 

do not participate in traditional school music courses (Edwards, 2006).  These students, 

therefore, have the potential to become non-traditional music students (Bula, 2011).      

Teacher Attitudes Toward Non-traditional Music Courses 

 In addition to suggestions for specific courses and the inclusion of non-traditional music 

students, studies have also investigated teacher attitudes toward teaching non-traditional music 

courses.  Green (2002) found that teacher attitudes toward teaching non-traditional music 

courses, such as popular music and world music, improved significantly from the early 1980s to 

the late 1990s.  This may suggest that, over time, teachers have become more willing to diversify 

their school music course offerings and teach something with which they might not be as 

comfortable.  However, other studies have not supported this claim.  

 Volk (1991) investigated teachers’ attitudes toward teaching multicultural music.  The 

researcher surveyed all instrumental music teachers within the Eastern Division of MENC.  The 

dependent measure, which listed statements of behaviors associated with multiculturalism, asked 

participants to rate their reaction to each statement.  Overall, participants reported positive 

attitudes toward multiculturalism within the general school music curriculum.  However, 

teachers reported mixed attitudes toward multiculturalism within the instrumental music 
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program.  While teachers believed prompting multiculturalism to be a positive endeavor, they 

did not wish to take time away from what they were teaching to incorporate multiculturalism 

within their own courses.        

 In 2007, Juchniewicz sought to determine band directors’ attitudes toward teaching non-

traditional music courses.  After surveying the Florida Bandmaster Association’s membership, 

Juchniewicz found that music theory and percussion ensembles were amongst the highest ranked 

courses band directors were interested in teaching.  Conversely, mariachi ensembles, bluegrass 

ensembles, and Irish fiddling were the three courses that received the lowest interest ratings.  In a 

similar study, Garrett (2009) surveyed Florida chorus teachers regarding their attitudes toward 

teaching non-traditional music courses.  Teachers ranked music theory, piano, and music theatre 

the highest and ranked music synthesis/MIDI and audio recording/engineering the lowest 

amongst listed non-traditional music courses.  In both studies (Juchniewicz, 2007; Garrett, 2009), 

teachers reported a lack of equipment and facilities, a lack of training, and a lack of funding as 

reasons preventing the teaching, or implementation, of non-traditional music courses.             

Similar Studies 

 Although little systematic research has been conducted in the field of non-traditional 

music courses, a few studies similar to the present have been conducted.  In the state of Florida, 

those who hold teaching certificates are certified to teach all areas of music ranging from 

kindergarten to 12th grade (Florida Department of Education, 2016).  However, many collegiate 

music education programs require students to select a curricular specialization: choral, general, 

instrumental, or string (Burnsed & Jenson, 1994; Conway, Hourigan & Stanley, 2007; Hickey & 

Rees, 2002; Rohwer & Henry, 2004).  Baker (2010) investigated the percentage of Florida 

teachers who taught courses outside of their area of specialization.  The researcher emailed an 
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online questionnaire to Florida music teachers, identified by school websites, and supplemented 

online responses with a paper questionnaire at the 2010 Florida Music Educators Association 

conference.  Results indicated that 65% of all participants taught at least one course outside of 

their specialized track recognizing that this is a common occurrence amongst teachers in Florida.  

Baker’s study did not specifically address non-traditional music courses.    

Sanderson (2014) sought to determine the non-traditional music course offerings within 

the high schools of Nebraska.  Participants of the study were members of the Nebraska Music 

Educators Association (NMEA) who self-identified with the association upon membership 

registration as high school teachers.  To gather data, the researcher contacted potential 

participants with an email, sent via the NMEA membership email list, with an invitation to 

participate and a direct link to the online questionnaire.  A secondary data collection tool used 

was interviews with six teachers who indicated in the questionnaire they currently taught non-

traditional music courses and reported that they would be willing to be personally contacted for 

further questions.  Results of the study found that 71% of participants reported teaching at least 

one non-traditional music course.  Additionally, Sanderson found that music theory, music 

appreciation, and guitar were the most frequently offered non-traditional music courses in 

Nebraska high schools.  The study also found that the most common motives for the 

development of non-traditional music courses were teaches’ desire to start a non-traditional 

music program and a result of suggestions from the school’s administration.           

In an unpublished study, Kelly and Veronee (2017) surveyed 258 high school students at 

a large university-based summer music camp.  The researchers asked participants to indicate 

which non-traditional music courses, from a list of 29, were offered at their school.  The 

researchers also asked participants to indicate their perceived musical value of each of those 
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courses, and whether or not they would choose to enroll in those courses if they were offered at 

the participants’ school.  The results of the study found that AP music theory, music theater, and 

piano/keyboard were the most commonly offered non-traditional music courses while gamelan 

ensemble, old time ensemble, and salsa ensemble were the least offered courses.  Furthermore, 

the researchers found that participants saw musical value in all of the courses and indicated that 

they would enroll in many of the listed courses.  This study did not contact teachers for their 

perceptions of these courses.            

Teacher Education 

 Formal teacher education was nearly non-existent for the first 200 years of American 

history (Urban, 1990).  Due to the limited curriculum needs for that time, education typically 

took place within the family, community, or church.  The schools that did exist typically did not 

teach any reading, writing, or arithmetic skills beyond an elementary level, thus requiring little to 

no expertise from teachers.  However, this trend met an abrupt change with the start of the New 

England common schools in the early 19th century (Labuta & Smith, 1997).  Common schools 

were the first iteration of what American public schools look like today.  Common schools 

operated free of charge to students’ families, could be attended by anyone regardless of race or 

socioeconomic status, and were funded by taxes (Spring, 1990).  The development of the New 

England common schools created a substantial increase in school enrollment (Kaestle, 1983) 

which, therefore, created in increased need for teachers.   

 In response to the increased need for teachers in common schools, Horace Mann, the 

secretary of the Massachusetts State Board of Education, opened the first normal school in 1839 

in Lexington, Massachusetts.  The purpose of normal schools was to educate and train new 

teachers.  Mann, a great proponent of public education (Messerli, 1971), believed that education 
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should not be influenced by outside groups or organizations such as the church (Tyack & Hansot, 

1982).  Mann’s vision for instruction, and his position within the Massachusetts State Board of 

Education, greatly influenced the way that schools were run and, subsequently, how teachers 

were educated.  While normal schools increased in popularity and enrollment, university 

education departments also began to develop in the post-Civil War period. 

 The next hundred years in teacher education was filled with tension in regards to the best 

methods to train teachers.  As university education departments continued to establish 

themselves, a clear difference between the philosophies of teacher education in universities and 

normal schools developed.  University education departments were much more research and 

theory focused while normal schools were much more practice focused (Johnson & 

Johanningmeier, 1972).  In an attempt to distinguish themselves even further from normal 

schools, universities began to claim that their purpose was to educate secondary teachers with 

higher levels of training whereas normal schools were only for those wishing to teach elementary 

subjects and grades (Urban, 1990).  In an effort to raise the public’s perception, normal schools 

began to employ more specialized teacher educators which resulted in the training of more 

specialized teachers.  These more specialized teachers were then able to compete with the 

university graduates in the secondary classroom.  The new practice of educating specialized 

teachers at normal schools resulted in a change in institution name.  Normal schools were now 

called teachers’ colleges (Urban, 1990).  In the 1920s, the Teachers College at Columbia 

University was one of the first programs that led the way in closing the divide between the 

research based university education departments and the practical based teachers’ colleges.  

Today there is little difference, if any, between the education of teachers who attended teachers’ 

colleges or those who attended universities.   
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 Much of the research published within the field of teacher education has investigated 

evidence of effective teaching and the effectiveness of teacher education programs.  In a study 

that compiled the findings of previous research on teacher effectiveness, Brophy and Good 

(1986) found that perceptions of effective teaching have evolved over time.  According to their 

findings, studies on teacher effectiveness from the 1920s and 1930s focused on teacher 

attractiveness more than the use of effective teaching behaviors.  In the 1950s and 1960s, school 

administrators attributed student success to non-teacher variables such as the physical classroom 

environment and student to student interaction.  After Sputnik was launched, researchers began 

to develop a “teacher-proof” curricula (Brophy & Good, 1986) to eliminate the possibility of an 

ineffective teacher.   

In the 1980s and 1990s, a new trend in research emerged regarding the effectiveness of 

teacher education programs.  In 1985, Evertson, Hawley, and Zlotnik examined various teacher 

education programs and identified several commonalities of those deemed successful.  Some of 

those identified commonalities included teacher education programs having high academic 

standards for their preservice teachers, the requirement of additional course work within the 

preservice teacher’s intended field, and structuring the training program with competency based 

standards.  One of the controversies addressed in this study was the perception that teacher 

education programs had little to no effect on student learning.  Based on their findings, the 

authors stated that students of teachers who completed an educational training program had 

significantly higher learning gains that those of teachers who did not complete an educational 

training program.  The study also found that administrators perceived teachers from training 

programs to be more effective teachers than their counterparts who had not attended a training 

program.   
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Pigge and Marso (1990) sought to determine if teacher training had an impact on 

preservice teachers’ attitudes toward teaching, concerns about teaching, anxiety about teaching, 

and confidence about teaching.  In a pre-test/post-test design, each student completed a 

questionnaire at the beginning of their preservice training program and again upon completion of 

their internship.  The researchers found preservice teachers’ task-concerns increased during 

teacher training, self-concerns decreased, and student impact concerns remained stable.  Results 

also found preservice teachers’ anxiety decreased over the training period, while both their 

confidence in their decision to teach and their self-perceived effectiveness as a future teacher 

increased.  

Music Teacher Education 

 Formal music teacher education did not develop until many years after the introduction of 

music education into public schools.  Often, early music teachers were trained, if at all, through 

apprenticeships with more experienced music teachers (Birge, 1966).  During the early to mid-

1800s, music teacher education primarily took place through music conventions or intense 

summer institutes, and only focused on teaching general music concepts (Boardman, 1990).  

However, due to the boom in public school student attendance, and increased calls for school 

music programs, the demand for highly trained music teachers rose greatly during the 

Progressive Era (Barresi, 1980).              

 Because of the increase in demand for more, and better trained, music teachers, and the 

introduction of ensemble specific courses within the school music curriculum, new specialized 

music teacher education opportunities began to develop.  These programs were slow to advance, 

however, due to the lack of transportation infrastructure within the country and the difficulty of 

traveling to attend training sessions.  Therefore, in the 1910s, correspondence schools became a 



30 

popular means of gaining specialized music teacher training (Martin, 1999).  Materials including 

fingering charts and instrumental pedagogy lessons were sent to music teachers by mail.  

Eventually, normal schools, colleges, and universities began to develop more accessible and 

specialized music teacher education programs.  One of the earliest successful music teacher 

education programs was developed at Oberlin by Karl Gehrkens in 1922.  With this program’s 

emphasis on music performance, music methods, applied music, general education, and student 

teaching, it is a framework that is used by many music teacher education programs today 

(Colwell, 2011).   

 Research in music teacher education has historically focused on two areas: effective 

teaching behaviors and preservice music teacher concerns.  Volumes of previous studies have 

investigated the qualities of effective music teachers (Grant & Drafall, 1991; Fox & Beamish, 

1989; Hamann, Baker, McAllister, & Bauer, 2000; Madsen, 2003; Madsen & Duke, 1993; 

Madsen, Standley, Byo & Cassidy, 1992; Madsen, Standley, & Cassidy, 1989; Redding, 2011; 

Teachout, 1997; Weeks, 1991; Yarbrough, 1975; Yarbrough & Madsen, 1998).  In 1993, Madsen 

and Duke compiled 20 years of studies in an attempt to determine the characteristics that make a 

quality music teacher.  Although the researchers were able to identify the benefits of a teacher’s 

ability to maximize student time on task, the ability to provide appropriate academic and social 

feedback, and the ability to sustain teacher intensity, other specific teaching behaviors proved 

difficult to isolate.  This conclusion supported Madsen, Standley, Byo, and Cassidy’s (1992) 

earlier finding that although experts achieved high levels of agreement on observation of overall 

teacher effectiveness, the same experts did not agree on the specific teaching behaviors that 

encompassed teacher effectiveness.  Madsen and Duke (1993) further stated, “while almost 
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anyone can distinguish among various levels of good versus bad teaching, there seems to be little 

agreement as to the ingredients of good teaching” (p. 7).   

 The other area of music teacher education that has received a large amount of attention is 

that of preservice music teacher concerns (Bennett, 1982; Berg & Miksza, 2010; Broyles, 1997; 

Campbell, 1999; Campbell & Thompson, 2007; Killian, Dye, & Wayman, 2010; Powell, 2014; 

Yourn, 2000).  In 1999, Campbell used qualitative methods to examine the experiences of 

preservice music teachers as they transitioned from identifying as a student to identifying as a 

teacher.  Participants were first and second year music education students concurrently enrolled 

in an elementary general music methods practicum course, a curriculum analysis class, and a 

reflective thinking seminar.  The researcher found through participant essays and interviews that 

several participants, despite their previous experiences in teacher-like positions, had a difficult 

time dealing with classroom management, structuring transitional time, and learning to identify 

as a teacher and not a friend. 

Berg and Miksza (2010) investigated the development of junior level preservice music 

teachers’ concerns.  Participants were 11 instrumental music education practicum students.  Data 

regarding student concerns were collected through a goals essay, lesson plans, teaching DVDs, 

self-evaluations, and a reflection of the goals essay.  The goals essay was designed for 

participants to list and describe concerns they experienced related to themselves, tasks, and the 

students.  All data were coded regarding the three Fuller and Bown (1975) concern categories: 

self-concerns, task-concerns, and student-concerns.  Results suggested that preservice teachers 

had more task concerns regarding pedagogical execution, than concerns related to themselves or 

the students.  The most frequently reported concerns within the three Fuller and Bown categories 

were rapport (self-concern), content knowledge (task concern), and student motivation (student 
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concern).  The researchers concluded by stating that teacher educators may wish to track 

developmental changes in their preservice students across several different practicum 

experiences and semesters to investigate the changes in concerns that they experience over the 

course of their training.  One type of experience, and one semester, may not provide an accurate 

picture of the preservice teacher’s concerns or developmental status.  While many music teacher 

education studies have focused on the concerns of preservice teachers little has been written in 

regards to the training of music teachers to teach non-traditional music courses.          

Music Teacher Education for Non-traditional Music Courses 

 As previously mentioned, the calls to diversify the school music education curriculum 

have resulted in teachers teaching courses for which they have not been adequately trained.  

Bartel (1990) addressed this problem in regards to guitar courses.  He stated that many teachers 

who taught non-traditional music courses, guitar in this case, had only learned to play the 

instrument after they had been hired to teach another type of music course.  In 1984, Decker 

found that 85% of guitar teachers surveyed fit this claim.  More than 30 years later, Pethel (2016) 

surveyed over 1,000 guitar teachers and found similar results.  Over 92% of guitar teachers 

identified their music specialty as something other than guitar, over half of the participants 

reported that they rarely or never took part in guitar related professional development 

opportunities prior to teaching guitar, and over three quarters of participants received little or no 

guitar training in their collegiate music teacher education curriculum.  Webster (2007) made a 

similar claim about teachers of music technology courses.  He stated that despite the growth in 

product capability and increased availability of educational music technology hardware and 

software between 1990 and 2000, current music teachers had not been successful in 

implementing technological resources due to a lack of training experience and opportunity.  As a 
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result of these claims, one might assume that similar circumstances may exist for those who 

teach other non-traditional music courses.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHOD 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine the non-traditional music courses currently 

offered in secondary schools.  A secondary purpose was to investigate how the teachers of non-

traditional music courses acquired the knowledge and skills to teach these courses.  Specifically, 

this study sought to address the following questions: 

1) What non-traditional music courses are currently being taught in secondary schools? 

2) How long have the identified non-traditional music courses been offered? 

3) How did the identified non-traditional music courses begin at that school? 

4) What percentage of students currently enrolled in non-traditional music courses were also 

enrolled in a traditional music course? 

5) How did public school music teachers of non-traditional music courses acquire the 

knowledge and skills to teach the identified courses?   

6) What do non-traditional music course teachers believe are the benefits of non-traditional 

music courses? 

7) What do non-traditional music course teachers believe are the challenges of non-

traditional music courses?   

Chapter Three will describe the methodology used to address and answer the listed 

research questions.  The chapter is divided into three sections: (1) participants, (2) dependent 

measure, and (3) procedure. 

 



35 

Participants 

 Participants were public middle school and high school music teachers (N = 99) from 

three selected states: Alabama (n = 7), Florida (n = 84), and Georgia (n = 8).  These states were 

chosen as a convenience sample due to the geographical proximity of schools and teachers in 

these states to the researcher.  Potential participants for the current study included all public 

secondary school music teachers in Alabama, Florida, and Georgia who taught at least one non-

traditional music course during the 2016-2017 school year.   

The researcher used three methods to identify, make contact with, and obtain potential 

participants for the study.  First, the researcher located the contact information for the executive 

directors of the Alabama Music Education Association (AMEA), Florida Music Education 

Association (FMEA), and Georgia Music Education Association (GMEA) on each association’s 

website.  Then, the researcher contacted each association’s executive director by email and 

requested that the email be sent to each association’s membership list as an invitation for 

teachers to participate in the current study (Appendix B).  The invitation briefly introduced the 

researcher, explained the topic of the project (non-traditional music courses), the type of 

participants requested (secondary music teachers who currently taught at least one non-

traditional music course), and instructions for those willing to participate to contact the 

researcher directly through email.   

A second means of identifying potential participants was via Alabama, Florida, and 

Georgia school faculty lists.  First, the researcher conducted an online Google search of all 

public secondary schools in Alabama, Florida, and Georgia and, from that search, constructed a 

master list of all potential schools.  Then, the researcher completed individual Google searches of 

each individual school to locate faculty lists.  Many school faculty lists identified teachers by 
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their subject areas and provided an email address for each teacher.  All teachers who were listed 

with any music designation (e.g. band, chorus, orchestra, guitar, etc.), or the term “fine arts” 

were identified as potential participants.  If no faculty list was found on the school’s website, or 

no specific course information was provided, no teacher at that school was identified as a 

potential participant.  Next, the researcher sent a second invitation (Appendix C) to participate in 

the current study to the music teachers identified through their school’s website.  This email was 

similar to the one that was sent to the AMEA, FMEA, and GMEA executive directors.  As a final 

method to obtain participants, the emailed invitation sent directly to specifically identified 

potential participants included a request for the recipient to inform the researcher of any 

colleagues the recipient had who currently taught non-traditional music courses.     

Survey Measure 

 The dependent measure was a researcher designed online questionnaire using the 

Qualtrics Survey Software (2014).  Qualtrics is a web based, customizable survey program that 

allows participants to respond quickly and anonymously while securely holding questionnaire 

results in its online database.  The questionnaire consisted of a participant consent form 

(Appendix D) which stated to the participant that by beginning the questionnaire, he or she was 

providing their consent to participate in the study.  Following the consent form were eight 

questions (Appendix E) regarding the type of non-traditional music courses the participants 

currently taught, how the courses began at the participants’ schools, the length of time the non-

traditional music courses had been offered at their schools, how the participants acquired training 

for these specific courses, as well as demographic information regarding the participant’s self-

identified primary area of specialty.  Questionnaire questions were modeled after those in 

previous research studies (Garrett, 2007; Juchniewicz, 2007; Sanderson, 2014).  The final 
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question asked participants if they would be willing to be contacted individually for further 

questions.  If the participant indicated “Yes,” a pop-up screen then asked for the participants to 

provide their name and preferred email address.     

 After its preliminary creation, the questionnaire was piloted to a group of music 

education graduate students (N = 4) with a variety of online survey platform experience.  Each 

pilot participant was assigned two unique non-traditional music courses and was asked to 

complete the questionnaire as if they currently taught their assigned courses.  The purpose of the 

pilot was (1) to determine if the questionnaire’s directions were easy to understand, (2) to 

determine if there were any problems with the questionnaire’s coding or functionality, and (3) to 

determine the amount of time it took the participants to complete the questionnaire.  The results 

of the pilot study were (1) the directions were clear and easily understood, (2) there were several 

logic and coding mistakes that occurred, and (3) the participants completed the questionnaire in 

less than 10 minutes.  Upon receipt of pilot testing feedback, the researcher corrected the logic 

and coding mistakes within the Qualtrics program.  Then, the researcher rechecked the logic and 

coding for all 29 listed non-traditional music courses to ensure correct functionality of the 

software.  As the pilot participants were current graduate students, and not current secondary 

music teachers, they did not participate in the final study.   

Procedure 

Once all potential participants were identified (N = 120), the researcher sent an email 

(Appendix F) through Qualtrics inviting the previously identified teachers to participate in the 

study.  The official Qualtrics study invitation email briefly introduced the researcher, the topic of 

the study, indicated that it would take the participants no longer than 10 minutes to complete, and 

then provided a hyperlink to the questionnaire.  The initial page of the questionnaire (Appendix 
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D) informed participants that by continuing past the first page of the questionnaire, which 

included a full explanation of risks and benefits, they were providing consent to participate in the 

following study which had been approved by the researcher’s university institutional review 

board (Appendix A).  The researcher sent the initial email in mid-November 2016 and then 

scheduled reminders within the Qualtrics program to be sent to teachers who had not yet 

completed the questionnaire after one week, two weeks, and three weeks.  The questionnaire was 

closed the fourth week after the initial invitation was sent.  A total of 99 teachers completed the 

online questionnaire yielding an 83% response rate.   

After all questionnaire data were collected, the researcher randomly selected three 

participants who reported that they would be being willing to participate in follow up questions.  

To achieve a random selection, a list of the names of all participants who indicated that they 

would be willing to answer follow up questions (n = 88) was randomized 

(www.random.org/lists/).  Then, the researcher used a random number generator 

(https://www.random.org) to select three numbers between 1 and 88.  Finally, the three selected 

numbers were then cross-referenced with the randomized list of names, thus providing the three 

participants randomly selected for follow up questions.      

 The three selected participants were contacted via their self-provided email address to 

inquire if they were still willing to participate in follow up questions (Appendix G).  Once 

confirmation from each participant was received, the participants were then asked to indicate 

their preferred method to be contacted for an interview.  The provided options were through a 

phone call or over a Skype (Division, n.d.) video call.  All three participants selected a phone call 

as their preferred interview method.  Each interview was audio recorded, with participant 

permission, using the Simple Recorder application on a 2013 MacBook Pro laptop computer.  
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After each interview was completed, participant responses were transcribed (Appendix H) and 

then emailed back to the participants after one week to ensure accuracy and reliability.  After all 

participants confirmed the accuracy of their interview transcript, the researcher reread the 

transcripts and coded key words and phrases for similar content areas.  A list of common words 

and phrases were then compiled.  Reliability of the qualitative data was established by 

triangulation: interview with participant, participant’s review of interview transcript, and an 

external audit by three trained music education graduate students.  This technique of 

triangulation was based on previous research studies and texts (Creswell, 1998; Patton, 1990; 

Stake, 1995).  In order to establish reliability in the coding of key words and phrases, three 

graduate music education students, each with at least one year of research experience, received 

each of the three interview transcripts.  Graduate students were asked to read each transcript and 

then agree or disagree with the coding labels provided by the researcher and offer suggestions of 

additional coding categories.  The three graduate students were in 93% agreement in the coding 

assignments and made no additional coding suggestions.     
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

 The purpose of the present study was to determine the non-traditional music courses 

currently offered in secondary schools.  A secondary purpose was to investigate how the teachers 

of non-traditional music courses acquired the knowledge and skills to teach these courses.  Of the 

120 secondary music teachers identified as potential participants, and invited to participate in the 

study, 99 completed the questionnaire yielding an 83% response rate.  Demographic data 

indicated that participants identified as specialists in a variety of areas: band n = 50, choir n = 31, 

guitar n = 3, orchestra n = 10, piano n = 2, secondary general n =1, other n = 2.   

This study used a mixed-methods approach combining quantitative and qualitative 

examinations of participant responses.  Quantitative analysis was used to evaluate questionnaire 

responses from participants regarding non-traditional music courses they taught and the training 

they received to teach these courses.  Qualitative analysis was used to examine responses from 

interviews of selected participants regarding their perceived benefits and challenges of non-

traditional music courses.  Approval was granted by the Internal Research Review Board (IRB) 

at the institution where the present study took place (Appendix A).  

Research Question One 

What non-traditional music courses are currently being taught in secondary schools? 

 Participants reported teaching 14 of the 28 courses listed.  Additionally, participants 

identified six unique courses under the “Other” option.  These “Other” courses included 

Exceptional Student Education (ESE) Music, Cambridge Advanced International Certificate of 
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Education (AICE) Music, Introduction to Music, Madrigal Ensemble, Hand Chimes, and Music 

of the World.  The five non-traditional music courses reported the most frequently were AP 

Theory (n = 29, 19.33%), Guitar (n = 27, 18.00%), Piano/Keyboard (n = 21, 14.00%), Music 

Theory (n = 17, 11.33%), and Music Appreciation (n = 14, 9.33%).  There were seven courses 

that were reported to be taught by only one participant (n = 1, 0.67%): Gospel Ensemble, 

Mariachi Band, Music Composition and Arranging, Old Time Ensemble, AICE Music, Madrigal 

Ensemble, and Hand Chimes.  For a complete summary of all courses, see Table 1. 

Table 1 

Non-traditional Courses Reported Being Taught by Participants 

 
Course Name         n   % 

 
African Drum Ensemble      --   -- 

AP Music Theory 29 19.33 

Bluegrass Ensemble       --   -- 

Contemporary/Electronic/MIDI Ensemble    --   -- 

Gamelan Ensemble       --   -- 

Gospel Ensemble 1 0.67 

Guitar 27 18.00 

History of Pop/Rock       --   -- 

IB Music 4 2.67 

iPad Ensemble        --   -- 

Irish Fiddling Ensemble      --   -- 

Mariachi Band 1 0.67 
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Table 1 – continued 

 
Course Name         n   % 

 
Music Appreciation       14   9.33 

Music Business       --   -- 

Music Composition and Arranging 1 0.67 

Music History --   -- 

Music Technology/Audio Recording and Engineering 8   5.33 

Music Theory 17 11.33 

Musical Theatre 7   4.67 

Old Time Ensemble 1   0.67 

Piano/Keyboard 21 14.00 

Praise and Worship Band      --   --  

Recorder Ensemble       --   -- 

Rock or Pop Ensemble 5   3.33 

Salsa Ensemble       --   -- 

Steel Pan Ensemble 4   2.67 

World Music Drumming      --   -- 

World Music Ensemble      --   -- 

Other 10   6.67 

 Exceptional Student Education (ESE) Music    3   2.00 

 AICE Music        1   0.67 

 Introduction to Music       2   1.33 
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Table 1 – continued 

 

Course Name         n   % 

 
 Madrigal Ensemble       1   0.67 

Hand Chimes        1   0.67 

 Music of the World       2   1.33 

 
Research Question Two 

How long have the identified non-traditional music courses been offered? 

 Participants reported that the majority of identified non-traditional music courses had 

been offered at their school for 10 years or less (“Less than 5 years,” n = 71, 47.33%; “6-10 

years,” n = 46, 30.67%).  The non-traditional music courses that had been offered for 21 or more 

years accounted for 6.67% of all responses (n = 10).  Table 2 contains all responses related to 

this research question. 

Table 2 

Number of Years Non-traditional Courses Had Been Offered 

 
Number of Years       n   % 

 

Less than 5 years       71           47.33% 

6 – 10 years        46           30.67% 

11 – 20 years        23           15.33% 

21+ years        10             6.67%  
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Research Question Three 

How did the identified non-traditional music courses begin at that school? 

 Nearly 40% of participants reported inheriting their non-traditional music courses (n = 

71, 39.44%) from a previous teacher.  Other responses included “I wanted to start something 

new,” (n = 57, 31.67%), “My administration suggested it,” (n = 22, 12.22%), “I needed another 

class to fill my schedule,” (n = 20, 11.11%), and “Other,” (n = 10, 5.56%).  “Other” responses 

included statements such as “It is part of the IB program,” “To offer additional non-performing 

classes,” “To build a stronger music program,” “I wanted to get our community more involved in 

the program,” and “I started out teaching Music Appreciation and transitioned it into a guitar 

program.” 

Research Question Four 

What percentage of students currently enrolled in non-traditional music courses were also 

enrolled in a traditional music course? 

Thirty-eight percent of participants reported that less than 11% of students enrolled in 

their non-traditional music courses were concurrently enrolled in a traditional music course.  

Twenty percent of participants reported that 90-100% of students enrolled in their non-traditional 

music courses were concurrently enrolled in a traditional music course.  Table 3 contains data for 

all responses related to Research Question Four. 

Table 3 

Percentage of Students Enrolled in Both Non-traditional and Traditional Music Courses 

 
Percentage of Students    n  Percentage of Responses 

 

0 – 10%      57   38.00% 
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Table 3 – continued 

 
Percentage of Students    n  Percentage of Responses 

 
11 – 20%      12     8.00% 

21 – 30%      17   11.33% 

31 – 40%        7     4.67%  

41 – 50%        5     3.33% 

51 – 60%        2     1.33% 

61 – 70%        1     0.67% 

71 – 80%        7     4.67% 

81 – 90%      11     7.33% 
 
91 – 100%      31   20.67% 

 
Research Question Five 

How did public school music teachers of non-traditional music courses acquire the knowledge 

and skills to teach the identified courses? 

 Participants indicated they received their training to teach these non-traditional music 

courses through a variety of means.  The most frequently reported training method was “Self-

research” (n = 96, 27.59%), followed by “College music education course,” (n = 88, 25.29%), 

“Self-experience,” (n = 85, 24.43%), “Conference/clinic/in-service” (n = 65, 18.68%), and 

Community members (n = 14, 4.02%).  No “Other” comments were reported.  Additionally, 76% 

of participants reported believing that training for these non-traditional music courses should be 

included in the undergraduate music education curriculum. 
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 Three participants were interviewed for the qualitative portion of the present study.  

Teacher 1 was a male who taught a music technology and recording course and self-identified as 

a choir specialist.  Teacher 2 was a male who reported teaching a guitar course, a piano course, 

and a rock and pop ensemble and self-identified as an orchestra specialist.  Teacher 3 was a 

female who taught a non-AP music theory course, a musical theatre course, and a music 

technology and recording course and self-identified as a choir specialist.  Full transcripts from 

each interview are provided in Appendix H.  

Research Question Six 

What do non-traditional music course teachers believe are the benefits of non-traditional music 

courses? 

 Codes that emerged from participant interview statements regarding the benefits of non-

traditional music courses were: 1) Ability to reach students who do not participate in traditional 

music courses, 2) Ability to engage traditional music students in order to enhance involvement 

and knowledge, and 3) Ability to involve students in alternative and creative ways to get, or keep, 

them excited about music.  Participant statements made within the Ability to reach students who 

do not participate in traditional music courses code included: 

Teacher 1- 
And, like I said before, for those students who are not in band, chorus, or 
orchestra and are not necessarily cut out to be a singer or instrumentalist in an 
ensemble, doesn’t mean that they’re not musicians.  What they lack in 
performance skills many of them more than make up for in creativity and musical 
prowess.  There is a whole population of students that the band, chorus, and 
orchestra classes don’t service.    

  
 Teacher 3- 

Not everybody wants to sing, even though I want them to, not everybody wants to 
play in band or be in the marching band, but they still want that exposure to 
music.   
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Statements coded within the Ability to engage traditional music students in order to enhance 

involvement and knowledge category included: 

Teacher 1- 
… or maybe if they already do get it [gratification] in a band, chorus, or orchestra 
class, they can get it in this type of class in a different way.  It might speak to 
them in a totally different way.  It’s just a different direction and a different way 
to deliver. 
 
Teacher 2- 
It also gives the students who are already enrolled in those programs, like I have a 
lot of band students, and you see them get to do something that’s a little more 
creative rather than a structured marching band rehearsal. 
 
Teacher 3- 
I think it gives kids options to… expand on what they already love.  I have a lot of 
kids in the theory class that love music and think that they want to do it 
professionally, but then they don’t realize that they have to learn all of the ins and 
outs.   

 
Participant statements made within Ability to involve students in alternative and creative ways to 

get, or keep, them excited about music code included: 

Teacher 1- 
First of all, … the traditional performance–based classes don’t give the same 
musical opportunities that these courses offer.  The opportunity to sit down, and 
record, create, compose and arrange is not a normal part of your band, chorus, or 
orchestra class. 
 
Teacher 1- 
It’s about keeping music in touch with as many young student lives as 
possible.  About helping them gain an appreciation and enjoyment of music in an 
aesthetic way, and also in an analytical way, and a cultural way. 
 
Teacher 2- 
I’m seeing students getting excited about music which is extremely important.   
 
Teacher 2- 
It’s keeping them interested about music and also keeps them excited about 
coming to school.   
 
Teacher 2- 
I’m seeing them consider enrolling in other music programs alongside of this.  
I’m seeing it spark their interest and say, “Maybe I should take guitar class next 
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year because I’m really interested in guitar now…” I see the same thing with 
piano, or maybe they want to be a better singer and will join chorus.   
 
Teacher 3- 
In music technology there’s no pre-requisite.  You just kind of get thrown into 
form, and playing piano, and writing music, and you don’t have to have any 
previous experience.  Kids really dig that because that’s where their genre of 
music is really going.   

 
Research Question Seven 

What do non-traditional music course teachers believe are the challenges of non-traditional 

music courses?    

 Responses to this question were more varied than those of the previous question and can 

also be found in Appendix H.  The two most prominent codes from participant responses were: 

1) Lack of training, and 2) Lack of funding/budget.  Statements within the Lack of training code 

included: 

Teacher 1- 
Most music educators are trained to teach a performance-based class be it band, 
chorus, or orchestra.  Or even some of the newer ones like jazz bands or guitar 
ensembles, or other cultural music classes like in some of the southwestern states 
like Mariachi bands.  Those are performance-based classes.  Because most of the 
educators are trained to teach these classes, they don’t want to teach anything 
else.  They just want to teach band all day, or chorus all day, or orchestra all 
day.  There are a lot of colleagues of mine that are wonderful music educators, 
and I respect them immensely and love them as friends, but I know for a fact that 
they would quit their job and take a position at another school before they taught a 
general music class.   
 
Teacher 1- 
A lot of people are just not willing to do that extra work.  They just want to exist 
in their one world.  There’s a challenge.   

 
Teacher 2- 
Not having any training. 
 

Statements within the Lack of funding/budget coded included: 
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Teacher 1- 
The other thing is budget.  Music technology classes in particular, they’re very 
expensive.  I don’t know if it’s more expensive than a band or orchestra budget 
with all of the instrument expenses, but it’s certainly more expensive than my 
chorus budget.  I’ve got a lab of 35 Mac desktop computers, they each have their 
own MIDI controller, and their own USB digital interface, which allows the 
sound to be converted into digital information in the computer.  Every station is 
expensive.  I don’t know if I can put an exact price on it, but obviously it’s a very 
expensive lab.  The school has to make a very large investment in a class like 
that.  Most schools have two or three labs that are shared by the whole school.  In 
this case, you’re going to have one lab that is dedicated to one teacher and one 
curriculum.  That’s not as monetarily feasible in some instances. 
 
Teacher 2- 
It does take a lot of technology and funding to get these programs up. 
 

Other challenge statements made by participants regarding the challenges of non-traditional 

music courses included:  

Teacher 1- 
Another part of it is, in a performance-based class, every child wants to be 
there.  They’ve all selected their elective classes.  They’ve all elected to be 
there.  And in a general music class, those students are assigned to your class.  It’s 
a very different student attitude that walks into the room.  It’s a very different 
feeling.  Of course, along with the elective part of it, many teachers have the 
option to have a student removed and taken off their rosters if behavior becomes a 
problem or performance becomes a problem.  In these general music classes, or 
alternative classes, where it’s not an elective class, that’s just not an option.   
 
Teacher 2- 
They’d rather put this [rock and pop ensemble] on the forefront of what the 
school’s doing, rather than what the orchestra’s doing.  That’s a little bit of a 
challenge to me, because I think the orchestra program is far more superior as far 
as musicianship goes.  I think the students in both programs would agree with 
that.  Anytime there’s an event, they always want the rock band to go before the 
orchestra.  It’s understandable, kind of, but it kind of overshadows some of the 
better musicianship that’s going on in the school.  It’s something I’m kind of 
trying to balance out. 
 
Teacher 3- 
… within a day, I literally have six different preps.  Sometimes I walk into class 
and I’ll start introducing the lesson, and it will be for the wrong class.  The big 
challenge is to focus yourself.  Now, if you only had to teach one of those, say in 
conjunction with a choir or band, I’m sure it wouldn’t be as difficult.  But, all of 
those within a day is pretty interesting. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

Summary 

 The purpose of the study was to determine what non-traditional music courses were 

offered in secondary schools, background information about those courses, and the means by 

which teachers received their training to teach these non-traditional music courses.  Effectively, 

the study sought to establish baseline data regarding the non-traditional music courses currently 

being offered in secondary schools to serve as a possible foundation for future research.  

Additionally, the study also sought to identify possible resources future teachers of non-

traditional music courses could use to acquire information regarding teaching these courses.  

Data for this study were collected from participants through questionnaire questions and 

individual interviews with the researcher. 

Answers to Research Questions and Implications of Findings 

Research Question One 

What non-traditional music courses are currently being taught in secondary schools? 

 According to participant responses, 20 unique non-traditional music courses are currently 

being taught in secondary schools in Florida, Georgia, and Alabama.  The courses reported being 

taught the most frequently were AP Music Theory, Guitar, Piano/Keyboard, Music Theory, and 

Music Appreciation.  These findings support previous research in this area (Kelly & Veronee, 

2017; Sanderson, 2014).  It is possible that these courses are among the more traditional, or most 

common, of the listed non-traditional music courses.  However, due to the present study’s 

operational definition of non-traditional music courses, these more traditional courses were still 

included in the list of possible non-traditional courses.  One possible reason for these courses 
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being most frequently offered is that they may require little, or no, additional training of the 

music teacher past their certification training for traditional music courses.  Many of the concepts 

that could be taught in these types of courses, like basic music reading in music theory, or 

listening skills in music appreciation, might be common knowledge to many music teachers.  

Therefore, current music teachers and their administrators may be more likely to offer these 

courses in their secondary music curriculum due to teacher comfort level with the content.     

Other courses reported being taught, although less frequently, were Music 

Technology/Audio Recording and Engineering, Musical Theatre, Rock or Pop Ensemble, IB 

Music, Steel Pan Ensemble, Introduction to Music, Music of the World, AICE Music, Gospel 

Ensemble, Hand Chimes, Madrigal Ensemble, Mariachi Band, Music Composition and 

Arranging, Old Time Ensemble, and Exceptional Student Education (ESE) Music.  The 

researcher was encouraged to find the presence of three ESE Music courses on the list of 

currently taught non-traditional music courses.  An abundance of previous research in music 

therapy and special music education has reported the benefits of learning music, and 

participation in music, for students with disabilities (Adamek & Darrow, 2010; Atterbury, 1990; 

Gooding, 2009; Jellison, 2015; Montgomery & Martinson, 2006; Register, Darrow, Swedberg, & 

Standley, 2007; VanWeelden, Heath-Reynolds, & Lehman, 2016).  The courses listed in the 

questionnaire that were reportedly not taught by any of the participants were African Drum 

Ensemble, Bluegrass Ensemble, Contemporary/Electronic/MIDI Ensemble, Gamelan Ensemble, 

History of Pop/Rock, iPad Ensemble, Irish Fiddling Ensemble, Music Business, Music History, 

Praise and Worship Band, Recorder Ensemble, Salsa Ensemble, World Music Drumming, and 

World Music Ensemble.     
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These findings may suggest that the school music curriculum is beginning to see the 

effects of the previous repeated calls for diversification (Brown, 1993; Choate, 1968; Birge, 

1966; Keene, 1982; Labuta & Smith, 1997; Madsen, 2000; Mark, 2000; Reimer, 2004; 

Spearman, 2000).  Courses such as Music Technology/Audio Recording and Engineering, Rock 

or Pop Ensemble, and ESE Music can provide students different opportunities and experiences 

than traditional courses.  Additionally, these courses may be more attractive to non-traditional 

music students than traditional music courses like band, chorus, and orchestra.  However, it is 

interesting to note that many of the non-traditional music courses not offered at all in the present 

study, such as African Drum Ensemble, Gamelan Ensemble, and Irish Fiddling, are culture 

specific.  A possible reason these courses may not be offered is teachers’ lack of knowledge 

regarding these cultures or types of ensembles.  These types of culture specific courses may 

require additional knowledge related to instruments, instrument pedagogy, notation, or lack of 

notation outside of the typical teacher training for traditional music courses. 

 The results of this research question support previous research by Kelly and Veronee 

(2017).  Upon surveying high school student attendees of a large university-based summer music 

camp, Kelly and Veronee found the most commonly offered non-traditional music courses 

included AP Music Theory, Music Theater, and Piano/Keyboard courses.  The current study also 

supports Kelly and Veronee’s findings regarding the least offered non-traditional music courses.  

Kelly and Veronee reported that the least offered non-traditional music courses included 

Gamelan Ensemble, Old Time Ensemble, and Salsa Ensemble.  Although Kelly and Veronee’s 

findings reported more offered courses overall than the present study, this difference may be 

attributed to the difference in sample sizes between the two studies in addition to the differences 

in geographical representation of participants in the two studies.     
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Research Question Two 

How long have the identified non-traditional music courses been offered? 

 In the current study, participants were asked to indicate the number of years each of the 

non-traditional music courses they taught had been offered at their school.  Responses indicated 

that over three quarters of the reported courses had been offered for 10 years or less.  Despite the 

call for a more diversified school music curriculum for at least the last 70 years (Birge, 1966; 

Brown, 1993; Choate, 1968; Keene, 1982; Labuta & Smith, 1997; Madsen, 2000a; Mark, 2000; 

Reimer, 2004; Spearman, 2000), non-traditional music courses established 21 or more years ago 

only accounted for 6% of the total number of courses reported (Table 2).  Perhaps promising, 

was that nearly half of the reported non-traditional music courses were established less than five 

years ago (Table 2).  This finding may lead to evidence that the expansion of school music 

curricula is beginning to occur.  However, this assumption must be interpreted with caution as 

continuing longitudinal studies are needed to more firmly support this claim.  This question did 

not examine how long each of the participants had been teaching overall or how long they had 

taught the non-traditional music courses.  Information regarding years of teaching experience, 

both in general and with non-traditional music courses, may provide more insight into why the 

majority of non-traditional music courses have been implemented more recently.     

Another possible explanation for the more recent expansion of non-traditional, with the 

knowledge that the vast majority of this study’s participants taught in Florida, may be the 

implementation of the Florida Department of Education’s Class Size Amendment (2003) in the 

2010-2011 school year.  This amendment mandated that the maximum number of students in 

“core-curricula courses” would not exceed 22 students in grades four through eight, and 25 

students in grades nine through 12.  “Core-curricula courses” were defined as “mathematics, 
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language arts/reading, science, social studies, foreign language, English for Speakers of Other 

Languages, exceptional student education, and courses taught in traditional self-contained 

elementary school classrooms” (p. 5) and therefore did not include music courses.  It is possible 

that administrators implemented non-core-curricular courses, such as non-traditional music 

courses, as a place to hold students during electives to ensure the rest of the school courses were 

in compliance with the amendment. 

Research Question Three 

How did the identified non-traditional music courses begin at that school? 

 The most frequently reported participant responses for this research question were “I 

inherited the program,” and “I wanted to start something new.”  The high frequency of the 

statement “I wanted to start something new” supports previous findings of Sanderson (2014).  

These responses are encouraging to the researcher because they indicate that non-traditional 

music courses are both being continued and starting due to teachers’ interests.  Unfortunately, 

these statements also suggest that non-traditional music courses may be idiosyncratic to the 

interests of a teacher at a specific school and not entirely common across the secondary school 

music curricula.   

The finding that responses such as “I needed another class to fill my schedule,” and “My 

administration suggested it” were reported less frequently may suggest that teachers have a 

desire to teach these courses as opposed to them being imposed upon teachers who are not 

interested in teaching non-traditional music courses.  However, these results may also raise 

concern.  It could appear as though administrators may not be in favor of non-traditional music 

courses.  If administrators do not support the presence of non-traditional music courses, there 
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may be a risk of these courses being canceled in the future.  If this event were to come to 

fruition, it would be in direct conflict with the previous calls for curriculum diversification.      

Research Question Four 

What percentage of students currently enrolled in non-traditional music courses were also 

enrolled in a traditional music course? 

 Although the responses related to this research question were diverse, the majority of 

participants reported that less than 11% of the students enrolled in their non-traditional music 

courses were also enrolled in a traditional music courses.  By reexamining the data, it can be 

seen that 96 participants reported 50% or less of their students in non-traditional music courses 

were also enrolled in traditional music courses.  Contrastingly, only 52 participants reported that 

more than half of their non-traditional music course students were also enrolled in traditional 

music courses.  Thus, most students of the current study’s participants who were enrolled in non-

traditional music courses were not concurrently enrolled in a traditional music course.  This 

finding both supports and refutes previous research.  

Many studies and position papers have argued that non-traditional music courses have the 

ability to reach a different type of student than traditional music courses (Consortium of National 

Arts Education Associations, 1994; Dammers, 2009, 2010, 2013; Madsen, 2000; Mark, 2000; 

Sanderson, 2014; Spearman, 2000; Tobias, 2010; Williams, 2012).  This is contrary to 

Juchniewicz’s (2007) finding in which band teachers reporting not teaching non-traditional 

music courses because they felt it would “take students away from large ensembles.”  The 

observation that non-traditional and traditional music courses are comprised of different students 

demonstrates that a diverse curriculum has the ability to reach a larger and more diverse student 

population.  This occurrence is in direct alignment with the expectations of the 1994 MENC 
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National Standards for Music Education, Vision 2020 (Madsen, 2000b) and the 2014 NCCAS 

standards.         

Research Question Five 

How did public school music teachers of non-traditional music courses acquire the knowledge 

and skills to teach the identified courses? 

 Questionnaire responses indicated that the primary means by which teachers were trained 

for their non-traditional music courses were “Self-research,” “College music education course,” 

and “Self-experience.”  While it may be encouraging to see “College music education course” as 

one of the top avenues through which teachers received their training, many of these responses 

were from teachers of AP Music Theory, Guitar, Music Theory, and Piano/Keyboard classes.  In 

other words, this response was from teachers of the more mainstream non-traditional music 

courses.  Teachers of the less frequently reported courses did not indicate that they received 

training through a “College music education course.”   

The “Self-research,” and “Self-experience,” responses are both encouraging and 

discouraging.  Although supported by previous research (Dammers, 2013) these responses may 

indicate that teachers of non-traditional courses are motivated to teach these courses and that 

they enjoy bringing their own experiences to the classroom.  However, these responses may also 

indicate that teachers of non-traditional music courses feel as though they have not been 

adequately prepared to teach these classes.  Additionally, these findings also suggest that 

teachers’ inclination to teach non-traditional music courses may be purely dependent upon the 

individual teacher’s interests.  A potential consequence of this possibility is that non-traditional 

courses may never truly be widespread, available, and standardized for all students across the 

county.  Another potential consequence is the possibility that non-traditional music courses may 
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cease to exist.  Once the teachers of these courses change schools or retire, if the new teacher 

does not share the same interest in these courses as the previous teacher, they could be canceled 

and cease to exist.                

Research Question Six 

What do non-traditional music course teachers believe are the benefits of non-traditional music 

courses? 

 An analysis of teacher interview transcripts found that the most commonly referenced 

benefits of non-traditional music courses included the ability to reach students not enrolled in 

traditional music courses, the ability to engage students enrolled in traditional music courses in a 

different way, and the ability to get students involved and excited about music.  Teachers 

believed that non-traditional music courses gave those students not currently enrolled in a band, 

chorus, or orchestra the ability to experience and learn music.  This statement supports previous 

research that defends the inclusion of non-traditional music courses in schools (Consortium of 

National Arts Education Associations, 1994; Dammers, 2009; Madsen, 2000; Mark, 2000; 

Spearman, 2000).  One teacher stated that merely because students do not participate in 

traditional music courses does not imply they are incapable of musicianship. 

And, like I said before, for those students who are not in band, chorus, or 
orchestra and are not necessarily cut out to be a singer or instrumentalist in an 
ensemble, doesn’t mean that they’re not musicians. 

 
The same teacher also stated: 

 
There is a whole population of students that the band, chorus, and orchestra 
classes don’t service. 

 
Another teacher stated that despite students not enrolling in traditional music courses, there is a 

possibility that they are still interested in music. 

Not everybody wants to sing, even though I want them to, not everybody wants to 



58 

play in band or be in the marching band, but they still want that exposure to 
music.   

 

These statements may suggest that teachers of non-traditional music courses recognize the ability 

of non-traditional music courses to reach non-traditional music students.  Additionally, these 

statements also support the claim that teachers see value in providing a music education to more 

students than to just those who are interested in taking traditional music courses. 

Teachers also referenced possible benefits of non-traditional music courses for students 

who are currently enrolled in traditional music courses.  One teacher suggested that students in 

band, chorus, and orchestra may be able to fulfill musical gratification through a different means 

than traditional music courses may be able to offer.  Another participant cited the possibility that 

traditional music students could have the opportunity: 

… to do something that’s a little more creative rather than a structured marching 
band rehearsal. 
 

One participant stated that non-traditional music courses have the ability to provide traditional 

music students with additional means to learn and interact with something they already know.  

I think it gives kids options to do something different or expand on what they 
already love.   
 
Finally, participants reported that non-traditional music courses have the ability to get 

students involved and excited about music.  Teachers spoke about the ability of these courses to 

provide students something that traditional music courses are not able to: 

First of all, … the traditional performance–based classes don’t give the same 
musical opportunities that these courses offer.  The opportunity to sit down, and 
record, create, compose and arrange is not a normal part of your band, chorus, or 
orchestra class. 

 
It’s about keeping music in touch with as many young student lives as 
possible.  About helping them gain an appreciation and enjoyment of music in an 
aesthetic way, and also in an analytical way, and a cultural way. 
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In music technology there’s no pre-requisite.  You just kind of get thrown into 
form, and playing piano, and writing music, and you don’t have to have any 
previous experience.  Kids really dig that because that’s where their genre of 
music is really going.   
 
Teachers also believed that non-traditional music courses have the ability to spark 

excitement about the subject of music in students. 

I’m seeing students getting excited about music which is extremely important.   
 
It’s keeping them interested about music and also keeps them excited about 
coming to school.   
 
Overall, the statements made by participants regarding the benefits of non-traditional 

music courses illustrate that teachers see value in including these courses in the school music 

curriculum.  This value also demonstrates the potential for teachers of non-traditional music 

courses to offer more courses and therefore continue to expand the non-traditional music 

curriculum.  Finally, these statements could encourage school music programs that currently only 

offer traditional music courses to consider diversifying their curriculum.         

Research Question Seven 

What do non-traditional music course teachers believe are the challenges of non-traditional 

music courses?    

 The two most common phrases teachers used to describe the challenges of non-traditional 

music courses included a lack of training and funding.  These findings are supported by previous 

studies (Bula, 2011; Garrett, 2009; Juchniewicz, 2007).  Participants stated that many music 

teachers are trained to teach large ensemble performance-based classes and often times do not 

wish to teach any other courses.  Additionally, teachers may not have the desire to take the time 

to add something new to their schedules. 

Most music educators are trained to teach a performance-based class be it band, 
chorus, or orchestra… Because most of the educators are trained to teach these 
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classes, they don’t want to teach anything else.  They just want to teach band all 
day, or chorus all day, or orchestra all day.    
 
A lot of people are just not willing to do that extra work.  They just want to exist 
in their one world.  There’s a challenge.   

 
Possible reasons for this lack of desire to do something outside of teachers’ training may include 

lack of personal interest (Garrett, 2009), lack of time due to other responsibilities (Juchniewicz, 

2007), or feeling insecure due to unfamiliarity with a different subject matter.  However, 

investigation of such possibilities was outside the scope of the present study. 

 Lack of funding was another challenge of non-traditional music courses that participants 

identified.  Many non-traditional music courses require equipment, instruments, and materials 

that are not commonly used in traditional music courses.  For instance, Gamelan Ensembles 

require instruments that are idiosyncratic to that type of music.  There is no overlap between 

Gamelan instruments and those of a traditional band or orchestra program.  Additionally, since 

these instruments are not common in western music, they are also expensive and difficult to 

acquire.  Therefore, the school, or program, would have to find money to purchase and maintain 

these items in order for the course to be able to function.  One teacher stated:  

The other thing is budget.  Music technology classes in particular, they’re very 
expensive… I don’t know if I can put an exact price on it, but obviously it’s a 
very expensive lab.  The school has to make a very large investment in a class like 
that… In this case, you’re going to have one lab that is dedicated to one teacher 
and one curriculum.  That’s not as monetarily feasible in some instances.      

 
These statements support previous findings (Bula, 2011; Garrett, 2009; Juchniewicz, 2007).   

Conclusions 

 Music educators have not come to a clear conclusion regarding the definition of, and 

justification of labels for, traditional and non-traditional music courses.  The Merriam-Webster 

Online Dictionary (n.d.) defines traditional as “tending to favor established ideas, conditions, or 
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institutions” and non-traditional as “not bound by traditional ways of beliefs.”  Researchers have 

identified courses as traditional and non-traditional without providing justification behind the 

labels (Baker, 2010; Bartel, 1990; Bula, 2011; Garrett, 2009; Juchniewicz, 2007; Lentsch, 2000; 

Sanderson, 2014).  This occurrence leads to questions such as: When does a non-traditional 

music course become traditional?  What distinguishes a non-traditional music course from a 

traditional course?  Is the difference based on the rate of frequency each type of course is 

offered?  Is the difference based on how many teachers teach the course?       

Secondary music educators in Florida, Georgia, and Alabama are teaching non-traditional 

music courses.  However, several of the most commonly offered courses are quite traditional in 

nature: AP Music Theory, Music Theory, Piano/Keyboard, etc.  This mixture of both more and 

less non-traditional music courses may be evidence of a broadening of the secondary school 

music curriculum.  While it is possible that several non-traditional music courses use the same 

skills music teachers use while teaching their traditional music courses, and therefore, do not 

necessarily require additional training.  The offering of courses such as Music Technology, 

Rock/Pop Ensembles, and ESE Music suggest a need for some level of specialized training.  

Additionally, nearly three quarters of the present study’s participants reported believing that 

training for non-traditional music courses should be included in the undergraduate music 

education curriculum.  This finding demonstrates a desire for training in these courses by current 

teachers.  Questions music teacher educators now encounter include, how can, and how should, 

training for non-traditional music courses be incorporated in the undergraduate music education 

curriculum, if at all? 

 Additionally, the present study found that the majority of non-traditional music courses 

had been offered for 10 years or less.  This finding, again, may suggest that the secondary school 
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music curriculum may indeed be experiencing an expansion of course offerings.  While the 

reasoning behind this possible expansion is beyond the scope of the present study, participants 

appeared to be interested in expanding their school’s music curriculum.  Additionally, 

participants stated that a majority of their students currently enrolled in non-traditional music 

courses were not concurrently enrolled in a traditional music course.  Meaning, whether 

participants were aware of it at the time or not, their non-traditional courses were reaching a 

wider audience than merely the students already participating in traditional music.  This 

conclusion supports the claim that non-traditional music courses have the ability to reach non-

traditional music students.  Furthermore, this conclusion also provides support for the inclusion 

of both traditional and non-traditional music courses in the secondary school music curriculum.   

 Finally, while teachers reported a variety of benefits and challenges of including non-

traditional music courses in the secondary music curriculum, it appears reported challenges are 

more physical barriers than lack of teacher or student interest.  Lack of teacher training could 

easily be overcome.  Possibilities for this challenge include attendance at conferences, seminars, 

and professional development opportunities.  Additionally, this conclusion is further support for 

music teacher training programs to consider including training for non-traditional music courses 

within the undergraduate music education curriculum.  The challenge of lack of funding, 

however, has the possibility to be quite impeding.  Although fundraising and grant writing are 

possible solutions, lack of funding might be a direct result of school administration values.  If 

administrators do not see value in non-traditional music courses, it is likely that they will not 

provide adequate financial support.  If the field of music education is to continue with the 

inclusion of non-traditional music courses in the secondary school music curriculum, funding 

opportunities may be an item that warrants more investigation.  Nevertheless, the benefits of 
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non-traditional music courses, such as the ability to reach more students and getting new and 

returning students excited about music, could to make dealing with the challenges worth the 

struggle for many teachers.  

Implications 

Implications of the present study may affect current music teachers, future music 

teachers, music teacher educators, and school aged students.  The results of this study illustrate 

that while non-traditional music courses are being included in the secondary music curriculum, 

there is still room for the inclusion of more courses.  For example, several courses listed in the 

dependent measure were only taught by one participant, or not taught at all (see Table 1).  

Additionally, there is also the chance for the development of non-traditional music courses that 

the researcher, and previous research, had not considered 

Future music teachers and teacher educators may wish to use the results of this study as a 

list of possible music courses they could offer in their quickly approaching careers.  Although it 

may not be possible, or even beneficial, to standardize the content of non-traditional music 

courses, current and future music teachers could use the results of this study to consider non-

traditional music courses in which they personally might be interested to expand their 

curriculum.  The findings of training options could also initiate conversation about where and 

how to acquire information if new teachers find themselves assigned to teach a non-traditional 

course.  The results of this study may also be used to foster efforts to expand the school music 

curriculum. 

  Finally, the implications of this study could directly affect students.  If new, or 

experienced, teachers find this information useful or inspiring they may create their own non-

traditional music courses, and students will be the direct beneficiaries.  As can be seen within the 
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interview portion of the study, teachers believed that both students already involved in traditional 

school music courses, as well as those who are not, could equally benefit from enrolling in a 

non-traditional music course.  Such benefits could include those directly related to music as well 

as those that are extramusical.  Teacher statements directly supporting these claims include:    

I think it gives kids options to… expand on what they already love. 
Not everybody wants to sing, even though I want them to, not everybody wants 
to play in band or be in the marching band, but they still want that exposure to 
music.   
 
It’s keeping them interested about music and also keeps them excited about 
coming to school.   
 

Limitations and Future Research 

 Readers are urged take caution when interpreting and generalizing the results of the 

present study.  Variables including the sampling method, the limited sample size, and a limited 

geographical location for participants may have skewed the results.  A more comprehensive 

sampling method, such as ensured distribution to state music education association membership 

lists, or distribution by district music teacher associations, may have not only increased the 

resultant sample size, but could have also identified more non-traditional music courses.  A 

larger geographical region for participants may have also influenced the results.  For instance, 

inclusion of teachers from various regions of the country may have increased the diversity in 

results.  Additionally, the scope of the interview questions and the amount of participants 

interviewed were severely limited.  If interviews had been less structured and more 

conversational, the researcher may have gleaned more idiosyncratic information from the 

participants.  

Suggestions for future research include an increase in sample size for both participants 

surveyed and participants interviewed.  Furthermore, a different, or larger, geographical area of 
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interest may result in different outcomes than those of the present study.  Further investigation 

into teacher perceptions also seems warranted.  It may be possible that, in addition to lack of 

teacher training, more non-traditional courses are not currently being offered do teacher self-

confidence of the material.  It may be possible that teachers are not unable to teach non-

traditional music courses, but rather that they are uncomfortable doing so.  Finally, it may also be 

of interest to the field of music educators to survey students currently enrolled in non-traditional 

music courses.  Such a study could provide the opportunity to examine students’ perceptions 

about, and their musical experiences in, these courses.  A study such as this could also provide 

the opportunity to compare responses of students enrolled in only non-traditional music courses 

with those who are concurrently enrolled in non-traditional and traditional music courses.       
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APPENDIX A 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL FORM 
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APPENDIX B 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE 

 
Dear XXXXXXXXXX, 
 
My name is Kenna Veronee and I am a third year PhD candidate in Music Education at Florida 
State University.  I am currently getting ready to begin collecting data for my dissertation and 
am contacting you to respectfully request assistance.  My dissertation is focusing on non-
traditional music courses currently offered in public secondary schools.  Examples of these types 
of courses might be guitar, steel pans, music theory, MIDI, composition, music history, or 
anything else that is not directly related to band, orchestra, or chorus.  Right now I 
am assembling a database, including names and email addresses, of teachers that are currently 
teaching these courses.  For the purposes of this study, I have decided to only look at teachers in 
Florida, Georgia, and Alabama which is why I am contacting your organization.  
 
Would you be willing to forward this email to your state’s Music Education Association 
membership as an invitation to participate?  I would like to request that any teachers who 
currently teach a non-traditional music course, and are willing to participate in my study, contact 
me at this email address.  I would then be able to directly email them the link to my survey. 
 
I have received IRB approval from Florida State University and would be happy supply the 
approval letter and application materials if requested.  
 
If you have any questions, or would like any additional information, please feel free to contact 
me. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Kenna Veronee 
Graduate Teaching Assistant 
College of Music 
Florida State University 
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APPENDIX C 

MUSIC TEACHER INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE 

 
Dear XXXXXXXXXX, 
 
My name is Kenna Veronee and I am a third year PhD candidate in Music Education at Florida 
State University.  I am currently getting ready to begin collecting data for my dissertation and am 
contacting you to respectfully request assistance.  My dissertation is focusing on the non-
traditional music courses offered in public secondary schools.  Examples of these types of 
courses might be guitar, steel pans, music theory, MIDI, composition, music history, or anything 
else that is not directly related to band, orchestra, or chorus.  Right now, I am assembling a 
database, including names and email addresses, of teachers that are currently teaching these 
courses.  For the purposes of this study, I have decided to only look at teachers in Florida, 
Georgia, and Alabama which is why I am contacting you. Would you happen to know any 
teachers in your area, or anywhere within these three states, that teach non-traditional music 
courses?  If so, would you be willing to provide me with their name and an email address?  If 
not, do you know of anyone that you think may be able to assist me?   
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kenna Veronee 
Graduate Teaching Assistant 
College of Music  
Florida State University 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



69 

APPENDIX D 

CONSENT FORM 

 

You are invited to participate in a research study regarding nontraditional music courses in 
secondary schools.  Please read this consent form in its entirety before completing the survey. 
 
The study:  The purpose of this study is to examine the offerings of nontraditional music courses 
in secondary schools in selected culturally diverse states.  A secondary purpose is to investigate 
the training acquired by the educators who teach these courses.   
 
Procedures: If you agree to participate, you will be asked to consent to the following: 
 1. Complete a survey of questions related to non-traditional music courses which will take  
  no more than 10 minutes.   
 2. Provide your name and email address if you are willing to be contacted for a follow-up  
  interview. 
 
Risks and benefits: There are no known risks to the participants of this study.  There are no 
direct benefits to the participants of this study.    
 
Compensation: There is no compensation for this study. 
 
Confidentiality: The records of this study will be kept confidential, to the extent permitted by 
law. All data collected in this study will be anonymous, and participants will not be identifiable 
in any future reporting of results.  
 
Voluntary Participation:  Your participation in this study is completely voluntary.  If you 
decide not to participate in this study, your decision will not have any negative consequences.  If 
you decide to take part, you are free to stop the study at any time.  You may skip any section that 
you do not feel comfortable completing.  You are also free to withdraw at any time without 
affecting your relationship with Florida State University.  The researcher for this study is 

Kenna Veronee who is overseen by Dr. Steven Kelly, the faculty advisor for this study.  

You may reach Dr. Kelly at (850) 644-4069 or xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.  You may reach 
Kenna Veronee at (561) 676-6624 or xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.  Please feel free to ask any questions 
you have now, or at any point in the future.  If you have any questions or concerns about your 
rights as a research subject, you may contact the FSU Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (850) 
644-8633 or you may access their website at http://www.fsu.research.edu.  You may print a copy 
of this consent form for your records. 
 
 
 
By clicking “Next,” you are providing your consent to participate in the study. 
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APPENDIX E 

SURVEY MEASURE 
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APPENDIX F 

QUALTRICS INVITATION EMAIL 

 
Dear XXXXXXXXXX,  
 
My name is Kenna Veronee and I am a doctoral candidate in music education at Florida State 
University.  I am currently writing my dissertation focusing on non-traditional music courses, 
and am writing to ask for your participation in my study.  Your name and email address were 
provided to me either by yourself or a colleague of yours. 
 
The study consists of an online survey containing several questions about the type of non-
traditional music courses you are currently teaching, as well as your training for these courses.  It 
should take no longer than 10 minutes to complete. 
 
If you are willing to participate in this study, please click on the link provided below to begin. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at this email address. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of participating in this research project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kenna Veronee 
Graduate Teaching Assistant	
College of Music 
Florida State University 
 
Follow this link to the Survey: 
Take the survey 
 
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
https://fsu.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=a5xD0AdMTqOWohT_2aZAAOY20vO4aWN_MLRP_6K
ECPcpXtKGzCmh&Q_CHL=email 
 
Follow the link to opt out of future emails: 
Click here to unsubscribe 
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APPENDIX G 

INTERVIEW INVITATION EMAIL 

 
Dear XXXXXXXXXX, 
 
My name is Kenna Veronee and I am a third year PhD candidate in Music Education at Florida 
State University.  Recently, you completed a Qualtrics survey about non-traditional music 
courses and indicated that you were willing to be contacted for follow up questions.  Are you still 
willing to answer a few follow up questions about your experiences with non-traditional music 
courses?  If so, I would like to schedule a short interview in hopes to glean more details about 
this topic.  I do not foresee our conversation lasting more than 30 minutes.  If you are still willing 
to participate, please respond to this email and we will arrange a time to speak that is most 
convenient for you. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kenna Veronee 
Graduate Teaching Assistant 
College of Music  
Florida State University 
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APPENDIX H 

INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS 

Teacher 1 

KV:   What do you think are some of the benefits of including nontraditional music courses, 

like a music technology course or others, in a secondary music program? 

*  First of all, the traditional performance–based classes don’t give the same musical 

opportunities that these courses offer.  The opportunity to sit down, and record, create, 

compose and arrange is not a normal part of your band, chorus, or orchestra class.  That’s 

not to knock the band, chorus, or orchestra classes.  We all do what we do really well, 

and service our children in wonderful ways.  They obviously get a lot out of it.  But, 

when you have 50, 60, 70, 80 in a class, you’re not going to take the time to give 

composition lessons to every kid.  You are not going to take the class time to let them sit 

down and teach the students these projects and do these things.  It’s a wonderful 

supplement to those, not that it should replace band, chorus, or orchestra classes.  I don’t 

think it should.  But, it’s a wonderful supplement.  And, like I said before, for those 

students who are not in band, chorus, or orchestra and are not necessarily cut out to be a 

singer or instrumentalist in an ensemble, doesn’t mean that they’re not musicians.  What 

they lack in performance skills many of them more than make up for in creativity and 

musical prowess.  There is a whole population of students that the band, chorus, and 

orchestra classes don’t service.  One way that I describe it to the students, because they 

all come in very skeptical about what the class is going to be, is if this were a baseball 

class, I’m not going to try to make a baseball team.  This is a class about baseball.  This is 

a class about sport, about the rules and evolution of the game, strategies, what works well 
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and what doesn’t work well.  Not every coach out there played the game, or if they did, 

they didn’t necessarily play it well.  That doesn’t mean that they don’t know the game or 

could contribute to the history of the game.  It’s about keeping music in touch with as 

many young student lives as possible.  About helping them gain an appreciation and 

enjoyment of music in an aesthetic way, and also in an analytical way, and a cultural 

way.   If they can’t get that gratification in a band, chorus, or orchestra class, maybe they 

can get it here.  Or maybe if they already do get it in a band, chorus, or orchestra class, 

they can get it in this type of class in a different way.  It might speak to them in a totally 

different way.  It’s just a different direction and a different way to deliver.  And it needs 

to be delivered.   

KV:   Absolutely, I love your baseball analogy.  What do you think are some of the challenges 

of including nontraditional music courses in a secondary music program? 

*  Most music educators are trained to teach a performance-based class be it band, chorus, 

or orchestra.  Or even some of the newer ones like jazz bands or guitar ensembles, or 

other cultural music classes like in some of the southwestern states like Mariachi 

bands.  Those are performance-based classes.  Because most of the educators are trained 

to teach these classes, they don’t want to teach anything else.  They just want to teach 

band all day, or chorus all day, or orchestra all day.  There are a lot of colleagues of mine 

that are wonderful music educators, and I respect them immensely and love them as 

friends, but I know for a fact that they would quit their job and take a position at another 

school before they taught a general music class.  They just hate the idea of doing it so 

much.  I think a large part of that, aside from what they’re trained to do, is that it’s out of 

their comfort zone.  Another part of it is, in a performance-based class, every child wants 
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to be there.  They’ve all selected their elective classes.  They’ve all elected to be 

there.  And in a general music class, those students are assigned to your class.  It’s a very 

different student attitude that walks into the room.  It’s a very different feeling.  Of 

course, along with the elective part of it, many teachers have the option to have a student 

removed and taken off their rosters if behavior becomes a problem or performance 

becomes a problem.  In these general music classes, or alternative classes, where it’s not 

an elective class, that’s just not an option.  Sometimes, I suppose a principal might do a 

teacher a favor, but that’s generally not an option.  The other thing is budget.  Music 

technology classes in particular, they’re very expensive.  I don’t know if it’s more 

expensive than a band or orchestra budget with all of the instrument expenses, but it’s 

certainly more expensive than my chorus budget.  I’ve got a lab of 35 Mac desktop 

computers, they each have their own MIDI controller, and their own USB digital 

interface, which allows the sound to be converted into digital information in the 

computer.  Every station is expensive.  I don’t know if I can put an exact price on it, but 

obviously it’s a very expensive lab.  The school has to make a very large investment in a 

class like that.  Most schools have two or three labs that are shared by the whole 

school.  In this case, you’re going to have one lab that is dedicated to one teacher and one 

curriculum.  That’s not as monetarily feasible in some instances.  You’re hardly ever 

going to have a teacher that just teaches one of these types of classes.  Usually you’ll 

have a teacher that teaches both like me, chorus and music technology.  A lot of people 

are just not willing to do that extra work.  They just want to exist in their one 

world.  There’s a challenge.   
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Teacher 2 

 

KV: What do you think are the benefits of including non-traditional music courses such as 

these in the secondary music program? 

* I’m seeing students getting excited about music which is extremely important.  I’m 

seeing them consider enrolling in other music programs alongside of this.  I’m seeing it 

spark their interest and say, “Maybe I should take guitar class next year because I’m 

really interested in guitar now,” or “I want to get better at guitar.”  I see the same thing 

with piano, or maybe they want to be a better singer and will join chorus.  I do see it as 

being an enrichment to the music program at our school without a doubt.  It also gives the 

students who are already enrolled in those programs, like I have a lot of band students, 

and you see them get to do something that’s a little more creative rather than a structured 

marching band rehearsal.  It’s keeping them interested about music and also keeps them 

excited about coming to school.  I see it working both ways: enriching it with new 

students entering the program, and also keeping students who are already there excited 

and doing creative stuff. 

KV:  What do you think are some of the challenges of non-traditional music courses? 

* Not having a curriculum as one.  I teach this class at the same time as I teach the guitar 

class.  It’s in the same room.  They have a lot of freedom, and if they don’t take 

advantage of the time that they have-  they have to be motivated to do stuff.  If they don’t 

do anything, like if 90 minutes goes by and they haven’t decided what their projects 

going to be, I can’t make those decisions for them.  There isn’t anything that’s really too 

challenging with it.  It does take a lot of technology and funding to get these programs 

up.  Luckily I haven’t had too much trouble with that.  Usually administrators understand 
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and are more excited about programs like this then they are like a traditional orchestra.  

They’d rather put this on the forefront of what the school’s doing, rather than what the 

orchestras doing.  That’s a little bit of a challenge to me, because I think the orchestra 

program is far more superior as far as musicianship goes.  I think the students in both 

programs would agree with that.  Anytime there’s an event, they always want the rock 

band to go before the orchestra.  It’s understandable, kind of, but it kind of overshadows 

some of the better musicianship that’s going on in the school.  It’s something I’m kind of 

trying to balance out.  Non-traditional music class kids are not nearly as ready to perform 

as the band, choir, and orchestra kids at my school.  But, I think only the students and 

teachers in those programs really, truly understand that. 
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Teacher 3 

KV: What do you think are some of the benefits of non-traditional music courses in secondary 

music programs? 

* I think it gives kids options to do something different or expand on what they already 

love.  I have a lot of kids in the theory class that love music and think that they want to do 

it professionally, but then they don’t realize that they have to learn all of the ins and outs.  

Not just singing.  So, that gives them a little bit of background and it provides them a 

routine in their day that is more similar to what they would get in the professional world 

with more focused classes and that.  But, it also gives kids a chance to explore something 

in music that maybe they didn’t realize they liked.  In music technology there’s no pre-

requisite.  You just kind of get thrown into form, and playing piano, and writing music, 

and you don’t have to have any previous experience.  Kids really dig that because that’s 

where their genre of music is really going.  Not everybody wants to sing, even though I 

want them to, not everybody wants to play in band or be in the marching band, but they 

still want that exposure to music.  I think it’s important to offer that.  With drama, it’s not 

that plays aren’t great, they are, but what everybody talks about is what’s on Broadway 

and that’s the musicals right now.  There are plays on Broadway, but the kids are all into 

the musicals.  I can provide an acting, and singing, and dancing in one class instead of 

just focusing on their acting.   

KV: What do you think are some of the challenges of non-traditional music courses? 

* Not having any training.  And then, within a day, I literally have six different preps.  

Sometimes I walk into class and I’ll start introducing the lesson, and it will be for the 

wrong class.  The big challenge is to focus yourself.  Now, if you only had to teach one of 
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those, say in conjunction with a choir or band, I’m sure it wouldn’t be as difficult.  But, 

all of those within a day is pretty interesting. 
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