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Abstract
Post-secondary music courses are being offered in an online learning format at an
exponential rate of increase (Johnson & Hawley, in press). The purpose of this multiple case
study was to develop a teaching framework that assists music faculty members in transitioning
from traditional face-to-face classroom teaching to teaching in the online environment. The three
case studies included: 1) hybrid online courses; 2) a fully online course focused on social
constructivist learning and; 3) fully online courses with limited student interaction. Case data
was collected from 11 faculty and 4 student interviews, 16 online student surveys, and 2 faculty
focus group discussions between November 2014 and November 2015.
First Cycle and Second Cycle data coding and analyses (Saldaña, 2013) revealed four
essential elements for online music courses: 1) online music pedagogy (e.g., teaching
philosophies, authentic music learning, openness to online music learning, institutional support,
and learning approaches); 2) course design (e.g., planning, organization, multimedia use, and
course design process); 3) assessment (e.g., meaningful opportunities to demonstrate music
learning), and 4) communication (e.g., methods for exploring subject content and technology
tools). The data collected from Community of Inquiry student surveys (Arbaugh et al., 2008) and
student interviews indicated that the incorporation of these components assisted learning.
The resulting teaching framework was developed from both literature and findings from
the case studies. It incorporates evidenced components (course design, assessment, and
communication) with online pedagogy incorporated in its iterative development process. This
framework was presented to and subsequently validated by the faculty who participated in the
study.
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The findings and implications of this study contribute relevant evidence about current
online music learning and teaching practices. Overall, constructivist and social constructivist
learning approaches to course design were found assistive to providing students with interactive
learning in the online environment. The implications of this study are that online music faculty
require ongoing active participation in sustainable workshops as well as mentoring, and that
administrators choosing new online music faculty members should seek those who have both an
openness for online teaching and past experience in teaching using innovative technology.

iii

Acknowledgements
Momentous accomplishments are not made in solitary. With this in mind, I am grateful
for my deeply-rooted support network of family, friends and colleagues scattered the world over.
You have provided me with much-needed encouragement, words of advice, and prayer as I
completed this Ph.D. journey. There are a number of people that I would like to specifically
thank as they have been a significant source of support:
I grateful for my family (Mom, Dad, Linda, Scott, Mac, & Brenna). You have loved me
and cheered me on at all times while graciously giving me the space I needed to finish well. I am
indebted to my Nashville family and inner circle of inseparable friends who have encouraged me
over the distances as I completed this task. To each one of you, I owe you a depth of gratitude
that cannot be repaid. You have truly been applets of gold in settings of silver. I value each one
of you and have appreciated your support in this journey.
Thank you to Dr. Jennifer Lock and my doctoral committee members. Dr. Lock has been
my awe-inspiring supervisor, late-night email responder, and online learning herald. Thank you
for your tireless efforts to encourage me to find the “so what” and meaning behind the words.
Your scholarship and mentorship are appreciated beyond words. I am grateful to the counsel of
my doctoral committee and for your all of your guiding efforts that resulted in this work.
Finally, I give honour and thanks to my Lord and saviour, Jesus Christ - in whom I live,
move and have my being. All good things in life come from you alone.

Editing was completed by Dr. Virginia McGowan, McGowan & Co.: The Write Edit Group, with
the approval of the student’s supervisor/instructor.

iv

Table of Contents

Abstract.......................................................................................................................................... ii	
  
Acknowledgements ...................................................................................................................... iv	
  
Table of Contents .............................................................................Error! Bookmark not defined.	
  
List of Tables ................................................................................................................................. x	
  
List of Figures............................................................................................................................... xi	
  
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................... 1	
  
Introduction................................................................................................................................... 1	
  
Literature Context ........................................................................................................................... 2	
  
Statement of the Problem............................................................................................................. 3	
  
Purpose of the Study..................................................................................................................... 4	
  
Context of Study............................................................................................................................ 4	
  
Significance of the framework for learning music online. ............................................................. 5	
  
Research Questions....................................................................................................................... 6	
  
Definitions...................................................................................................................................... 6	
  
Theoretical Framework................................................................................................................ 8	
  
Jean Piaget. ..................................................................................................................................... 9	
  
John Dewey..................................................................................................................................... 9	
  
Constructivism: Learning through action. .................................................................................... 10	
  
Social constructivism. ................................................................................................................... 11	
  
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................... 14	
  
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW.......................................................................... 15	
  
Introduction................................................................................................................................. 15	
  
Online Learning .......................................................................................................................... 15	
  
Online learning environments (OLE). .......................................................................................... 16	
  
History of Online Learning ........................................................................................................ 16	
  
Ties to distance learning. .............................................................................................................. 17	
  
Educational technology................................................................................................................. 18	
  
Blurring of influences. .................................................................................................................. 19	
  
Trends .......................................................................................................................................... 19	
  
Tablet computing. ......................................................................................................................... 19	
  
MOOCs. ........................................................................................................................................ 21	
  
Meaningful Learning in Online Environments........................................................................ 21	
  
Constructivism. ............................................................................................................................. 22	
  
Online Learning Practices.......................................................................................................... 24	
  
Teaching approach. ....................................................................................................................... 25	
  
Instructional Design.................................................................................................................... 29	
  
The “ADDIE” model. ................................................................................................................... 31	
  
v

Gagné’s Conditions of Learning................................................................................................... 32	
  
Clark and Mayer’s Principles of Design....................................................................................... 32	
  
Three “C” model. .......................................................................................................................... 33	
  
Motivation through Attention-Relevance-Confidence-Satisfaction (ARCS). .............................. 35	
  
Instructional design summary. ...................................................................................................... 36	
  
CoI Model. .................................................................................................................................... 36	
  
Learning Music ........................................................................................................................... 38	
  
Brief History of Music Education in the United States ........................................................... 39	
  
Music education and technology. ................................................................................................. 40	
  
Current State of Music Education............................................................................................. 40	
  
Emergence of formal online music courses. ................................................................................. 44	
  
Philosophical Views in Music Education .................................................................................. 45	
  
Neuroscience and music. .............................................................................................................. 47	
  
Learning in music. ........................................................................................................................ 48	
  
Summary of music learning. ......................................................................................................... 52	
  
Bridging Online Learning and Music Education..................................................................... 52	
  
Use of online tools in music education studies............................................................................. 53	
  
Studies of online music courses.................................................................................................... 53	
  
Outcomes of online music courses. .............................................................................................. 54	
  
Constructivist applications in online music courses. .................................................................... 55	
  
Challenges for online music courses............................................................................................. 57	
  
Seeking Meaningful Learning in Online Music Courses ........................................................ 58	
  
Research gap. ................................................................................................................................ 59	
  
CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN ........................................................................... 61	
  
Case Study Approach ................................................................................................................. 61	
  
Participants.................................................................................................................................. 65	
  
Data Collection ............................................................................................................................ 65	
  
Phase One student surveys............................................................................................................ 67	
  
Phase Two interviews. .................................................................................................................. 69	
  
Phase Three focus group discussions............................................................................................ 71	
  
Phase Three documentation. ......................................................................................................... 73	
  
Data Analyses .............................................................................................................................. 74	
  
Survey data.................................................................................................................................... 74	
  
Semi-structured individual interview data analyses. .................................................................... 74	
  
Analyses of focus group discussions. ........................................................................................... 76	
  
Document analyses. ...................................................................................................................... 77	
  
Integrity of the Study.................................................................................................................. 78	
  
Reliability...................................................................................................................................... 78	
  
Triangulation of data..................................................................................................................... 80	
  
Limitations of the study. ............................................................................................................... 80	
  
Delimitations of the study............................................................................................................. 81	
  
Researcher bias. ............................................................................................................................ 81	
  
Data Management....................................................................................................................... 82	
  
Ethics............................................................................................................................................ 83	
  
Timeline for Study ...................................................................................................................... 84	
  
vi

Challenges to Consider ............................................................................................................... 85	
  
CHAPTER FOUR: CASE STUDY ONE ................................................................................. 87	
  
Case Context................................................................................................................................ 87	
  
Program context. ........................................................................................................................... 88	
  
Study Participants....................................................................................................................... 89	
  
Faculty member participants......................................................................................................... 89	
  
Student participants....................................................................................................................... 94	
  
Findings........................................................................................................................................ 96	
  
Online music pedagogy................................................................................................................. 96	
  
Course design.............................................................................................................................. 106	
  
Assessment.................................................................................................................................. 114	
  
Communication........................................................................................................................... 116	
  
Summary of Findings ............................................................................................................... 123	
  
CHAPTER FIVE: CASE STUDY TWO ................................................................................ 125	
  
Case Context.............................................................................................................................. 125	
  
Program context. ......................................................................................................................... 126	
  
Study Participants..................................................................................................................... 127	
  
Faculty member participant. ....................................................................................................... 127	
  
Student participants..................................................................................................................... 128	
  
Findings...................................................................................................................................... 129	
  
Online music pedagogy............................................................................................................... 129	
  
Course design.............................................................................................................................. 131	
  
Assessment.................................................................................................................................. 135	
  
Communication........................................................................................................................... 136	
  
Summary of Findings ............................................................................................................... 139	
  
CHAPTER SIX: CASE STUDY THREE............................................................................... 141	
  
Case Context.............................................................................................................................. 141	
  
Program context. ......................................................................................................................... 142	
  
Study Participants..................................................................................................................... 143	
  
Faculty participants..................................................................................................................... 143	
  
Student participants..................................................................................................................... 146	
  
Findings...................................................................................................................................... 147	
  
Online music pedagogy............................................................................................................... 147	
  
Course design.............................................................................................................................. 150	
  
Assessment.................................................................................................................................. 156	
  
Communication........................................................................................................................... 159	
  
Summary of Findings ............................................................................................................... 164	
  
CHAPTER SEVEN: CROSS-CASE COMPARISON .......................................................... 166	
  
Case Contexts ............................................................................................................................ 166	
  
Online Music Pedagogy ............................................................................................................ 167	
  
Teaching philosophies. ............................................................................................................... 167	
  
Openness to online learning........................................................................................................ 168	
  
Institutional support. ................................................................................................................... 168	
  
vii

Learning approaches. .................................................................................................................. 169	
  
Course Design............................................................................................................................ 171	
  
Organization................................................................................................................................ 172	
  
Planning. ..................................................................................................................................... 173	
  
Course design process................................................................................................................. 173	
  
Assessment ................................................................................................................................. 174	
  
Communication ......................................................................................................................... 175	
  
Communication tools. ................................................................................................................. 176	
  
Asynchronous and synchronous communication tools............................................................... 177	
  
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 182	
  
CHAPTER EIGHT: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS ............................................... 183	
  
Essential Elements of Online Music Courses ......................................................................... 183	
  
Online music pedagogy............................................................................................................... 183	
  
Course design.............................................................................................................................. 185	
  
Assessment.................................................................................................................................. 186	
  
Communication........................................................................................................................... 188	
  
Elements that Influence Instructional Design and Facilitation ............................................ 189	
  
Cognitive presence...................................................................................................................... 189	
  
Social presence............................................................................................................................ 190	
  
Teaching presence....................................................................................................................... 191	
  
Framework ................................................................................................................................ 192	
  
Design. ........................................................................................................................................ 193	
  
Communication........................................................................................................................... 194	
  
Assessment.................................................................................................................................. 195	
  
Teaching framework for online music courses........................................................................... 196	
  
Framework Validation ............................................................................................................. 197	
  
Implications ............................................................................................................................... 198	
  
Implications for faculty............................................................................................................... 199	
  
Implications for administrators. .................................................................................................. 200	
  
Recommendations for Future Research ................................................................................. 201	
  
Student music learning outcomes. .............................................................................................. 201	
  
Faculty supports. ......................................................................................................................... 202	
  
Music technology tools for learning. .......................................................................................... 203	
  
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 203	
  
REFERENCES.......................................................................................................................... 205	
  
APPENDIX A: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STUDENT
PARTICIPANTS ...................................................................................................................... 239	
  
APPENDIX B: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR FACULTY	
  
PARTICIPANTS......................................................................................................................... 240	
  
APPENDIX C: FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS .................................................................... 241	
  
APPENDIX D: SAMPLE OF FIRST AND SECOND CYCLE CODING.......................... 242	
  

viii

ix

List of Tables
3.1 Participant Groups in Three-Phase Data Collection………………………………..…….66
3.2 Participant Group Contributions in Three-Phase Data Collection……………...……..….67
4.1 Characteristics of Case One Faculty Participants…………………………………….…..93
4.2 Case One Faculty Perceptions Regarding Online Learning………………………..….….94
4.3 Characteristics of Student Participants……………………………………………………95
5.1 Characteristics of Student Participants………………………………………….……….128
6.1 Characteristics of Faculty Participants…………………………………………….….…146
6.2 Characteristics of Student Participants…………………………………………………..147
7.1 Communication Tools Used………………………………………………….………… 178

x

List of Figures
Figure 1. Percentage comparison of students’ perception of instructor clarity in course topics
and course goals. ................................................................................................................. 108	
  
Figure 2. Comparison of students’ perceptions of online learning tasks. .................................. 111	
  
Figure 3. Student comfort with conversing, interacting and participating with other students
online................................................................................................................................... 121	
  
Figure 4. Student perceptions of course design and organization. ............................................. 154	
  
Figure 5. Students’ Affective Expression Toward Online Music Course .................................. 163	
  
Figure 6. Learning Connection: Design ..................................................................................... 194	
  
Figure 7. Learning Connection: Communication....................................................................... 195	
  
Figure 8. Learning Connection: Assessment.............................................................................. 196	
  
Figure 9. Teaching framework for online music courses ........................................................... 197	
  

xi

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Introduction
As society moved forward in using technology for business and personal purposes, the
institutions of education followed suit. Traditional post-secondary classroom methods are
embracing 21st-century tools to assist with students’ learning: constructing and confirming their
knowledge and practical skills.
However, research that identifies effective learning postures is warranted when
considering the adoption of specific educational technologies (Bandura, 1993; Garrison, 2011;
Jonassen, 1999; Jonassen, Davidson, Collins, Campbell, & Haag, 1995; Molenda & Boling,
2009). Subjects such as music are also moving toward the online learning context and therefore
should also have research-based evidence to support online learning. This study undertook to
examine what components of online learning are currently being considered for use in
undergraduate online music courses. The increased use of digital technologies requires a
paradigm shift in teaching practices for creating effective learning environments (Garrison,
2011). Framed within the theoretical lens of social constructivism, this research study highlights
relevant ideas, constructs, and challenges in the development of a practical model for postsecondary online music courses.
This chapter provides a brief introduction to the study’s context: its purpose and
definitions used, and also situates the study in the theoretical framework of social constructivism.
It is followed by an extensive literature review in Chapter Two to address the fields of online
learning and music education. The detailed process undertaken for this study is presented in
Chapter Three. Three unique cases are presented in Chapters Four, Five, and Six. A cross-case
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comparison is provided in Chapter Seven. Chapter Eight presents the discussion and suggests
implications of this research.
Literature Context
Internet-based learning environments, termed online learning, are becoming more
popular in formal education, and describe courses that have 80 percent or more of instruction
online (Allen & Seaman, 2014). Identified as being equivalent learning environments to the
traditional classroom (Delialioglu & Yildirim, 2008; Guiller, Durndell, & Ross, 2008; Means,
Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones, 2010; Osguthorpe & Graham, 2003; Robertson, Grant &
Jackson, 2005; Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006; Tang & Byrne, 2007), post-secondary online
courses have steadily increased as institutions recognize the financial savings associated with elearning over the provision of face-to-face courses (Bowen, Chingos, Lack, & Nygren, 2013).
According to Tallent-Runnels et al. (2006), 90 percent of two-year public programs and 89
percent of four-year public programs in American post-secondary institutions had online distance
learning components in 2000–2001. Equivalent to almost 2.9 million online students in the
United States during 2000, this figure has grown to over 6.1 million students enrolled in online
courses by the fall of 2010 (Allen & Seaman, 2011).
Music courses in a Bachelor of Music program contain highly specialized instruction to
assist students attain professional-level musical abilities. This instruction requires a master
musician-instructor for all music courses in addition to one-to-one instruction in private applied
lessons. The one-to-one traditional model of teaching is geographically and financially limiting,
however, due to students needing to relocate to the same place as the instructor.
While many scholars and researchers have highlighted the need for change in the field of
music education (Jones, 2005; Reimer, 2003), addressing the limitations imposed by geographic
2

and financial challenges in post-secondary music requires adjustment to a new pedagogy. This
new pedagogy involves a paradigmatic shift for instructors, students, and policy makers, and
development of new teaching methods and ideas (Crawford, 2013; Himonides, 2012; Pitts &
Kwami 2002; Savage, 2007).
Technology may assist in the reform of post-secondary music courses as a shift in
pedagogy transitions face-to-face instruction toward the inclusion of online learning. Current
music education research suggests that online learning technologies can assist by providing a
means of engagement that will encourage the necessary reforms in the post-secondary music
education experience (Crawford, 2013). Furthermore, Brown and Adler (2008) suggested that the
pervasiveness of technology permits an unprecedented number of people, including previously
geographically excluded groups and individuals, to experience personalized learning through
online learning. Therefore, it is posited that the capacity for Bachelor of Music program online
courses (e.g., classical and commercial performance, musicology, music history, and music
theory courses) can provide flexibility and accessibility; they can bridge geographic boundaries
and socioeconomic impediments through the merging of online learning and music learning to
form a framework for online post-secondary music courses.
Statement of the Problem
The discipline of post-secondary music can be positively influenced by the incorporation
of constructivist learning and new technologies (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Hubmayer, 2009;
Jones, 2005; Mark, 1999; Reimer, 2003; Webster, 2007). To date, much of the emphasis in postsecondary online learning has focused on academic subject areas (Allen & Seaman, 2013).
Consequently, online music courses in post-secondary music may help address the geographic
and financial challenges of current and potential music students. Therefore, it is posited that the
3

merging of the two disciplines (i.e., music education and online learning) may reveal possible
pedagogical solutions to the emerging field of learning music online.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research was to identify the essential elements of current online
learning approaches used in academic music courses and to critically consider their application
in the development of an online pedagogical framework for undergraduate online music courses.
Context of Study
Various researchers cited the need for increased use of technology in post-secondary
music education (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Draper, 2008; Hammond & Davis, 2005), as well as
improved capability of communication technologies to provide access across geographic
barriers. Scholars posited that online music courses can become effective learning experiences to
enable students to develop technical performance skills (Dye, 2007), composition and theory
skills (Albertich-Artal & Sangra, 2012), and contribute to social constructivist learning (Keast,
2008; Waldron, 2013). Technology is not the only requirement for successful online teaching
and learning music education outcomes, however; a framed pedagogy is an integral component
(Perves, 2012).
The development of a framework for online music courses demanded the integration of
the educational fields of design and technology within pedagogy. More specifically, the
framework had to bring together online instructional course design, communication technologies,
and pedagogy informed by appropriate research and praxis in the fields of both online learning
and music. This intersection of innovative learning technology and teaching music research
reveals how complex online music education may be if artistic individuality (Csikszentmihalyi,
1990) and the practice of learning music are included (Elliott, 1995).
4

The multiple case studies investigated in this study consisted of a three-phase method of
data collection and analysis. Students and faculty (i.e., online instructors, instructional designers,
and administrators) from three university Bachelor of Music programs were invited to participate
in the study. Case One had 20 total participants from a sampling frame of 60 (n = 20), Case Two
had three total participants out of a possible 20 (n = 3), and Case Three had six total participants
from a possible 95 (n = 6).
Phase One provided student participants with an opportunity to identify their experiences
in online music learning through the Community of Inquiry (CoI) survey instrument (Arbaugh et
al., 2008). These surveys sought to identify the effectiveness of online practices and tools of
cognitive-, social-, and teaching-presences. Specific examples of teaching and learning practices
were further described by student and faculty participants through individual semi-structured
interviews in Phase Two of data collection. Phase Three consisted of focus group discussions
with online faculty members to explore an online teaching framework developed from the
literature and data analyzed from the previously completed Phases One and Two. A focus group
discussion did not take place in Case Two due to participation of only one faculty member in that
particular case study.
As originally posited, the overall data helped articulate various components that make up
online music courses and highlighted the challenges as well. These findings are presented in a
formal discussion. Implications for the further study of online undergraduate music courses are
presented as well.
Significance of the framework for learning music online. It is expected that the
development of a framework for online music education will provide guidance for the effective
use of technologies that respond to the unequal availability of post-secondary music learning in
5

many regions of the world. It is further posited that this research may lead to increased design
efficacy in the provision and utilization of online music courses and consequently benefit the
current and future music community.
By accommodating artistic learning and creativity in teaching (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990), a
teaching framework for online music learning can address immediate and future educational
trends of higher education as outlined by Johnson et al. (2013). Identification of these essential
elements for learning music online addresses student and instructor needs by providing a
research-based understanding of meaningful learning environments for the student and a
practical understanding of implementation requirements for educators.
Research Questions
The specific research questions were:
1) What are the essential elements of current online music courses at the post-secondary
level?
2) From the Community of Inquiry framework (Garrison et al., 2001), what identifiable
elements influence instructional design and facilitation in online music courses at the
post-secondary level?
3) Using the elements identified from the data, how do these elements inform a
pedagogical framework for developing online music courses at the post-secondary
level?
Definitions
Applied Music denotes specialized post-secondary music courses taught by an expert musician
that focus on aspects of music performance to promote learning mastery of one’s instrument or
voice.
6

Community of Inquiry (CoI) framework refers to the initial research of Garrison et al. (2000)
and subsequent studies that identified collaborative and constructivist online learning
experiences using indicators of social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence
(Arbaugh et al., 2008; Kupczynski, Ice, Wiesenmayer, & McCluskey, 2008; Means et al., 2010;
Shea & Bidjerano, 2009; Swan et al., 2008; Randianasolo, 2013).
Distance Education refers to learning environments in which time and place demonstrate
neither causality nor dependency for achievement of learning outcomes (Sherbon & Kish, 2005).
Music Technology includes non-digital and digital technologies that contribute to the creation
and understanding of music through a variety of perspectives (i.e., production of music, learning
music, evaluation of music, and access to music) as described by Himonides (2012).
Online Learning is an overarching term that includes web-facilitated courses, blended courses,
and online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2011).
Online Learning Environment (OLE) is a web-based learning space that houses learning
artefacts used as specific pedagogical tools for learning such as courses (Moore, Dickson-Deane,
& Gaylen, 2011).
Online Music Courses refers to courses taken as partial or whole requirements for a Bachelor of
Music degree that are offered in a fully OLE.
Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) is an Internet-based interface that is designed to engage
student learning through a variety of representations (e.g., text, graphics, video, etc.) with a
pedagogic approach that encourages students to participate as co-constructors of their learning
(Dillenbourg, Schneider, & Synteta, 2002).

7

Theoretical Framework
A theoretical framework is open to interpretation by the practitioner within the context of
its pragmatic implementation. Consequently, theoretical interpretations are taken on by the
researcher and used as guides for understanding “rich and progressive” (Dewey, 1910, p. 139)
practical outcomes. This personal experience with the theoretical allows each individual to make
sense of how a study is formed. For this reason, a theoretical framework that addresses
experiential learning has been implemented.
The theoretical framework must also address effective learning practices for both
individual and social learning contexts with application to meaningful learning for artists as
described by Csikszentmihalyi (1990). Therefore, the context of social constructivism (Bandura,
1991; Vygotsky, 1978), which was built upon the earlier constructivist principles of Piaget
(1970) and Dewey (1910), was applied in conjunction with the CoI survey (Arbaugh et al., 2008)
as a validation mechanism.
A well-established learning theory that centrally positions the individual experience is
constructivism. Rooted in the works of Jean Piaget (1977) and John Dewey (1938),
constructivism has come to acquire many different interpretations and theoretical outgrowths as
noted by Jonassen (1991; 1992; 2013). Jonassen’s work of constructivism for educational
technology through problem-based learning is combined with Vygotsky’s (1981) purposeful
learning through social interactions (i.e., social constructivism). While each of these theoretical
outgrowths are in themselves integral to constructivism, it was important for this study to first
explore the initial theoretical foundations prior to engaging with any secondary source
implications.
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Jean Piaget. From his years of work with children in the 20th century, Piaget identified
cognition as the response to individuals making sense of and acting upon their world. The focus
of active participant, as opposed to passive, became the described transition point in Piaget’s
sequential developmental stages of children as cognitively active participants in their learning
(Winzer, 1992). As Piaget (1970) outlined his stages of development, he noted the importance of
interactions between the learner and his world in conjunction with learner and others. These
interactions had consequences for learner motivation, knowledge organization of new and old
experiences (i.e., equilibration), and the impact of learner action upon his environment through
social experience (i.e., social transmission). Piaget’s focus on the learning process was on how
learning took place in individuals. Be it through individual encounters or social interactions (e.g.,
peer discussions or open dialogue), Piaget viewed education as a growth process that
incorporated social, moral, and intellectual instructions (Piaget, Gruber, & Vonèche, 1977).
John Dewey. During the first part of the 20th century, Dewey’s writings on the process of
thinking and attaining knowledge also affirmed the importance of action for meaningful learning.
This opinion is more aptly stated by Dewey himself: “[T]he acquisition of definiteness and of
coherency (or constancy) of meanings is derived primarily from practical activities” (Dewey,
1910, p. 123). Dewey proposed that an acquired sense of meaning developed through a fivestage reflective process (Dewey, 1910, p. 72), involving the integral process of critical thinking.
Welcoming the process of reflective thinking as an important learning process, Dewey
(1910) described this component as follows:
We reflect in order that we may get hold of the full and adequate
significance of what happens. Nevertheless, something must be
already understood, the mind must be in possession of some
meaning which it has mastered, or else thinking is impossible. (p.
120).
9

Further addressing the outside activities involved in learning, Dewey (1910) suggested
that “the essence of critical thinking is suspended judgment; and the essence of this suspense is
inquiry to determine the nature of the problem before proceeding to attempts at its solution” (p.
74). It is Dewey’s interlinking of thinking, reflecting, and inquiry that creates a foundation for
continuous experiential activators in the learning process.
Constructivism: Learning through action. From the writings of Piaget and Dewey, we
can see the importance of one’s experience in learning through action. Educational researchers
further explored the connections between how individuals create and make meaning from
experience (Bandura, 1981; Jonassen, 2013; Vygotsky, 1978). The broad scope of this theoretical
research has been termed constructivism, but it also includes the exploration of problem-based
learning (Jonassen, 1999; 2013), scaffolding of learning (Wiggins & McTige, 2005), and selfregulation of learning (Baggeton & Wasson, 2006).
For the purposes of online learning (i.e., the use of educational technology), theory-based
research on constructivism using technology tools becomes relevant for narrowing the scope. For
example, Jonassen (1991; 1992; 2013) contributed enormously to the discussions of technology
as assistive in learner problem-solving construction (2013) and revealed the need for a
paradigmatic change in teaching to address the inclusion of technology (Jonassen et al., 1995).
Adding to the paradigmatic change of student-centred learning, Jonassen (1992) suggests:
Constructivism is concerned with how we construct knowledge
from our experiences, mental structures and beliefs that are used to
interpret objects and events…. Constructivism holds that the mind
is instrumental and essential in interpreting events, objects and
perspectives on the real world, and that those interpretations
comprise a knowledge-base that is personal and individualistic (p.
139).
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From this it can be suggested that constructivism focuses on learner-centred aspects of
individuals constructing their own learning of subject matter and performance skills through their
own understanding. Such experiences are integral for online learners to be set up for successful
learning in an online environment (Garrison, 2011). From a variety of choices that include
asynchronous or synchronous tools, as well as when and by which medium (e.g., text, graphics,
video, or audio), options abound for learners to explore learning in an online environment.
Since constructivist outcomes concern the changes in learning that one experiences (Tam,
2000), it also becomes an important consideration for learning music. Keast (2009) and Scott
(2006) identified constructivism in music teaching as integral for developing students’ learning.
Other researchers identified the importance of constructivism for a musician to build upon
previous and current musical understanding through logical sequences (Elliott, 2009), active
learning (Webster, 2002), and skills for self-reflection and metacognition (Scott, 2006).
Social constructivism. The research of Vygotsky (1978; 1981), and his Zone of
Proximal Development, outlined the benefit of social and cultural connections for meaningful
learning. Moreover, he suggested that the use of purposeful learning through social interactions
furthers individual psychological development (Vygotsky, 1981). Learning is augmented with
higher-level communication that challenges one’s ideas; application needs to occur before viable
constructivist learning takes place, however (Vygotsky, 1978).
Vygotsky’s research and others (Baggetun & Wesson, 2006; Bandura, 1993; Picciano,
2002; Zuscho, 2007) suggested the importance of social interaction for increasing learning
outcomes. While cognition takes place within the individual, social interactions experienced
within one’s environment provide additional ways for learning to occur through observation,
meaningful dialogue, critical reflection, and personal adoption.
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Social constructivism in online learning. Within the context of online learning, the
social and cultural experience of the individual can become strained if course designs do not
accommodate the necessary components of social connections for learning. As suggested by
Piaget (Piaget, Gruber, & Vonèche, 1977) and Dewey (1935), learning involves both individual
experience and social mechanisms. Therefore, the importance of social constructivism in online
courses becomes a paramount component.
Seeking to explain the 21st-century concept of learning through online social
connections, Brown and Adler (2008) suggested that social learning “is based on the premise that
our understanding of content is socially constructed through conversations about that content and
through grounded interactions” (p. 18). This explanation becomes an integral element in the
design and structure of online activities and projects. It further suggests that online activities,
such as discussion forums and listening to peer performances via .mp3, require not only
instructor involvement but also purposefully constructed communication among peers.
Understanding how and when effective social constructivism occurs in an online
environment can be challenging due to the spatial parameters (e.g., not co-located) of an online
environment (Phillips, 2008). Yet, with awareness of design considerations through a social
constructivist lens, the online environment can be created to address raised pedagogical
challenges and potential learning opportunities enabled by technology (Palloff & Pratt, 2007).
Awareness for extended learning opportunities subsequently requires a mechanism for
identifying and monitoring social constructivism in online learning.
A mechanism for monitoring social constructivism. The strength of deploying a
theoretical framework comes from having a mechanism with which to effectively connect theory
to practical assessment outcomes. In the CoI framework, Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2001)
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identified three elements (social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive presence) in an
online learning environment. Their framework identified the integral communication elements
(i.e., presences) found in the interactions of an online text-based forum. Described as interactive
presences, teaching presence, social presence and cognitive presence formed a collaborative
model that reflected the constructivism of Dewey (1910) and Vygotsky (1978).
Designed for describing online and blended environments, the CoI framework is
inherently guided by a participatory and collaborative process for effective learning outcomes.
Utilizing collaboration through the lens of the Practical Inquiry model (Garrison & Archer,
2000), the CoI framework places constructivist-based learning at its core to permit access for
learners through its multiple entry, iterative, and bi-directional inquiry process. The CoI
framework (Garrison et al., 2001) delineates the key aspects of cognitive engagement (cognitive
presence), social engagement (social presence), and organizational design (teaching presence) to
establish the various measures that form the online learning experience. Each presence can be
measured within the online course context and assists in the understanding of student learning
outcomes. Therefore, the mechanism is a helpful validator for the exploration of online music
course components.
This theoretical framework accentuated effective constructivist learning for the online
environment by way of social constructivist research. By using the interconnections of the three
different CoI presences to differentiate ways of learning, the use of CoI as a mechanism for
monitoring social constructivism assisted in identifying the challenges and opportunities offered
by the online teaching framework that was developed.
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Conclusion
A social constructivist theoretical framework provides the required experiential learning
mechanisms for active online learning. Founded in the research of constructivism and social
constructivism, it was also determined that the Community of Inquiry framework can provide
and assist in describing the actions of cognitive presence, social presence and teaching presence
that takes place in the online learning environment (Garrison, 2011). Together, these approaches
will allow for the development of a teaching framework for online music learning that is founded
in constructivist and social constructivist learning.
Through the theoretical lens of social constructivism, the literature review chapter will
identify the complexities involved with connecting online learning with post-secondary music
learning. It further addresses the need for developing a practical, online delivery framework for
teaching online music courses within the breadth and depth of the research literature.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The objective of the first part of this chapter is to provide a broad overview of online
learning: its history, connection to meaningful learning, and elements used to develop an
effective online learning environment. Beginning with an overview of online learning and its
salient means for effective student learning outcomes, this portion of the literature review
highlights components of online learning that are considered relevant to the emerging field of
online music education. The second portion of this chapter focuses in depth on music education:
its traditional pedagogy, philosophical underpinnings, and design for meaningful learning.
Together, through the investigation of both broad and deep contexts, I demonstrate the need for
further research in designing a framework for creating online music education courses.
Online Learning
Online learning has been used to describe a wide spectrum of Internet-based learning
formats (Bowen et al., 2013; Moore, Dickson-Deane, & Galyen, 2011). From video-taped
lectures and archived resources to sophisticated interactive learning environments, online
learning encompasses a variety of learning formats that use the Internet as a vehicle to connect
students with learning.
Identified by Garrison (2011) as one of two divisions of the overarching category of elearning (i.e., online learning and blended learning), online learning has also been defined in
other terms. For example, online learning has been defined as a catch-all phrase for fully online
and blended courses (Means et al., 2009), web-based education (Keller, 2005; Macon, 2011;
Smith & Kurthen, 2007), learning artefacts (Guiller, Durndell & Ross, 2008), and distance
education (Roberts, 2011).
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While some terms may inherently signal a more specific definition of formal online
learning (i.e., blended, hybrid and 100 percent online), Internet use and significant absence of a
required physical classroom space are apparent in all definitions. Therefore, online learning can
be described as taking place over any distance through the use of an Internet-connected computer
inside or outside an actual classroom (Sherbon & Kish, 2005) while providing a student with a
sustainable means for an “educational transaction” (Garrison, 2011, p. 3). With currently over
7.1 million students enrolled in at least one online course (Allen & Seaman, 2014), online
learning is considered a sustainable and formalized vehicle for contemporary learning.
Online learning environments (OLE). An OLE, or virtual learning environment (VLE),
is a virtual space that exists only through Internet access. Online spaces vary substantially in size
and technical qualities. For example, some OLEs transact learning through simple HTML pages
(Bond, 2002), while others use highly developed online architecture (Dillenbourg, Schneider, &
Synteta, 2002; Keller, 2005). Such architecture can include tools for communication (e.g.,
discussion forums and course announcements), course management and organization, and
student assessment. These online areas provide students with an environment for actively
participating through individual, group, and collaborative interactions. Common examples of the
available Learning Management Systems (LMSs) include Blackboard ®
(http://www.blackboard.com), Moodle ® (http://www.moodle.org), and Desire2Learn ®
(http://www.desire2learn.com).
History of Online Learning
Because online learning has such a diverse classification, its history is fraught with
debate and discussion. By way of word association, the term online has been connected with
computers and the Internet since the Internet became available to the public in the early 1990s.
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This node-based network evolved from the 1969 communications network linking RAND
Corporation, UCLA, MIT, and the US Pentagon. It was then “decommissioned” (Anderson &
Kanuka, 2003, p. 18) and later adapted for public use. Today, it is a vehicle for graphically
enhanced distance communications used by over 66 percent of individuals accessing high-speed
Internet from their homes (Taylor et al., 2008) and 58 percent of adults with smartphones (Pew,
2014). With the opportunity to connect people over distances, there is strong relationship of
online learning to distance communications and a natural connection of online learning to its
predecessor, distance learning (i.e., pre-Internet).
Ties to distance learning. Differentiated from distance education (i.e., education
associated with the distance education model), distance learning is described as an exchange of
instruction between teacher and student across time and place (Moore & Kearsley, 2005; Moore
et al., 2010) and dates back over two hundred years (Bates, 2005; Keegan, 1990). Canada entered
the distance learning movement in the early 20th century (Winkelmans, Anderson, & Barbour,
2011) and experienced a dramatic change of communication technologies from simple (e.g.,
correspondence) to contemporary integration of learning with more complex technologies that
depict current OLEs. Kaufman (1989) suggested that three generations of distance learning exist
as demarked by the technology types used: 1) single (i.e., correspondence and broadcasting); 2)
multiple (i.e., two-way communication devices); and 3) varied asynchronous learning formats.
While other demarcations of the distance learning timeline exist (Taylor, 1999), the connection
of distance learning with some type of technology is consistent (Moore & Kearsley, 2005; Reiser
& Demspey, 2007).
Within North America, many facets of online learning link back to its distance learning
predecessor and include information accessibility. Such flexibility and ease of distribution (i.e.,
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accessibility) for mass instruction has been remarked as central to online learning (Bates, 2004;
Keagan, 2003). These core strategies were woven through the various distance learning
transitions: from mail correspondence (Gunawardena, & McIssac, 2004) to music education
radio programming (Hesser, 1936); Instructional Television – ITV (Holloway, 2008) to audio or
video teleconferencing (de Vaney & Butler, 1996).
The private sector accepted flexible learning, which consequently gained momentum due
to the foreseeable economic gains made through in-house distributed corporate instruction
(Senge, 2006). Unifying key corporate knowledge along with decreased spending on corporate
tuition, the flexibility granted by distance learning warranted further exploration by other
industries. As Internet-based communication technologies increased to levels usable for efficient
corporate meetings and teachings (i.e., use of audio and video conferencing tools), the
acceptance of such technologies continued to expand in the corporate arena (Senge, 2006). The
technological growth gained further momentum when households with Internet access became
commonplace. The Internet allowed for a retrieval of information and learning for personal use.
Educational technology. As communication technologies gained momentum in business
and education with the public availability of the Internet, many factors such as learning
technologies, learning theories, pedagogies, and design practices became influential in the
germination and furtherance of online learning (Anderson, 2008; Harasim, 2000; Warren, Lee, &
Najmi, 2014). Specific to education, Seels and Richey (1994) defined online learning to contain
five interrelated domains of educational technology. Categorized as development, utilization,
design, evaluation, and management, these domains signify processes and interactions
surrounding the theory and practice of educational technology.
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The significant acceptance of Seels and Richey’s (1994) domains of educational
technology by academia assisted in positioning online learning within the historical continuum of
educational technology (Warren, Lee, & Najmi, 2014). Consequently, the historical timeline of
online learning can also be linked back to the use of early 20th-century audiovisual instruction
(de Vaney & Butler, 1996), virtual computing terminals within a classroom in the 1960s, and
television instruction from sources such as the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC),
TVOntario, and the Public Broadcasting System (PBS) (Bates, 2005).
Blurring of influences. As mentioned earlier, online learning has strong moorings to
distance learning and educational technology. Additional tributary influences could be validly
argued. However, the recent exponential growth of technological advances (e.g., larger hard
drive space within smaller computer devices) has also rendered differentiation of influences on
current online learning almost impossible. As we continue to add more further public and private
acceptance of Internet-based flexible learning formats amid the plethora of asynchronous and
synchronous technologies, the blurred borders between online and distance learning become
more difficult to pinpoint (Bates, 2005; Robinson, Molenda, & Rezabek, 2007; Spector, Merrill,
Merriënboer, & Driscoll, 2008; Warren, Lee, & Najmi, 2014).
Trends
With the continuous emergence of new technologies, online learning is in constant flux.
Trends that become influential should be aligned with technology that involves sustainable
learning that is transacted over the Internet. Given these parameters, two important trends appear
for online learning: tablet computing and Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs).
Tablet computing. Labelled as a trend to watch for in 2013 by Johnson et al. (2012),
computing with tablets (also known as mobile devices) has once again emerged as one of the top
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two trends for higher education along with MOOCs (Johnson et al., 2013). Signalling a more
independent, personalized learning experience for the user, tablet computing combines
multifunction computer technology with broad-band Internet capability for easy capture, access,
and sharing of information and ideas. While sales of high-end devices such as iPads have
levelled off (Miller, 2013), the overall distribution of tablet computers has increased. By 2017,
tablets are expected to makes up 87 percent of connected device sales, along with smartphones
(Columbus, 2013).
In a recent case study of 43 undergraduate students in a biology project at McGill
University (Finkelstein et al., 2013), 53 percent of students described increased communication
with their instructor when using a tablet. Furthermore, 72 percent of students surveyed found that
the live instructor presence provided by the tablet “develop[ed] their skills” as researchers.
Students used the tablets to connect productivity with other research groups; access GPS,
camera, and video functions; and to organize research data. One challenge that emerged from the
study was the unrealized need to train students on how to use new technologies.
In an anonymous survey of 689 medical students, Robinson and Burk (2013) identified
that nearly half of the students (48.5 percent) used tablets. Students cited ease of accessibility,
enhanced graphic displays, and the variety of available applications as reasons for tablet use.
Additionally, a study of 232 undergraduate students by El-Gaya, Moran, & Hawkes (2011) found
that students are motivated to use tablets because of their expectations for tablet performance and
beliefs that such use will help goal achievement. This research resembles a Faculty of Business
study by Anderson, Schwager, and Kerns (2006) where 37 faculty members identified
performance capabilities as the most important factor in choice for tablet usage. Effort,
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expectancy, and social influence were not significant motivators for faculty in this particular
study.
Tablet computing is becoming more commonplace in higher education. Research
suggests that both students and faculty use tablet computing for personalized learning,
communication, and function. However, personalization is unique to each individual.
MOOCs. Highlighted further by Johnson et al. (2013) was the increase of MOOCs in
higher education. Defined by Haggard (2013) as “any course offered free, online, and at scale,”
MOOCs were touted as having “profound influence on the academic community” (Kanuka &
Smith, 2013, p.1). Johnson et al. also suggested that “widespread adoption” of this trend would
happen.
Contrary to these reports, Allen’s and Seaman’s (2013b) presentation of online learning
survey results suggested that since the emergence of MOOCs in 2011, 2.6 percent of higher
education institutions provided MOOCs in 2012. The Babson Survey (2014) highlighted the
increase of MOOC availability as aligned with the for-profit sector, with institutions offering
MOOCs showing a small to 5 percent increase in 2013. Increased use of MOOCs and
sustainability of this trend will determine its viability and future in online learning.
Meaningful Learning in Online Environments
The body of research into how humans learn is vast. However, it is important to
understand how we learn in order to provide effective and relevant learning situations for our
students (Dewey, 1910; Jonassen et al., 2003).
Given the relatively new emergence of online learning within the longer history of formal
schooling, it is worthwhile to consider previously established theories and research on human
learning. Therefore, the following section highlights the theory of constructivism, the creative
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aspect of learning, and the need for learning to be relevant based on established literature
(Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2001; Jonassen, 2013; Jonassen et al., 1995; Spector, Merrill,
Merriënboer, & Driscoll, 2008). Together, these components assist in establishing meaningful
learning for students.
Constructivism. Constructivist learning (Dewey, 1938) is based on the belief that a
person experiences learning as an individual and builds uniquely upon his or her active
experiences. Positioned as a learning theory (Jonassen, 1999; 2013), constructivism is a
composite theory that brings together active learning through cognitive engagement by way of
social and creative experiences (Perkins, 1999).
Inherent assumptions in the continuum of constructivism include collaboration (Zhu,
2012), experiential learning through instructional design (Holtslander, Racine, Furniss, Burles, &
Turner, 2012), varied definitions of constructivism (Perkins, 1999), and unpredictable learning
outcomes (Hanley & Montgomery, 2002). The specific components and study examples that
align to the definition of constructivism used in this study are outlined in the following section of
this chapter.
Learning can be aided by specific principles for instruction: demonstration, application,
problem-centred, activation, and integration (Merrill, 2013; 2002). Jonassen (2013; 1992; 1991)
built upon Merrill’s work with adherence to the learning theory of constructivism (Vygotsky,
1978; 1981). Using experiential learning (i.e., knowing how), as opposed to instruction (i.e.,
knowing about), Jonassen (2013) suggested that meaningful learning involved the principles of:
analyzing, modelling, arguing, reasoning causally, and problem-based learning. In short,
constructivist environments are “learner-centred, collaborative environments that support
reflective and experiential processes” (Jonassen et al., 1995, p. 8).
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Constructivist design in online learning was noted in a study by Holtslansder et al.,
(2012) in which a faculty member implemented the use of the 4C/ID model (van Merriënboer &
Kester, 2005) to develop complex online learning tasks. Identified outcomes by the 16 crossprovince participants included positive and supportive peer climate, significant learning from
peers, and positive achievements in the final learning task.
Tam (2000) suggested that the use of constructivism denotes an environment in which
learning changes one’s experiences. Learning that involves the learner has been demonstrated to
provide the most effective learning situations, with or without technology. For example, Brown,
Collins, and Duguid (1989) stated, “The activity in which knowledge is developed and
deployed… is not separable from or ancillary to learning and cognition. Nor is it neutral. Rather,
it is an integral part of what is learned” (p. 32). From this standpoint, it is posited that learning
should be an active and participatory occurrence in order to provide meaningful learning to our
growing continuum of life experience.
This type of participatory learning was demonstrated in a case study (Ng’ambi & Lombe,
2012) of post-graduate educational technology students. The study focused on the outcomes of
self-reflection presented by podcasting in an online course. Ten participants were interviewed on
the outcomes of podcasting and the following emerging themes were identified: process of
meaning-making, learning through questioning, meaningful learning with content, and
supportive peer-reflection. This demonstrates that use of a specific tool (e.g., podcasting) in an
online course can be used for activating constructivist-based learning.
Creative thinking and creativity. Creative thinking is an important process that is to be
fostered in online learning (Bonk & Reynolds, 1997). Creative processes involve five steps:
preparation, incubation, insight, evaluation, and elaboration (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). The
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complexities of interruptions and iterative feedback loops are inherent, but through creative
processes the individual is taken through a unique experience that is connected to a personal
passion of interest. Csikszentmihalyi (1990) posits that “an experience is meaningful when it is
related positively to a person’s goals” (p. 244). It is this similarity of individual interest in both
the creative process and constructivism that give rise to the understanding of meaningful
learning.
Scott (2006) suggested that a “deep approach to constructivist theory requires that
learning provides students opportunities to link new learning to previous understandings and to
interpret this new knowledge through experience” (p. 17). Such experiences are unique to each
individual and are thereby linked to personal creative thinking processes. Therefore, it is posited
that if we can connect the learner by way of constructivist experiences to ignite the creative
thinking process of learning, deep learning can be achieved.
Online Learning Practices
With the strong connections of technology to online learning, it becomes important to
consider how inclusion of technology affects student learning in general. Focusing on the
inclusion of educational technology in learning, Jonassen (1992, 1999; 2013) posited that the
incorporation of digital technologies would aid students’ learning. He suggested that
experiential, first-hand learning through action can build upon their active mental, physical, and
emotional constructs by seeking resolution or solution through a project or problem inquiry.
Attuned to “authenticity” (Jonassen, 1995, p. 21), the progress of constructivism within
educational technology highlights the shift from the objectivist notion of teaching to one of
building learning through increased interaction with online technology. According to Jonassen,
this altered the teacher involvement in learning interaction from upwards of 80 percent of
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learning interactions down to 10–15 percent when online technology use was observed. Such an
extreme paradigm shift has aptly set the stage for studies in online learning to consider teaching
approaches, ways students engage in online learning, and CoI’s three online presences (social
presence, teaching presence and cognitive presence) for effective online learning practices.
A case study by Lai, Wang, and Lei (2012) highlighted the impact of technology use in
undergraduate learning. In this study of 292 Hong Kong undergraduate students (n = 264), 94
percent of students owned a laptop and 98 percent had easy access to the Internet during the
2010–2011 school year. Participants reported spending an average of 49 hours per week using
technology for entertainment and an average of 18 hours per week with technology associated
with work from their learning program. Further data analyses indicated that the students’
attitudes toward technology were the primary factor for voluntarily incorporating technology into
their learning program (.18 regression coefficient with p < .05). The study suggested that student
perceptions of technology was a significant factor in their use of technology for learning.
From the results of this study, it can be understood that if technology in online learning is
perceived as meaningful and relevant for personal learning, students will continue to adopt
additional online learning technologies use for their learning needs. Such a link signals the
importance for OLEs to provide ease of technology use with meaningful, relevant learning
opportunities for students. Given this need, effective online learning practices and instructional
design models become integral.
Teaching approach. Online learning is not a panacea for poor pedagogy (Bowen,
Chingos, Lack, & Nygren, 2013). While some LMSs permit both asynchronous and synchronous
learning opportunities, which tools and how these tools are implemented can be designed in a
myriad of ways. Therefore, one must not only consider the technological developments of online
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learning, but an effective pedagogical approach and its intertwined counterparts of student
interaction, motivation, and perceptions (Adileh, 2012; Garrison, 2011; Herrington, Reeves and
Oliver, 2014; Waldron, 2013).
Two teaching approaches continue to be utilized in contemporary learning (Sablonniere,
Taylor, & Sadykova, 2011): expert-centred or apprenticeship learning (Bloom, 1976; Bonk &
Reynolds, 1997; Johnson & Pratt, 1998) and student-centred learning (Hannafin & Land, 1997;
Jonassen, 2013; Kirschner, Sweller, & Clark (2006); Reigeluth & Carr-Chellman, 2009). While
each approach demonstrates different participatory entry points for both instructor and students,
the phenomena of human learning can be a mosaic of approaches.
Expert-centred. In the expert-centred approach, instructors who are experts in the subject
discipline enable learning through instruction that is primarily bounded by instructors themselves
(Bloom, 1976; Bonk & Reynolds, 1997; Carmody & Berge, 2005). Learning outcomes are expert
defined (Knowles, 1977) and learning is structured to meet set outcomes. Amaral, Shank,
Shibley, and Shibley (2011) identify a statistically significant improvement of student learning
outcomes (i.e., student pass rates increased from 1.61:1 to 2.41:1) with the inclusion of an
expert-determined online resource area.
Another example of an expert-centred approach in online learning is the use of expertled, synchronous video in applied music lessons. In a sequential pattern study comparing face-toface and online lessons of one tuba and two saxophone students, Orman and Whitakker (2010)
reported that the synchronous video demonstrated an increase of teacher modelling by 28 percent
and an increase of student performance by 22 percent (p = .0117). Further uses of expert-centred
approaches in online learning can include synchronous video interviews with experts as well as
expert-created asynchronous multimedia resources.
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Further connecting expert teaching to online learning, the work on developmental
networks through the expert, or mentor approach (Higgins & Kram, 2001) highlighted the
inclusion of discussion forums and guest lecturers. Research by Dorner (2012) identified both the
complexities and competencies required for mentoring in OLEs. Furthermore, mentoring and
instructor presence have implications that link to student learning as demonstrated by the
teacher-presence outlined in the CoI framework (Garrison et al., 2001).
Student-centred approach. The student-centred approach highlights both the
constructivist and the social constructivist experience. The student-centred approach evidences
Hettler’s (1984) five-dimensional approach to learning (i.e., physical, social, emotional,
intellectual, and spiritual) in addition to Carmody and Berge’s (2005) psychological dimension.
An example of this approach in an online setting can be envisioned as a student collaborating bidirectionally with other students or peers through online social exchanges (e.g., discussion,
comments from external sources, etc.). This social constructivist experience is grounded in
student-led discourse and learning objectives.
Guiller, Durndell, and Ross (2008) compared a student-centred activity of group article
analysis in both face-to-face teaching and online student discussions. Analysis of peer dialogue
from the 55 students indicated that critical thinking was more thoroughly evidenced in online
discussions than in face-to-face discussions. Points of view and justification of responses
evidenced the highest t test values of 6.54 and 3.96, respectively (Guiller et al.). Such data
describes the connection between deep learning (i.e., use of critical thinking skills) and the
usefulness of the OLE.
Chu and Kennedy (2011) identified the importance of using a student-centred approach
with reference to online group project work through the use of online wiki applications. Their
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qualitative study of 22 participants (n = 14) corroborates an Australian undergraduate project
(Bruns & Humphreys, 2005) and graduate student project (Bold, 2006) to suggest that students
perceive wikis as effective online learning applications for co-constructing student learning
outcomes.
Noted specifically for its social constructivist learning paradigm, the student-centred
learning experience can be heightened through accessible online learning applications (Bruns &
Humphreys, 2005). Further research on student-centred learning posits that student-centred
approaches in OLEs can assist in development of critical thinking skills (Guiller et al., 2008), coconstruction of knowledge (Chu & Kennedy, 2011), collaboration skills (Park & Bonk, 2007),
and development of problem-solving skills (Jonassen, 2013).
Principles of good teaching practice. While traditional principles were written for a
teaching paradigm of face-to-face classrooms, their relevance to online learning is still current
(Bigatel et al., 2012). Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) principles of good practice outline seven
undergraduate teaching practices. These principles include: (a) communication between faculty
and students, (b) collaboration and reciprocity, (c) participatory (i.e., actionable) learning, (d)
timely feedback, (e) focused tasks, (f) high instructor expectations of students, and (g)
understanding of diverse learning abilities and skills of students. Chickering and Ehrmann (1996)
updated these principles by stating, “If the power of the new technologies is to be fully realized,
they should be employed in ways consistent with the Seven Principles” (p. 3). Exploring the
evidence of these principles in a study of 92 online graduate students in a southern United States
university, Robertson et al. (2005) identified that students spent significantly more time on
course materials in an online course than in a face-to-face situation because of their motivation in
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using technology. Further evidence from the study suggested that students found online courses
provided better learning outcomes for students than their face-to-face counterparts.
In a qualitative study that explored the instructional strategies deemed necessary in online
teaching, Niess and Gillow-Wiles (2013) suggested that their study of 59 cross-course graduate
students demonstrated a successful online teaching trajectory through components of community
building, collaboration, varied task and group designs, and the incorporation of emerging
technologies. These resulting strategies demonstrated Chickering and Gamson’s (1987)
principles in an OLE. As the examples indicated, principles of good teaching are not tied to
technology; they are tied to the understanding of the phenomena of learning.
Instructional Design
Various research indicates that the online learning environment (OLE), when constructed
and implemented with attention to student learning outcomes, can be as or more effective than
traditional face-to-face environments. For example, a University of Granada study of 1431
students by López-Pérez (2011) indicated that the use of both classroom discussion and an online
learning environment resulted in less attrition and final grade improvements. That the use of
online learning provides equal, if not improved, student learning outcomes compared with a
traditional face-to-face (F2F) course was indicated by a number of studies: a post-secondary
online learning meta-analysis study by Means et al., 2009 (including over one thousand
empirical studies), a study by Bowen et al. (2013) that involved six public universities, and
studies specific to student learning outcomes (Delialioglu & Yildirim, 2008; Guiller et al., 2008;
Osguthorpe & Graham, 2003; Robertson, Grant, & Jackson, 2005; Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006;
Tang & Byrne, 2007). Not all research identified equal or improved outcomes, however.
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Research by Torgenson and Zhu (2004) indicated mixed (i.e., positive and negative) learning
outcomes for reading and spelling subject areas in an analysis of 18 studies of online learning.
As one considers creating online course structures, it is important to reflect on how the
human element is affected by web-based learning environments (Anderson et al., 2001). To this
end, the process of instructional design connects the organizational components of course design
and learning theory with the understanding of how students are motivated (Hampton et al., 2002)
and how they perceive personal success.
The instructional design process. Instructional design is a process used to describe a
“theory that offers explicit guidance on how to better help people learn and develop” (Reigeluth,
1983, p. 5). This is a complex systematic process that arose in the early 1900s from military
programs that required efficiency regimes for task-training military personnel. Instructional
design assists learning by supporting problem-based learning, guiding learning behaviours, and
providing guided programmed instruction (Lockee, Moore, & Burton, 2004; Molenda, 2003;
Reiser & Dempsey, 2007). Connected to the various aspects of teaching and learning that include
the cognitive psychology of Gagné (1985), systems theory (Silvern, 1965), learning design
(Smith & Ragan, 1999), and constructivism (Jonassen, 1992), instructional design is used in
many different arenas: corporate, non-profit, public, and educational organizations.
At the heart of instructional design is problem-based learning. Each component of the
design process continues to relate back to an overarching objective: effective learning. To this
end, instructional design is an effective lens for demonstrating the opportunities and challenges
experienced with the OLE. It outlines the organizational components of course design and
learning theory together with an understanding of how students are motivated and how they
perceive personal success (Hampton et al., 2002). Therefore, the following models were selected
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as being beneficial to online learning course construction due to the assistive sequential nature
and alignment with constructivist principles.
The “ADDIE” model. The colloquially named “ADDIE” model (Molenda, 2003; 2015)
is a linear, systematic instructional design approach. This approach outlines five constructs:
Analysis (i.e., identifying learner objectives and analysis, learning environment to be used, and
establishing a timeline); Design (i.e., setting specific goals and trying out new strategies for
implementation); Develop (i.e., gathering and practicing the elements established from the design
phase and assembly of components); Implement (i.e., presenting the design to the target users);
and Evaluation (i.e., gathering feedback from users and making revisions as needed). While
some researchers suggest ADDIE is an outdated model (Allen, 2012), the systemized approach
has benefited many learners in various business and education sectors for extending learning
outcomes (Branch, 2009; Molenda, 2003).
Implementing an ADDIE redesign. The ADDIE model was implemented to complete a
two-year course redesign process of a General Chemistry course (Amaral et al., 2011). Impacting
almost 1000 students, Amaral et al. highlighted the significant increases of GPA and decrease of
course failure rates that resulted from the redesign. The initial course analysis was based on the
low quantitative scores of previous examination topics and qualitative data gathered from
instructors and past students. The course was redesigned to accommodate a blended learning
format that consisted of online learning and face-to-face collaborative teams for more difficult
learning concepts. Online class guides with text, multimedia demonstrations, online quizzes, and
supplementary tutorial resources were developed and modified to meet specific learning
outcomes. The course was implemented with approximately 65 students per section. In the
evaluation, students taking the redesigned course scored significantly higher than with the
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previous course design. Furthermore, students in the fall semester demonstrated a pass rate of
2.41:1 as compared to the pass rate of 1.61:1 without the ADDIE design. This study identified
the positive student learning outcomes that can be gained through the use of ADDIE principles
for course design.
Gagné’s Conditions of Learning. Robert Gagné’s (1985) Conditions of Learning
includes an instructional process that can be a helpful tool for designing online learning
structures. Further explored and identified as “verbal information, intellectual skills, cognitive
strategies, attitudes, and motor skills” (Gagné & Driscoll, 1988, p. 103), the conditions present
fundamentals for making direct connections between the learner and subject. Suggested
instructional elements involve: “gaining attention; information learning of the objective;
stimulating recall of prior knowledge; presenting the stimulus material; providing learning
guidance; eliciting performance; providing feedback; assessing performance; and enhancing
retention and transfer” (p. 128).
Using Gagné’s (1985) elements for instructional design, a study by Neo et al. (2010)
identified a 45 percent increase of learning content from pretest/posttest scores (p<0.05) in online
learning activities for undergraduate Computer Graphics students. These survey results indicated
that students found that clarity and navigation ease enhanced their learning. Students expressed
feelings of active participation in their learning such that it contributed to motivating students
toward obtaining learning outcomes (Neo et al.).
Clark and Mayer’s Principles of Design. Clark and Mayer’s (2003) Principles of
Design focuses on diminishing the learner’s cognitive load to present information in a focused
and efficient learning form. To decrease cognitive load in online learning, Clark and Mayer
identified the following six principles: Multimedia Design principle (i.e., inclusion of graphics
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with text); Contiguity principle (i.e., graphics appear with connected text or audio content);
Modality principle (i.e., inclusion of audio narration); Redundancy principle (i.e., explanation of
graphics is effective with either text or audio, not both); Coherence principle (i.e., off-topic
information, no matter how interesting, distracts the learning); and Personalization principle (i.e.,
utilization of conversation-type discourse and online coaches, or facilitators without synthetic
voices). Implementation of these design principles in an online course can assist instructors in
organization of content. Consequently, discerning forms of information will encourage focused
learning as highlighted by Clark and Mayer’s (2008) evidenced-based guidelines. These
guidelines can assist both new and experienced designers on ways to decrease cognitive load for
student learning through effective design principles.
To exemplify the modality and contiguity principles in action, consider the experiment
completed by Mayer et al. (2005). In four experiments comprising two equal information
treatments, survey participants were asked to demonstrate learning retention and knowledge
transfer about mechanics as exemplified in animated graphics with narration versus still visuals
in print media. All cases showed positive effect sizes for the paper-illustrated diagrams group
while four of the eight comparisons were statistically significant. Given that the print media may
be a more passive medium, it can be posited that there is less cognitive load when compared to
animation (Mayer et al., 2005). From this example, it can be understood that careful online
design considerations of animation versus static graphics are warranted.
Three “C” model. Seeking to explore the diversity of models appropriate for online
learning, many challenges were encountered to locate a model that embraced both theory and
practical course creation. Confirmed by Bird (2007) as an existing research gap, further research
and study on the pragmatic application of theory in online course development is warranted.
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Proponents for connecting the theoretical to practical course level content include backward
design (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), differentiated instruction (Gregory & Chapman, 2006;
Tomlinson, 1999), and social, teaching, and cognitive presences (Anderson et al., 2001; Kanuka
& Garrison, 2004; Picciano; 2002).
While Bradley and Oliver (2002) identify challenges for instructors to create meaningful
learning for students, many researchers have experienced success using online course structures
as evidenced by Bird (2007), Dye (2007), Hurst and Thomas (2004), and Park and Bonk (2007).
A specific model employed with success is the social constructivist 3 “C” Model by Bird (2007).
His model focuses on dialogical learning of students and facilitators and student-to-student
connections, as well as on learner outcomes and student time management.
Founded in the research of Fowler and Mayes (2000), Bird (2007) described his model as
“Content… knowledge construction and the consolidation of learning through reflection” (p.
153). His model leans heavily on the use of the scaffolding technique (Bruner, 1960; Vygotsky,
1978; 1981) for cognitive associations that connect previously gained knowledge with newly
gained knowledge.
Bird (2007) compiled his practical model in three simple action-oriented stages: module
analysis grid; module activity map; and week-by-week program. Using this model, Bird (2007)
posited that novice instructors are able to easily focus energies on working from course
orientation through to the conclusion of an online course using grid structures. These structures
help instructors to complete course designs within described time frames and outline details
pertaining to each module element for aiding organization. Although this model was intended for
a British business school audience, it demonstrates relevance in social constructivism through
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collaborative activities and high participant interaction. Therefore, it is likely feasible for
adaptation to other subject areas.
While instructional models provide types of systematic structures for students to
participate in learning, the phenomenon of learning must have a connection to the student in
order for continuous learning to occur (Picciano, 2002). To this end, the concept of student
motivation in online learning becomes a critical component for student success. Motivation can
be addressed through online course design organization (Herrington, Reeves & Oliver, 2014;
Reigeluth & Carr-Chellman, 2009), processes of planning and organization (Palloff & Pratt,
2011), and formative and summative learning assessments (Eddy & Lawrence, 2011; Gikandi,
Morrow & David, 2011; Mao & Peck, 2013; Palloff & Pratt, 2007; Taras, 2005; 2010). Specific
models incorporate these motivational processes within their design structures.
Motivation through Attention-Relevance-Confidence-Satisfaction (ARCS). How
online learning course content is delivered and what content is delivered (i.e., instructional
design) may be somewhat similar in scope to a traditional face-to-face course. However, the
importance of student motivation through interactive communication (i.e., student-to-instructor
and student-to-student) is a priority for 100 percent online courses—but not blended courses—
due to issues of geographic isolation (Picciano, 2002). Furthermore, the desire to complete
activities, converse with other students, and overall attrition rates are connected to motivational
outcomes (Jones, 2010; Kanuka, Rourke & LaFlemme, 2006; Picciano, 2002).
Consequently, the use of the ARCS model sought to keep participant interest through
content and activity outcomes (Keller, 1983; Keller & Kopp, 1987). Gagné and Driscoll (1988)
further connect relevant ideas and processes that take place when using the ARCS model through
demonstrated techniques and identified examples.
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Highlighting motivation through collaboration, a case study by Moallem (2003)
suggested that an online design model that exhibits collaborative activities (i.e., social
constructivism) can connect the individual learner to understanding multiple perspectives.
Specifically, this case study used peer, community, cognitive, and emotional support to engage
learners for deeper understanding of course content. Moallem (2003) also highlighted the
specific use of intellective tasks (i.e., generative and choosing activities) from McGrath et al.’s
(1993) classification theory of task to promote the increased use of collaborative activities such
as discussion boards and group collaborations.
Moallem (2003) further demonstrated significant learner understanding through the use
of individual accountability, group commitment, group interacted facilitation, and group stability
for longevity of interactions. Quantitative student survey data rated the helpfulness of group
forums and also indicated that group discussion was an effective tool for better understanding
course content (i.e., 2.91 out of 3). From this study and others (Park & Bonk, 2007), it can be
posited that effective online activities can be described as ones that are well organized and cater
to group collaboration with meaningful and timely instructor feedback.
Instructional design summary. There are various types and models of instructional
design that can be used when creating online courses. Their use is often one of continued
development and iterative feedback (Moore, Bates, & Grundling, 2002). However utilized, the
process, principles, or systems are dependent on human choice through careful consideration of
the phenomena of learning.
CoI Model. The phenomenon of learning involves many processes as described above:
connections between the learners themselves, other learners and instructor(s), teaching
approaches, and instructional design. It is this interaction of many components that impacts our
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human learning experience; our learning consists of social experiences that create our individual
understanding of our world (Bandura, 1991).
As the present study was situated through a social constructivist theoretical framework, it
became apparent that the online learning experience had to address the online learner’s
connection to a social constructivist experience. Evaluation of how a course addresses such
learning experiences can be difficult, yet not impossible.
Using the CoI framework (Garrison et al., 2001), practitioners can observe how learning
highlights three main areas of the social constructivist experience for effective online learning:
cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence. Linking together the constructivist
learning ideas of self-regulation, motivation, and metacognition (i.e., cognitive presence),
interpersonal connections through collaboration (social presence), and facilitation and
instructional design (i.e., teaching presence), a sustainable learning community can be created
(Akyol & Garrison, 2013). Graphically represented by three overlapping bounded circles, the
CoI social, teaching, and cognitive presences (Garrison et al., 2001) identified with necessary
discourse and dialogue for effective and meaningful learning outcomes (Garrison, 2011;
Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2005; Shea & Bidjerano, 2009).
While challenges to the model exist (Madrell, Morrison, & Watson, 2011; Rouke &
Kanuka, 2009), other studies validated the 34-question survey instrument used to identify levels
of social, teaching, and cognitive presences in computer-aided course design. (Arbaugh et al.,
2008; Kupczynski et al., 2008; Means et al., 2010; Shea & Bidjerano, 2009; Swan et al., 2008;
Randianasolo, 2013). To this end, it was reasonable to posit that the use of the CoI survey
(Arbaugh et al., 2008) could assist in identifying various components that make up an effective
online learning experience.
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Learning Music
Courses taught in classical or commercial Bachelor of Music programs comprise highly
specialized forms of music teaching. Each musician-faculty member is an expert from one of the
various foci in Bachelor of Music programs (e.g., performance or applied studies, composition,
music theory, music history, and musicology). Traditional students often move to a specific
geographic area to study in a particular music program, which presents challenges of
accessibility for many potential students.
The learning of post-secondary music skills is further challenged as contemporary
learning technologies such as online learning have yet to become established tools in postsecondary music education (Hebert, 2007). While scholars and researchers highlight a need for
change in music education (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Jones, 2005; Reimer, 2003), educational
transformations involve teachers, students, and policy makers, as well as a shift of pedagogical
paradigm (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Himonides, 2012; Pitts & Kwami, 2002; Savage, 2007;
2012; Williams, 2011).
Seeking ways to offer accessibility and contemporary relevance for today’s postsecondary music student, the use of pervasive, technology-enabled environments (i.e., online
learning environments) may help in this endeavour. Research in learning music online (Adileh,
2012; Keast, 2009; Waldron, 2013) suggested that online learning technologies embedded in
constructivist learning environments can assist students with meaningful learning outcomes that
encourage growth in musicianship. Therefore, it is posited that the merging of established
research in online learning with grounded post-secondary music learning research can clarify the
implications for developing an effective online delivery framework.
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To identify how this research responds to the current needs of Bachelor of Music
program courses, the rest of this literature review investigates the culturally-relevant context of
post-secondary music learning through its historical development, current trends, philosophical
dichotomy, and in-discipline specific ways of learning. Taken together, these elements connect
to the field of online learning by identifying current studies that demonstrate relevant aspects of
post-secondary music learning, integral learning outcomes when using such platforms, and the
need for constructivist moorings. By highlighting the challenges that surround this emerging
field of research, I, as researcher, suggest current portions of the field that require further
research. This identified research gap was the impetus for this study.
Brief History of Music Education in the United States
Music education has been formally part of the American public school system since the
early 19th century when Lowell Mason presented the benefits of learning music to the Boston
School Board (Lowens, 1954). Established with strong pedagogies and teaching methods that
date back to the first printing of the Bay Psalms Book (1643) in the United States, various
imprints are considered the pedagogical highlights of early music education: John Tufts’ An
Introduction to the Singing of Psalm Tunes (ca. 1721); William Billings’ The Singing Master’s
Assistant (1778); and William Little and William Smith’s The Easy Instructor (1802).
The advent of formal post-secondary music education (e.g., Oberlin Conservatory of
Music in 1865, and Boston Conservatory of Music in 1867) mirrored similar pragmatic historical
music education methods. Skill-based outcomes, as found in public schools, perpetuated a
traditional behaviourist, performance-oriented teaching model. Music courses in typical Bachelor
of Music programs outline four diverse avenues of music education: performance, music theory,
composition, and musicology. Although music specializations may share foundational music
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concepts, each specialization identifies not only a different musical action (Elliott, 1995), but
requires unique technique(s) and training; the core differences are identified by each separate
degree program.
Music education and technology. Researchers de Vaney and Butler (1996) suggested
educational technology was introduced with the development of audiovisual technology in the
early 20th century to support students with providing accessibility to music. Perves (2012) further
described such tools as supplementary tools for learning. Music courses using acoustic
instruments (e.g., voice and flute) did not need amplification technology if performances take
place in a classroom or studio. Consequently, an extended use of educational technology was not
implemented in formal music education due to the nature of the traditional performance
curriculum and the increased demands of technology-enhanced learning and required
pedagogical changes (Allsup & Benedict, 2008). However, the use of online technology supports
music students with flexibility of time and accessibility to music courses (Hebert, 2007).
From this brief historical background, one can begin to understand why researchers
sought to connect post-secondary music learning research to contemporary educational
technology (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Eakes, 2009; Jones, 2005; Ruthman & Hebert, 2012), and
why it may fail to do so (Hebert, 2007; Savage, 2005; Webster, 2007). As declared by many
scholarly music educators and philosophers, music education has been tasked with a rebirth to
embrace the educational technological changes of the 21st century (Allsup & Benedict, 2008;
Jones, 2005; Mark, 1999; Reimer, 2003).
Current State of Music Education
It is apparent that music education is an important tool for teaching musical heritage in
addition to providing opportunities to creatively explore our musical future. Baccalaureate music
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programs have traditionally included the cultural and collaborative contexts of music (Campbell
& Hebert, 2010; Green, 2014; Rees, 2002), comprised a pattern of general music courses (e.g.,
music history and music theory) and maintained a limited use of technology (Allsup & Benedict,
2008; Rees, 2002).
Music programs are designed for music majors and the program structure could be
enhanced with the aid of online learning to include courses by international guest artists, niche
topic areas, and advanced applied performance courses. Researchers confirmed the effectiveness
of learning music through online technology (Draper, 2008; Dye, 2007; Eakes, 2008; Hammond,
2005). Online technology also helps meet the community needs of musicians (Green, 2014;
Salavuo, 2006) and promotes deeper learning and cognitive development (Coffman, 2002; Dye,
2007). However, established methods to effectively design artistically based courses are not yet
abundant (Adileh, 2012). As such, increased use of technology aligned to practical frameworks is
warranted (Groulx & Hernly, 2010; Ruthmann & Hebert, 2012).
Media trends. Music, and consequently music education, has been innately linked to
culture and communication throughout the history of humankind (Mark, 1999). Inherently social
in nature, the trends of music education generally reflect the tastes of public music culture—for
both preservation and cultural relevance (Allsup & Benedict, 2008).
The influence of media on music education is not a new trend, but a continued reality as
one considers the connective history of audiovisual devices from the phonautograph of Leon
Scott in 1856 (Morton, 2004) to the latest contemporary digital music contrivances such as tablet
computing. As research considers the current trending influence of media on music education
(Thibeault, 2012), the outgrowths of online social media music networks, sharing of personal
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music compositions, VLEs, and graduate online music programs highlight the transformative
impact of growing online music communities on music education.
Social networks. Social media has been influential in informal non-degree granting music
education. Case studies range from music festivals and events for burgeoning music enthusiasts
that create strong band brand recognition with concert goers (Hudson, 2013) to converging
participatory music culture with established music programs to gain student relevancy (Tobias,
2013). This evidence demonstrates that the interaction of students in socially-mediated contexts
forms both loose and strong community network ties. Such ties are influential for building
learning networks (Roxå & Mårtensson, 2012) and suggest probable links to the community
network research of Granovetter (1973).
Online music sharing sites. The sharing of personal music compositions on music sites
builds on the linkage of online social networks. For example, websites such as Sound Cloud
(http://www.soundcloud.com) and Young Composers (http://www.youngcomposers.com) invite
users to upload their music for comments, critique, and input from the vast online music
community which include both amateur and professional musicians. While some websites focus
on the teaching and learning aspects of music composition (e.g., Young Composers), the
comment function within social networking enables critical discourse and encourages reflexive,
self-regulating thought (Bandura, 1991). The learner-centred focus of such types of online social
interactions exemplifies the outcomes of the networked learning curriculum that Savage (2012)
promotes as necessary, and future thinking, for the advancement of contemporary music
learning.
Virtual learning communities. Waldron (2011) described a cyber-ethnographic case
study of learning that takes places in Banjo Hangout (http://www.banjohangout.com). The online
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learning community of 51,000 people was designed for informal, collaborative teaching.
Through rich narrative, Waldron highlighted insights gained from participants through
interviews (n = 57), forum postings, questionnaires, and discussions found in chat rooms.
Seeking to answer questions of how belonging furthers informal music learning and what
online resources promote music learning, Waldron found a diversified mix of “teachers” who
were either self-taught or schooled. Sharing YouTube videos with students, these teachers
incorporated blogs and email correspondence to establish virtual learning communities. While
the main participants in the interviews provided extreme details of their teaching resources, only
one participant was a full-time bluegrass instructor. Further described as “boomers” who grew up
during the 1960s, the teachers who were interviewed had developed technology skills so that
they could interact proficiently within the learning community.
Using this case study as one example, it can be observed how the cultural connection of
music in this context, that is, teaching to disseminate heritage and individual music passions, can
create strong community ties. This desire for informally sharing and teaching music is a long
time tradition, yet one that links with trending technologies.
Online graduate courses. Online music courses are an emerging trend that is becoming
formalized. In general, online graduate music courses occur more frequently than online
undergraduate music courses. In a study by Groulx and Hernly (2010), nine of 200 accredited
graduate programs in the United States have online music programs; more than 80 percent of
content is taught online. Research by Johnson and Hawley (in press) indicated that fully online
graduate music courses have increased since Groulx and Hernly’s (2010) study. Identified online
programs tend to be geared toward graduate music education study, however, with individual
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undergraduate music courses beginning to emerge as observed in university course calendars and
online web searches.
According to Sherbon and Kish (2005), many graduate music programs suggest students
require time flexibility to complete masters programs while in their current job placements. A
qualitative study using descriptive statistics (29 new students and 10 graduating students) by
Walls (2008) suggested that students attending an online master’s program in music education
were generally satisfied with the online format and were adept in initial technology use. In
general, results indicated that students had greater technological skill integration upon graduation
and incurred notable changes in teaching practice and personal skills development.
Emergence of formal online music courses. In October 2013, Berklee Online
(http://online.berklee.edu/music-degrees), an online extension of Berklee College of Music in
Boston, began offering their first fully online Bachelor of Professional Studies degree in Music
Business and Music Production (Straumsheim, 2013). This program followed closely behind the
emergence of North Dakota’s Valley City State School of Music fully online and accredited
music degree program. Placing formal online music courses into perspective, a study of National
Association of School of Music (NASM) music programs indicated that the addition of online
music courses at the undergraduate level has seen an exponential increase since 2012 (Johnson &
Hawley, in press).
Amid the controversies offered by Herbert (2008) and Ruthman and Hebert (2012)
regarding the complexities of delivering formal post-secondary online music courses, questions
focused on how online learning impacts the music learning experience, the consequential effects
on pedagogical approaches, and the qualities of learning outcomes (Hebert, 2007; Savage, 2005).
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Signalling the need for further research in the areas of technology use in music courses (Allsup
& Benedict, 2008; Webster, 2007), and the subsequent change of pedagogical approaches
(Blackburn & McGrath, 2014), undergraduate music learning research is poised for exploration
of learning music online.
Philosophical Views in Music Education
Music education in the United States utilizes two epistemological approaches for the
implementation of formal music education: aesthetic and praxial (Elliott, 1995; Reimer, 1989a).
The aesthetic approach (Reimer, 1989a; 1989b) involves teaching music for the enjoyment of the
general citizen (Reese, 1999), with a limited scope on specific skills training. The objectives of
this aesthetic-driven approach include perception, reaction, production, conceptualization,
analyses, and evaluation of music (Reese, 1999). Linked with absolute expressionism (Meyer,
1961), the tenets of the aesthetic approach are seen to align more with the Western Europeanderived quantitative scientific community than with global cultural contexts for musical
understanding (Schwadron, 1988; Regelski, 1996).
In the context of music learning, this means that while the aesthetic approach purports to
deliver strong outcomes of curricular structure and formalism, its teacher-centred approach of
subjectivism, syntax, and evaluation excludes representing or expressing elements that are
beyond the musical meanings found from the music itself (Alperson, 1987; 1991). The elements
of formalized curriculum, instruction, and assessment outcomes lead to guided lessons on
intrinsic student perceptions and experiences for the outcome of understanding meaning from the
object itself. Such discourse of music-as-object (i.e., aesthetic philosophy) purports disregard for
the musical meanings of differing cultural contexts and communities.
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On the other hand, the praxial approach to music education denotes specificity of musical
knowledge and attainment through the focus on Aristotelian elements of participatory action, or
musicing, as termed by Elliott (1995). Music thereby consists of the musicer (i.e., the person
doing the music), the musicing (i.e., the action of making music), the music itself (i.e., music as
product), and music as context (Elliott, 1995). Going beyond the surface learning attained in the
aesthetic approach (McCarthy & Goble, 2005), the praxial approach describes musical knowing
as a cumulative human cognitive process that provides four levels of attainment in musical
performance skills: formal, informal, impressionistic, and supervisory (Elliott, 1995).
The facilitated and guiding process of the praxial approach addresses the needs of
beginning music learners through accomplished professional musicians: music is a participatory
act of doing and making (Elliott, 2005). Students are responsible for continuing their musical
development training through performance, composition, and active group reflections. This
approach fosters cognitive engagement with authentic exposure to cultural and social forces
through open improvement and practice reformation (Elliott, 1995). As a performer or audience
member, the music learner is viewed as an active participant who hears the music and responds
by self-reflection, performance modification, and discussion (Elliott, 2005).
The praxial approach values the constructivist inquiry-based approach to learning that
highlights problem-solving, individual knowledge construction, and skills performance. Open to
differing worldviews (McCarthy & Goble, 2005), the praxial approach highlights the connection
of music to the context of life and education; it goes beyond the classroom and welcomes music
as a lifelong complement.
The context of creating an active, global classroom for learning is set within the praxial
approach. To this end, it will be used in this study as the basis for developing an online delivery
46

model to facilitate the constructivist and inquiry-based learning techniques associated with
established online learning research.
Neuroscience and music. While research has been conducted on the neuroscience of
learning throughout the history of educational research, the fields of neuroscience and music
learning continue to intersect since the initial proto music psychology lab at Canada’s Queen’s
University in 1969, led by Dr. Lola Cuddy, and the budding mid-1980s research by Université de
Montréal’s cognitive neuropsychologist, Isabelle Perez (Berkowitz, 2013). This scientific work
in understanding unique reflective, strategic, and affective brain networks has been furthered by
Rose and Meyer (2002) to isolate the how, what, and why of learning components within brain
function.
Peretz’s (1990) research on music-processing areas of the brain—combined with the
research of Zatorre (2013), who presents the idea that music, as communication, is located
throughout all areas of the brain—identified the relevance of neuroscience to music skills (Blood
& Zatorre, 2001; Peretz et al., 2009; Peretz & Zatorre, 2005). Similarly linking the influence of
music on multiple systems, Chanda and Levitin (2013) reviewed 124 research studies on
neuroscience that demonstrated linking of music with neurochemical systems in humans; their
results demonstrated musical influences on health, reward and motivation, social constructs, and
physiological manifestations.
Speaking to specific influences on music learning, Zatorre et al. (1996) suggested a
decrease of perception and image-based tasks when the right hemisphere is not fully functioning.
Further research (Callan, Kawoto, Parsons, & Turner, 2007; Pantev, 2009) posited that the brain
functions of perception, memory, and cognition are made through the brain’s networking of
musical behaviours. Together, the research of neuroscience and music indicates that the way in
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which learning music is structured by attachments to motivation and social constructs may be
relevant to the organization and integration of learning tasks presented in online music course
design.
Specifically addressing the online learning environment and courses focused on learning
an instrument, Waldron (2013) highlighted the importance of students seeing musicians’ fingers
together with written notation for effective visual and aural learning connections. Such research
connections signify the importance of understanding brain function for the betterment of music
learning, which can involve reading music lexicon, coordination of various physiological
structures (e.g., hand movements, breath support, etc.), and problem-solving (e.g., improvisation
skills, music interpretation, etc.)
Learning in music. Medical science research magnifies the physiological ramifications
of music and learning that, combined with the philosophical moorings of praxis (i.e., music as
doing), continue to display the significance of the music student being an active participant in
music learning. This element of active participation is integral to the music learning experience
and is part of the codified tradition in music pedagogy. Whether in performance, composition,
music history, or music theory, music students are called to actively interact with their music
learning.
The necessary interactions of students with their learning—doing, evaluating, selfregulating, problem-solving, reflection, peer review, and collaboration—highlight the tenets of
constructivist and social constructivist learning theories (Keast, 2009; Scott, 2006). Therefore,
when combined with the learning of the music discipline, it can be understood that the elements
of such theories are important considerations for the integration of music education and for the
online music learning experience.
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Expanding on the specific interactions within music learning, it can be posited that there
are three active elements of learning that take place: doing (i.e., interacting with music);
reflecting (i.e., the cognitive process of self-regulation and monitoring); and responding (i.e., the
act of making modifications or corrections). Together, this iterative feedback loop demonstrates
the social constructivist learning that is required for music learning.
Doing. The complexities of music learning are not only knowledge-based, but often
involve a specific, practiced skill (e.g., doing or performing). Kopiez (2002) suggested that
music is, “dependent on the existence of relevant knowledge and experience on the part of the
listener” (p. 536). Therefore, it can be posited that scaffolding of learning is not only beneficial,
but also part of the music learning experience. Identified by Wiggins and McTighe (2005),
scaffolding is a process that takes one large idea and breaks it down into manageable learning
segments. Scaffolding can thereby be a tool for developing expertise in musicians.
Moving from incremental bits to larger musical sections or musical concepts, the action
of music doing becomes a cumulative process for the learner. Built on the research of formal
(i.e., deliberate practice) musical skill of Ericsson, Krampe, and Tesch-Römer (1993), music
practice is positively correlated to performance attainment (Ericsson & Charness, 1994). There
are direct connections to Reimer’s (1989) patterned practice techniques (e.g., learning to
associate written notes with musical sounds, fingering notes in a difficult musical passage, etc.)
and physical motor-skill development (Drake & Palmer, 2000). With each previously learned
musical concept, the student can develop further skills, increase tempi (i.e., speed of the music),
and deepen understanding of the music or literature base. The active doing qualities of music
learning engage the student as a simultaneous performer and listener. Therefore, the importance
of listening in doing is critical.
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Reflecting. The interaction of learners with their musical learning is multifaceted as
learners are unique and develop their own meaningful methods for musical learning. Connected
through cognitive, emotional, and affective processing (Zatorre, 2013), the experience of music
learning is complex and individual. Since the music experience is unique to each person, the
process itself is situational and dependent on a specific point in time in which the learner is doing
within the music.
Brown, Collins and Duguid (1989) used examples of language acquisition to identify
strong connections of activity and situation to cognition and learning (i.e., situated cognition).
Using the process of learning vocabulary, Brown et al. suggested how words can be misused if
learned outside of practical communicative activities. Following Brown et al.’s notion that “all
knowledge is… like language” (p. 33), it can be suggested that music learning (i.e., concepts,
skills, and performance) requires practical, communicative activities within its relevant learning
culture. Kopiez (2002) suggested the “culturally independent universals in music” (p. 534) posit
synchronization, expectancy, and musical tension and movement as part of the connected
meaning of music to the individual.
Meaning plays an important role in the reflective process of music learning since it
demonstrates tacit qualities of the reflective process. Regelski (1982) and Bamberger (1982;
Bamberger & Schön, 1991) identify the reflective process of music learning as facilitation
between the learner and the music for developing personal meaning. This means that using
previous experience, in and after active doing, the learner becomes involved with the process of
self-regulation and monitoring (Bandura, 1991). Such processes can also be collaborative when
others are involved. This type of collaborative process could take place through peer review,
audience feedback, and verbal or nonverbal cues.
50

In an experimental study by Woody (1999) involving 24 advanced piano university
students and faculty members, reflective modelling was used to assist students in understanding
the contexts of various musical expressions. Woody used a process of “retrospective reporting”
(p. 334) in which participants verbalized their understanding of varied expressions heard in a
Disclavier®- performed piano work.
Participants were then asked to imitate the work as performed. Results indicated that
those participants who were able to clearly verbalize the pre-planned idiomatic and nonidiomatic features significantly duplicated each feature. Consequently, those participants overemphasized features. This study indicated the importance of the reflective process and how
identification and internal thought in the reflective process can assist with altering music
performances and music learning in general.
Responding. According to Brown et al. (1989), “the problem, the solution and the
cognition involved in getting between the two cannot be isolated from the context in which they
are embedded” (p. 36). Applied to the context of music, we can view the problem as the element
identified through reflection and the response equating to the solution. Music students can often
find the response portion to music learning challenging as their knowledge-base of music may be
limited due to minimal music experiences. Therefore, it becomes important that some type of
discipline utility (e.g., cognitive apprenticeship) be available for in situ acquisition and graduated
understanding of skills (Collins, Brown, & Neuman, 1989).
Focused on master-apprentice teaching and learning through supervised practice, Collins
et al. (1989) extended mentoring relationships to highlight problem-solving techniques,
collaborative skills, and niche processes and strategies aligned with subject discipline. Furthered
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by the work of Ericsson and Charness (1994) on exceptional performers, empirical evidence
suggested that exceptional performance was an outcome of long periods of in-discipline training.
Demonstrating such strategies, Persson’s (1996) Swedish case study in applied lessons
suggested that effective instructional strategies are needed for teaching music at conservatory
levels. Through observation, interviews, and questionnaires, Persson demonstrated that student
responses can be positively or negatively influenced by instructor guidance, verbal or nonverbal.
Perssons’ case study identified students making increased musical progress and improved
musical decision-making skills through verbal reflective discourse on music.
Summary of music learning. In this iterative process of music learning, doing
(including the actions of performance and listening), reflecting, and responding become a
continuous mechanism for music learning. Highlighted by the detailed sketches of an
observational study, Bamberger and Schön (1983) illustrated the details of the music learning
process through individual expression. Demonstrated in their study through an open-ended song
creation activity, two participants entered the process of learning music by way of unique,
individual discovery. Participants constructed their understanding of music and built upon each
previous experience until they had built their song through verbal reflections.
Bridging Online Learning and Music Education
There are many trans-discipline (Mishra, Koehler, & Henricksen, 2011; Root-Bernstein
& Root-Bernstein, 2001) processes used within music learning as we consider its connections to
the fields of neurosciences, constructivism, and social constructivism. Bridging the contexts of
online learning and music learning, we can see that accessibility of online learning can become a
tool that allows for the furthering of meaningful learning in music education. While concern is
still voiced regarding the effectiveness of online course structures at the post-secondary level
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(Hebert, 2007), Ruthmann and Hebert (2012) suggested that rich synchronous interactivity,
exploitation of unique possibilities (i.e., learning that would be in addition to the traditional faceto-face learning), and a sense of transcendence (i.e., intrinsic value of learning has been
heightened) are elements necessary for effective online music learning.
Use of online tools in music education studies. The research of Burns (2006), Kirkman
(2009), and Sichivista (2007) suggested that the combination of technology in elementary music
classrooms can provide positive learning outcomes. Mackrill (2009), Savage (2007), Pitts and
Kwami (2002), and Studer (2005) suggested similar positive outcomes at the secondary music
level. Such research tended to concentrate on technology applications (e.g., Audacity), however,
for learning extensions in traditional, face-to-face music classrooms.
Highlighting early uses of applied grade school music learning with technology, Orman’s
(1998) study on teaching saxophone performance using enhanced computer technology provided
significant initial data for viably shifting the music learning context to an online format. Sinclair
(2004) provided research data that suggested equality of learning engagement for music students
using online synchronous and asynchronous communication. At the post-secondary level, Draper
(2008), Hammond (2005), and Mota and Coutinho (2009) make robust suggestions for the
development of musical skills using online music applications such as recording software,
listening tools, and other devices. Collectively, these studies suggest that effective tools exist in
the online learning environment for aiding students in meaningful music learning.
Studies of online music courses. Early use of music learning through video
conferencing technology included Manhattan School of Music’s 1994 master classes with the
violinist Pinchas Zukerman (Lancaster, 2007) and Finland’s Utskoji project (Maki, 2001), which
delivered a distance music theory and applied music lessons to grade school students in a remote
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village starting in 1995. Shortly after these initial projects began, Canada’s collaborative
MusicGrid project (Masum, Brooks, & Spence, 2005) brought weekly violin and keyboard
classes to the isolated community of Kangiqsuallujuaq, Quebec, from 2002 to 2004.
In more recent years, specific studies on the development of formal post-secondary
online music courses have begun to emerge (Hunter, 2011; Keast, 2009). Similar to traditional
music courses, the methods of one-to-one and master class teaching have also appeared in online
music courses (Dye, 2007; Brändström, Wiklund, & Lundström, 2012). Used for different
learning purposes and outcomes (e.g., individual or multiperformer), research in this area
identified the inclusion of synchronous and asynchronous technologies in music education, and
the strengths and weaknesses associated with both.
Outcomes of online music courses. In general, studies demonstrated that students’
learning outcomes in an online music course are comparable (Brändström, Wiklund, &
Lundström, 2012; Keast, 2009), as well as complementary (Dammers, 2009), to traditional faceto-face courses. Additionally, the inclusion of online music courses provides the means for
geographically marginalized students to take part in music education. This mode of music
learning delivery provides flexibility of time convenience for students on or near campus to
accommodate lifestyles (Herbert, 2007; Hunter, 2011; Lancaster, 2007).
Self-efficacy. Adding to the advantages of distance and accessibility, research also
suggested increases in student efficacy. For example, in a study highlighting the 2009–2010
Scandinavian Vi r Music project’s two case studies in online applied electric guitar lessons and
classical violin master classes, Brändström et al. (2012) identified upper-secondary students
overcoming shyness when participating in online lessons. Furthermore, technological limitations
(i.e., lack of viewing space due to camera position) prompted students and instructors to develop
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clearer verbal instruction and communication skills (Brändström et al., 2012). Such growth of
skills are beneficial to students and instructors since self-efficacy and verbal clarity are
indispensable skill sets.
On-task. In a descriptive study of behaviours, sequential patterns, and interactions of
face-to-face and video conference applied lessons, Orman and Whitaker (2010) noted that junior
high students using the video conference method spent 25 percent (p < .05) more time
performing in lessons, whereas students in face-to-face lessons elicited 36 percent (p < .01) more
off-task behaviours. This indication of more time on task using the online format indicated that
students were situated in longer authentic performance activity with less time in off-task
behaviours. Consequently, the use of time spent fixing instruments and in off-task humour
decreased while focused time on air direction, finger technique and correction, and scales
increased (Orman & Whitaker, 2010).
Orman and Whitaker (2010) also discussed the perceived limitation for such activities as
writing on student music, touching, and pointing during online instruction. The data indicated
that such activities occur less than 1 percent of the time during online instruction and therefore,
according to Orman and Whitaker (2010), cannot be singled out as positive or negative due to
varying instructional approaches.
Constructivist applications in online music courses. An example of a constructivistcreated online music courses include Eakes’ (2008) research on post-secondary music
appreciation courses. Further demonstrating the possibilities identified with online music
courses, Keast (2009) made considerable constructivist transformations to his sequential music
history course as he transitioned it to an online environment.
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Aware of the student need for immediate feedback and application of new knowledge
that is inherent in constructivism, this action-research study by Keast (2009) demonstrated the
use of online listening resources, scaffolding of learning through how and when online tools are
presented to students, and the use of expert video clips for student just-in-time learning. Shifting
his role from lecturer to facilitator, Keast presented his students with small group, peer-learning
activities that are reflective in nature and develop meaningful learning outcomes for the students.
These activities consequently support motivation.
Students were able to monitor their learning through self-check quizzes and student
discussion groups. Identifying students as musicians or non-musicians, Keast (2009) developed a
group project that permitted students of varying musical backgrounds to contribute to separate
sections of the group project. Connected to real-world scenarios through the discussion forums,
Keast had students move through higher-order thinking skills in order to solidify operational
music understanding. From his in-action study, Keast identified the need for further development
of musical scores with bar numbers to be integrated with audio for ease of moving the course
fully online.
With the current limitations of music copyright for online courses in the United States,
locating the wide variety of music audio required for an effective guide to music history needs
improvement. Both students and instructor identified the need for improvement with regard to
learning platform connectivity and function. While students found the server connections slow
when playing audio files during peak times, Keast (2009) noted the problematic issues between
proprietary LMS software and external hyper-linking in packaged files.
The study by Keast (2009) signalled that positive outcomes are possible through the
constructivist mooring of online learning for music education. Conversely, Hunter (2011)
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indicated that participants in his qualitative study of community college students in a jazz history
course did not demonstrate outward change in behaviours indicative of a democratic learning
environment. Perhaps illustrated by his high inclusion of textbook readings, chapter summary
assignments, and journal posts, Hunter’s final examination questions included “What era of jazz
is this from?” (p. 101) and other forms of skills and drill assessments that lean toward lowerlevel learning skills. It is possible that low-level learning outcomes may be averted by including
social constructivist activities.
Opera eLearning project (Penalba et al., 2011) is another example of a constructivist
learning environment comprising a website with videos, documents, student forum for
collaboration, and remote master classes. Prompted by the question “How can we build an
artefact to mediate this particular human-to-human interaction at a distance?” (p. 3), the initial
pilot study involved six prototypes designed by music school directors, conductors, and audio
engineers to secure the design used in the case study. Set within a concert auditorium, the final
design incorporated professional condenser microphones, two speakers, professional audio mixer
on both sides, the use of GEANT2 (i.e., Internet2) with Ultravideoconferencing, Digital Video
Transport System, and UltraGrid to send video and audio signals. Results indicated that the
incorporation of Dolby 5.1 and HD video was not necessary. These findings suggest that while
the remote masterclasses were successful learning experiences, professional audio and video
capture formats, while effective, may not be necessary.
Challenges for online music courses. Not all online music learning outcomes are
positive as noted by the research of Hunter (2011). However, many challenges may be due to a
lack of instructor understanding of online pedagogy and technology inclusion, as well as low
technological skills among either instructor or student. A necessary adaptation of instructional
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techniques becomes evident with concerns such as multiperson playing, rhythm-marking, latency
(i.e., video and audio delay), and camera position.
Multiperson performances and rhythm marking are generally ascribed to applied lesson
formats. As in the case of online guitar lessons, Brändström et al. (2012) cites the sending of
asynchronous .mp3 audio tracks to students to alleviate digital sound deficiencies while playing
along with the instructor. Furthermore, resolutions to rhythm-marking (i.e., providing accurate
tempo indicators) can be resolved with student-side metronomes available in mobile app or as a
separate electronic device. Occurring latency issues can be overcome when the instructor lets
students perform without corrective interruptions as suggested by Brändström et al. Further
studies of master classes that involved large audiences have used higher quality microphones and
speakers to assist in sending and delivering quality sound (Penalba et al., 2011).
Notably, camera positions can generate isolative feelings in students when camera focus
is on an instrument (e.g., keyboard) rather than on a face (Brändström et al, 2012; Penalba et al.,
2011). While some studies suggest eye contact with instructors as a means of instant feedback
(Lancaster, 2007; Orman & Whitaker, 2010), Brändström et al. (2012) describe differing
opinions of instructor preference versus student preference for camera position. Therefore, it can
be suggested that instructor awareness of possible challenges is an important component in
online music instruction.
Seeking Meaningful Learning in Online Music Courses
The use of fully online learning environments at the post-secondary level for music
learning is beginning to emerge in research (Bowman, 2014; Brändström et al., 2012; Orman &
Whitaker; 2010; Penalba et al., 2011). As current online music education research focuses on
courses that are more academic in nature (i.e., post-secondary music appreciation and music
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history courses), study outcomes suggest students can actively engage in their courses through
meaningful learning that includes collaborative activities (Waldron, 2011; 2013).
Music learning agency increases through online tools when participants share with likeminded music communities, as found in studies of learning music through YouTube
communities (Salavuo, 2006; Waldron, 2011; 2013). According to Adileh (2012), the inclusion
of interactive video and online assessments for mastery assisted his students with individual
needs and gives attention to learner-specific feedback in a flexible, asynchronous manner. While
not formal learning, the research of Salavuo (2006) and Waldron (2011; 2013) suggest that
participants are motivated by a learning environment that allows for easy retrieval and display of
music audio and videos, as well as the option to ask community members questions, knowing
they will generally find favourable and friendly interaction with others who share similar
interests.
Research gap. Leonard (2003) suggested that the pedagogy of music education has
remained unchanged for over 50 years. With the understanding that change is challenging for
many submerged in a traditional music teaching context, the necessity for proven research and
praxis is integral for both the initial movement and sustainable forward motion. While many
music researchers call for such music education reform (Allsup & Benedict, 2008; Jones, 2005;
Mark & Gary, 2007), and a need for an online music pedagogy (Bowman, 2014), it is through
the contextual blending of music’s history and meaningful learning that this research can be
explored to provide cultural authenticity to how music is taught.
The body of literature reviewed leaves an open entry point for research inquiry into how
online music courses are being designed at the undergraduate level—the strategies and
components that make up the actual learning design structures. The body of literature examined
59

in this review centre on a small grouping of available empirical studies. The limited quantity of
research itself suggests a need for an extended body of studies exploring the depth for furthering
understanding of online music learning. Desiring the furtherance of rich learning environments
in online music education, the deployment of research identifying meaningful learning within the
context of active, participatory learning can provide the means whereby online music courses can
be taken to new heights.
Investigation into the overall design of meaningful learning from student and teacher
perspectives will extend the learning outcomes of online music instruction and further challenge
the documented criticisms of online music programs (Hebert, 2007). To achieve this end, the
development of an online teaching framework for online music courses through a multiple case
studies approach addresses the complexities of instructional design, communication
technologies, and pedagogy informed by appropriate research and praxis from the fields of
online learning and music learning.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN
A social science study may be approached from a variety of research designs (Anderson
& Kanuka, 2003; Creswell, 2012; Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007; Orcher, 2005). This variety permits
opportunity for researchers to personally select deductive or inductive research processes, and
epistemological and axiological perspectives.
The relevant research design literature (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012; Creswell, 2012; Gall,
Gall, & Borg, 2007; Phillips, 2008; Yin, 2014) highlighted the necessity of choosing a research
design that is determined by the researcher’s central research questions. For that reason, it was
determined that this study required both emic and etic descriptions manifested through a
deductive, systematic inquiry process to determine a framework for developing effective online
music courses. A multiple case study approach was employed to assist in determining the variety
of online music teaching components that will in turn aid in developing a framework for teaching
online music courses. Accordingly, this chapter defines the multiple case study approach used
and the specific details of the approach used.
Case Study Approach
Case study research has been utilized in social sciences research since the early 20th
century (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 2014). Not to be confused with the objectification of an individual
case or record, case study itself is a methodological path (Creswell, 2012; Gall et al., 2007;
Gerring & McDermitt, 2007; Merriam, 1988; Stake, 1995; Yin, 2014). Some educational
researchers (Creswell, 2012; Gall et al, 2007) position case study as a subset within an
overarching qualitative paradigm. However, prominent case study design researchers place case
study as a unique research design unto itself (Merriam, 1988; Stake, 1995; Yin, 2014).
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Furthermore, case study is used to illuminate a unique and bounded unit (Miles,
Hubberman & Saldaña, 2014; Yin, 2008) contained by both its physical context (e.g., a specific
school environment), and time (e.g., a six-week study) as found in the multiple cases within this
study. The outcomes of case study research provide insight into a phenomenon (e.g., teaching
music online) through in-depth descriptions of specific, complex social exchanges and events.
There are many different approaches to case study. These differences are inherent from
varying epistemological and axiological viewpoints, indicating that case study is a complex
methodology (Yazin, 2015). For example, Stake’s (1995) interpretivist position of case study
challenges ideas of quantification of results and linear process. His focus on inquiry through the
researcher-as-observer is identified with a subjectivist paradigm. While Merriam (1988) dovetailed on Stake’s importance of researcher as “primary instrument for data collection” (p. 19) and
the importance of inductive study in educational research, her approach to case study was
through Yin’s (1984) influence of systematic order. This approach provided Merriam with ample
strategies and viewpoints for analyzing data during and after data collection.
In a later work, she ties her ideas to a more constructivist mooring, stating that “the key
philosophical assumption upon which all types of qualitative research are based is the view that
reality is constructed by individuals interacting with their social worlds” (Merriam, 1998, p. 6).
Merriam’s position exemplifies a variety of viewpoints that can be analyzed deductively through
cross-case studies.
As observed in her writings and approach to case study, Merriam (1988) used Yin’s
approach (1984) as a basis for her foray into case study research design. Merriam and Yin were
similar in their approaches, that is, both saw importance in an iterative process that was
systematic and deductive. Merriam and Yin differed in their approach to design and method,
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however. These differences are illustrated by Yin’s pragmatic approach to social sciences
research through foundations that allowed for quantitative data measurements and qualitative
observations in a real-world context.
Yin (2003; 2014) reasoned his deductive approach as a “linear but iterative process”
(2014; p. 1) that was established through more pragmatic “sets of strategies, guidelines, and
tools” (Yazin, 2015, p. 138). His approach allowed one to “embrace different epistemological
orientations” (p. 17) through a collective reality. Collective reality was deemed as a compilation
that identified how individuals within the collective related to their reality and the phenomena
that occurred. Yin (2003; 2014) suggested further that one’s individual reality, or perception,
was based upon the social reality that was made through social interaction. Consequently, the
collection of quantitative data assisted in interpreting qualitative data themes and enriched the
description of reality in which the phenomenon took place.
Guba and Lincoln (1983) posited that mixing of qualitative and quantitative approaches
presents different epistemological assumptions of relativism and positivism. Foundational
qualities that enable a study to either “support or refute a theory” (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012, p.
28) aid in identifying the challenges and opportunities of a proposed framework.
Accordingly, this study pragmatically includes a linear design approach. Given that the
topic for inquiry was to identify strategic elements to inform development of a framework for
teaching music online that aligns to social constructivism, this study follows Yin (2003; 2014)
with regard to design and method, but includes the constructivist moorings of Merriam (1998).
Together, these positions on case study design, method, and epistemological foundations gave
the researcher a defined constructivist strategy by which to advance the investigation.
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The nature of case study involves bounded phenomena, which are by definition unique.
Within this multiple case study research design, the single, bounded units are the three chosen
individual institutions that provide online music courses for Bachelor of Music program students.
The unique qualities of each case are further defined by the type(s) of online music courses
offered in the Bachelor of Music program, the length of school semesters, and the institution’s
students and faculty population participating in the study.
The phenomena central to the study are the aspects of music learning that take place in an
online music course. Consequently, the strength of description gained by each case study will
contribute to an in-depth understanding of the research questions posed and provide rich
examples and discussions of the online music education context.
Given that this study used qualitative methods (faculty and student interviews and faculty
focus group discussion) in conjunction with student survey outcomes to provide descriptive
contexts of each case, quantitative generalizability cannot be inferred. Analytic generalizability
(Polit & Beck, 2010) would have been possible had the framework been studied as a
conceptualization itself. However, the focus of this study was to surface the online learning
elements that are used in teaching music online. Consequently, the findings offer transferability
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Polit & Beck, 2010). This is also known as “case-to-case transfer” (Polit
& Beck, 2010, p. 453). That is, the reader evaluates the level to which the collateral factors are
the same for their situation and then determines if these results may be transferred.
From this unique learning context, the following questions were posed to guide this
inquiry:
1) What are the essential elements of current online music courses at the post-secondary
level?
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2) From the CoI framework (Garrison et al., 2001), what identifiable elements influence
instructional design and facilitation in online music courses at the post-secondary
level?
3) Using the elements identified from the data, how do these elements inform a
pedagogical framework for developing online music courses at the post-secondary
level?
Participants
Each of the three participating American institutions involved in the study had Bachelor
of Music programs, had offered undergraduate level online music courses for at least two years,
and held institutional accreditation from the National Associations of Schools of Music (NASM).
Participants included both students and faculty members (i.e., associated instructors, instructional
designers, and department administrators) specific to their online music courses. Students and
associated faculty, staff, and administrators were identified and invited to participate in the study
by the Department Dean or a designate.
Data Collection
The study comprised three phases of data collection. Each case study had the opportunity
to participate in the same three-phase process. Phase One involved collecting and analyzing data
from completed online student surveys and individual, 30-minute student interviews. Phase Two
focused on collecting and analyzing data from online music faculty through individual, 30minute semi-structured interviews. Phase Three involved collecting and analyzing data from 60minute focus group discussions with each case faculty based on the initial proposed framework.
A second 60-minute focus group was offered to discuss any re-worked design concepts.
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During Phase One of data collection, participating students responded to the 34-question
CoI survey (Arbaugh et al., 2008). It was completed through an anonymous online student
survey tool (www.fluidsurveys.com).
Phase Two of data collection involved individual interviews with students and faculty.
Eight semi-structured questions (Appendix A) were asked of students in confidential interviews.
Similarly, an additional eight semi-structured interview questions (Appendix B) were asked of
faculty members. Table 3.1 briefly outlines the data collection phases.
Table 3.1
Participant Groups in Three-Phase Data Collection
Data Collection Phase

Participants

Phase One

Students

CoI Survey (eight to 10 minutes; online
anonymous student survey)

Phase Two

Students

Semi-Structured interviews (30 minutes;
online or on-location)

Faculty

Semi-structured interviews (30 minutes;
online or on-location)

Faculty

Focus group discussion 1 (60 minutes;
online or on-location)

Faculty

Focus group discussion 2 (60 minutes;
online or on-location)

Phase Three

Data Instrument

Note. The number of participants in each phase of data collection was dependent on each specific case’s course
availability (i.e., according to the course calendar).

Phase Three involved gathering of data from faculty focus group discussions guided by
semi-structured questions (Appendix C), where each case was given opportunity to comment and
suggest alterations to the pre-formed online teaching framework.
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Within two weeks after each interview, individual interview transcripts were sent to the
respective participant for checking and editing as per the participants’ requests. All phases of
data collection took place during or immediately after the close of a school semester. Each data
collection instrument contributed to triangulation of data analyses. Table 3.2 identifies the
rationale for participant involvement and their contribution to the study.
Table 3.2
Participant Group Contributions in Three-Phase Data Collection
Participant Group

Participant Group
Contributions to the Study

Students

1) Assisted in identifying the current online learning environment
from a variety of perspectives (e.g., social reality);
2) Identified relevant qualitative data for mapping contextual ideas to
literature; and
3) Provided quantitative indicators for assistance in interpreting
qualitative indicators.

Faculty

1) Provided relevant feedback from the framework’s intended target
audience;
2) Assisted in identifying challenges and opportunities of delivery
framework; and
3) Suggested the overall strength or weakness of the proposed
framework for implementation.

Phase One student surveys. A survey is used to “describe the attitudes, opinions,
behaviors, or characteristics of the population” (Creswell, 2012, p. 376). Linking this definition
to Yin’s (2014) systematic design approach to case study, the data collected through each survey
assisted in developing the description of each case’s unique social context.
The CoI survey instrument was used in this study (Arbaugh et al., 2008). Arbaugh et al.
developed the instrument by aligning the 34 survey questions included in the CoI model
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developed by Garrison et al. (2001), which was a model used to describe the various interactions
and contextual reality of an online learning environment (Garrison, 2011). From the onset of this
present study, it was posited and consequently confirmed from the study’s findings, that the
survey tool would identify data, thus establishing both a general description of the online music
course environment and providing examples of student learning preferences and the learning
interactions taking place in each environment. To affirm the appropriateness of the survey to the
discipline of music, the survey questions were read and approved by two external music and
education research authorities.
Prior to students completing the 10-minute survey, all potential online music course
students from the particular cases received individual email invitations from their respective
institution’s designate to participate in the study. Along with a hyper-link to the online survey,
the email invitation included a brief synopsis of the study, assurance of the voluntary and
anonymous nature of the survey, disclosure of the 10-minute time commitment to complete the
survey, and the researcher’s contact information. Students clicked on the hyper-link to the
survey, which led to the initial survey web page. Information on this landing page reiterated the
voluntary nature of the survey and captured informed participant consent through an “I agree”
button.
The opt-in email allowed participants to end participation in the study by choosing not to
click on the survey’s link. Some participants withdrew from the survey by exiting the survey
prior to survey completion by closing their Internet browser. These surveys were not included in
the data collection. Students completed the online survey questions either at the end of their
course semester (Case One and Case Two) or during their course semester (Case 3).
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In addition to responding to the CoI questions, students were asked to identify basic
demographic information such as type of music course and year of study. Personal information
(e.g., name, email, IP addresses etc.) was not collected. All data were housed in a secure online
application (www.fluidsurvey.com) and the survey results were password-protected on both the
server and a secure computer. As required by the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct
for Research Involving Humans (December, 2010), the data will be deleted three years from the
study’s completion date.
Phase Two interviews. According to Seidman (1991), interviews can provide first-hand
description of a person's experience and perceptions, knowledge, and content background. This
reflective process of sense-making can assist in detailing tacit knowledge, challenging ideas, and
thought processes. More specifically, interviews can be a productive mechanism for participants
to actively reflect and make meaning on what may be a natural response to complex, subjective
experiences. While it produces observational understanding (Seidman, 1991), carefully
considered questions can assist in illuminating the meaning behind behaviours, tacit processes,
and responses (Seidman, 1991). Consequently, the combined results from the online survey
results and the semi-structured interviews of students and faculty provided rich descriptions of
the phenomena through etic and emic responses, respectively.
Faculty members were invited by their institutional designates to participate in individual
interviews and asked to directly contact the researcher. Similarly, in the student survey invitation
email, students were asked to contact the researcher directly should he/she wish to participate in
an individual 30-minute semi-structured interview. No student interviews were completed in
Cases Two and Three due to lack of student participation.
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Faculty member interviews from Cases One, Two and Three, and Case One student
interviews, took place at either the institution or via video conference, depending on the location
of the participant. This provided convenience and comfort for the interviewee. Participants were
sent samples of the interview questions prior to their interviews along with the required interview
consent form. Upon receipt of a signed consent form, a mutually agreeable interview time was
identified.
At the start of each online interview, the researcher made sure that each person
interviewed via video conference was comfortable using the online video application. Similarly,
those participating in on-location interviews were given opportunity to address comfort issues
with the placement of recording device technology. Both of these procedures helped create a
comfortable technology environment as described by Anderson and Kanuka (2003) in attributing
to better focus on interview questions rather than technology concerns.
Each interview began with the reading of a script that introduced the study and stated the
voluntary nature of every interview. As the semi-structured interview questions were asked (see
Appendix A and Appendix B for respective faculty and student interview questions), appropriate
probing questions arising from individual’s responses were asked to help elicit in-depth
examples. Each additional question asked sought to further identify rich descriptions of how
teaching and music learning occurs through the online context in addition to the online social
complexities contextualized in this phenomenon. These additional questions were based on the
individual conversation occurring in each interview and the respective need to clarify a response
or explanation provided by the student or faculty member. Techniques for active listening for
clarification, elucidation, and concise descriptions and observations as suggested by Seidmann
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(1991) were used; use of these techniques aided in maintaining topic focus and clarity during the
interviews.
Vygotsky (1987) suggested that spoken words are a reflection of the inward
consciousness. With this understanding in mind, each interview was recorded. The recording was
later transcribed by the researcher to ensure accurate identification of participants’ subjective
understanding in the data analyses. Following the suggestion of Lincoln and Guba (1985),
individual participant interviews were made available to the individual participant prior to data
analyses. In addition, observational notes were taken at the time of the interviews by the
researcher (Creswell, 2012; Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007). The notes were used to assist in data
triangulation during data analyses.
All students and faculty interviewed were identified by numeric codes in both the
resultant transcriptions and the reflective notes to ensure privacy. Institutions and other faculty or
student names were not included in the transcriptions to ensure confidentiality of participation.
Phase Three focus group discussions. Interviewing in single "one-off" meetings can
pose contextual misunderstandings for both participants and researchers as identified by Mishler
(1986). Therefore, two focus group discussions were planned: one to discuss the initial
framework created and the second to present an updated version. This strategy was thought to
prove beneficial in providing additional feedback and context.
While the helpful context of a focus group engaged participants in a collaborative process
that enabled a building process of ideas as identified by Seidman (1991), a second focus group
meeting was not available for any of the cases. The low number of changes identified during the
initial faculty focus group discussions did not warrant a second group discussion as deemed by
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the faculty members. Therefore, email correspondence was received by individual faculty
members to secure their agreement to the final framework developed.
The third phase of data collection provided opportunity for instructors and instructional
designers to attend two 1-hour focus group discussions at their campus location along with an
option for faculty to attend via video conference. Faculty were sent an email invitation from the
institutional designate to participate in the focus group discussion to discuss the proposed
framework developed from the combined literature review and survey results. Each focus group
ranged from two to six attendees; equal representation of gender, ages, and range of experience
was sought as outlined by Creswell (2012). There was no need for additional focus groups due to
the small number of participants in each focus group discussion. Due to the single faculty
member involved in Case Two, a focus group was not held and comments on the framework
were asked during the interview phase. This meant that Case Two lacked supporting data to
corroborate the findings derived from that case.
Focus group members received a copy of the framework prior to the meeting to aid in
creating more active dialogue during the discussion. Each participant involved in the focus group
submitted a signed participant consent form that acknowledged the recording of the study and
agreement to confidentiality (i.e., persons or discussion were not to be revealed outside of the
discussion group).
A large copy of the framework was displayed in the room for ease of reference. Focus
group discussions (see Appendix C for initial questions) began with open-ended questions to
stimulate reflective and collaborative thought regarding the opportunities and challenges of the
proposed framework. Further questions on process, as well as comparison and contrast questions,
were prompted through the sharing of personal experience. The discussions were electronically
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recorded for later transcription by the researcher. Furthermore, reflective notes were taken by the
researcher during the discussions to aid in data triangulation (Seidmann, 1991).
Because the researcher was physically present and asked questions to the focus group
participants, I acknowledge that, I, the researcher, was a part of the process (Seidmann, 1991).
My part in the dialogue prompted open-ended questions, clarification, and restatement of the
questions so as to be a nonparticipant observer. Additionally, my journal notes taken during and
after interviews and focus group discussions further aided in interpretation of the data collected.
The focus of this data phase was to collect responses regarding contextual, real-world examples,
and evidences of opportunities and challenges that can be identified in the proposed framework.
Phase Three documentation. As suggested by Merriman (1988), documentation
gathered during the study included journal notes, institutional documents that described program
or course details, and other case-specific artefacts (e.g., university websites) that provided further
description of the case and its phenomenon. Review of such documentation was helpful as an aid
to triangulation of data as described by Creswell (2012).
In general terms, documentation assisted in providing further evidence of student
engagement influences, possible learning models used to gird a course. Further, documentation
established the overall online teaching and learning practices used at a particular institution. The
researcher completed the process of field note writing (Creswell, 2012; Miles et al., 2014)
throughout the study to distinguish emerging potential themes. Field notes, or observation notes,
were compiled into separate word processing documents during each case for ease of retrieval
and for additional data analyses. In addition to observation notes, the researcher requested
appropriate documentation from the instructors, instructional designers, and administrators to
help identify further components of the phenomenon.
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Data Analyses
The data analyses that were conducted in this portion of the study comprised examination
and categorization of the evidence (Yin, 2014). The following data analyses was completed on
the three phases of data collection:
Survey data. Closed-question survey responses were statistically analyzed using mean,
median, mode, and standard deviation. The use of statistical analyses permitted identification of
further questions and explanations that were asked during the interviews and focus group
discussions. The results from the survey questions, while already themed from the CoI survey,
were also analyzed for possible sub-themes and clusters (Miles et al.) to identify patterns and
themes within and across cases. As such results arose, further questions were proposed in the
semi-structured interviews or focus groups for further elucidation. Overall, the analysis of survey
data was used to inform and assist in the creation of the proposed online music education design
framework.
Semi-structured individual interview data analyses. A manageable number of
interviews are thematically identifiable by a researcher (Anderson & Kanuka, 2003).
Accordingly, qualitative software programs such as Coding Analysis Toolkit (CAT) were not
used due to the manageable numbers of interviews completed at each case.
The interview responses were transcribed by the researcher for ease of data analysis and
to gain more familiarity with the data. A complete copy of the raw interview data was kept on a
secure computer. Raw recorded data were destroyed once the accuracy of transcripts were
confirmed by each individual participant as outlined by the Tri-Council (December, 2010).
Saldaña, a pragmatic researcher, suggested that a researcher should use the tools that
he/she views as most appropriate for the context of inquiry. This is demonstrated in the coding
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methods outlined in his most recent book (2013). He further suggested that no one practice could
be deemed the best practice of coding qualitative data and that a researcher should use the tools
that he/she views as most appropriate for the context of inquiry. Accordingly, after the researcher
reviewed a variety of approaches to analyzing interview data, thematic analysis using inductive
In Vivo first- and second-cycle coding processes was chosen (Miles et al., 2014; Saldaña, 2013).
In Vivo coding is used “to ground the analysis from [the participants] perspectives”
(Saldaña, 2013, p. 61) as initially highlighted by the study’s research questions. In Vivo coding
was recommended for case studies as it “permits the demonstration and evidencing of
participants’ perspectives that directly contribute to the phenomenon” (p. 94). In addition to In
Vivo coding, emotional coding, process coding (i.e., the use of gerunds and actions), and
descriptive coding (i.e., attribute coding) were also included to provide a well-rounded analysis
of the phenomenon.
In this study, the first-cycle coding included an eclectic coding to assist in trustworthiness
(Miles et al., 2014; Saldaña, 2013). Such coding allowed for the integration of more than one
coding technique to be applied during the first cycle of analysis. In general, the first-cycle coding
involved taking words, short phrases, or paragraphs from the interview transcripts that evidenced
the essence of the transcript data. Specifically, “splitter” In Vivo coding (Saldaña, 2013) was
used to allow for the data to be split into smaller coded sections, as opposed to “lumping”
(Saldaña, 2013) of large data sections for a single code. These resulting smaller sections, as
described by Charmaz (2008), can produce a detailed coding that can assist in limiting the impact
of the researcher’s bias and subjectivities during data analysis.
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Once all data were processed through first-cycle coding, a second-cycle coding that
allowed for re-analyzing previous coding as well as categorization was completed. An example
of the first- and second-cycle coding process is provided in Appendix D.
Codes in the qualitative analyses were “researcher-generated” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 4) and
generally consisted of short word summaries of data taken directly from the collected data. This
type of analysis is further described as revealing both interpretation and meaning of the data for
the researcher (Saldaña, 2013), as well as the subjectivities (Sipe & Guiso, 2004) inherit within
the scope of the research and the researcher.
Further patterning of categories or themes used in an iterative process was completed
until the data informed an outcome. Additionally, the researcher sought initial assistance from
her supervisor to achieve initial inter-rater reliability (Creswell, 2012; Miles et al., 2014) for
consistency in coding. Once consistency in inter-rater reliability was achieved, the researcher
completed the data analyses. Audit trails (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012) were made as journal notes
during the analytical process and were used to identify coding choices and rationale. As
suggested by Seidman (2006), the researcher reviewed the data corpus for particular portions that
related to the research questions posed and focused on such data for analyses. The final resulting
data set was used to further inform and assist in the creation of the proposed online music
education design framework.
Analyses of focus group discussions. The focus groups were transcribed directly by the
researcher. With each person’s voice being unique, like the sound of an instrument, the
researcher was able to create a transcription of each focus group. Each person was given a
unique identifier (e.g., trombone, flute and tuba) and appears as a unique voice in the appropriate
transcript. The researcher’s supervisor read the focus group transcripts to affirm both quality of
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the transcription and the representation of a variety of faculty members in the discussion. The
focus group transcriptions were then coded for themes and categories. The one-hour time limit of
the focus group discussions resulted in a reasonable quantity of data that then allowed the
researcher to thematically code the collected data (Creswell, 2012; Miles et al., 2014; Orcher,
2005).
Miles et al. (2014) suggested that thematic coding showcases the organization of
analyzed data so that trends, consistencies, or patterns can be revealed. Given this desired
outcome, the researcher followed the similar thematic coding process completed for the prior
interviews. The completed coding analysis identified themes, sub-themes, and clusters (Miles et
al.) for each focus group discussion transcript. A second-cycle coding process (Miles et al.) was
completed to align the first-cycle coding into patterns of categories or themes that were present
within and across cases. The final results of data analyses were used to draw connections to the
literature and provided the basis for discussion of confirmations and inconsistencies between the
literature and the completed study.
Document analyses. A limited amount of documentation was available and included the
use of university websites for gathering course data as well as information about the university
context. For the documentation collected, a holistic interpretation was used (Miles et al., 2014).
This meant that the documentation retrieved for each case was viewed through an iterative
process to identify themes and categories. Similar to analyzing the transcripts, document data
were grouped by topic or theme and clusters for iterative coding (Orcher, 2005). The outcomes
of the analysis were then used in triangulating other data analyzed from the surveys and
interviews.
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Integrity of the Study
Generalizability from case study is challenging due to the different contexts of each case
(Miles et al., 2014; Polit & Beck, 2010). However, Yin (2014) suggested that replication can be a
strategy used within case studies provided that each case is undergirded by a similar theoretical
framework. Since each case was framed by social constructivism, it was posited that such a
replication strategy could be employed.
According to Polit and Beck (2010), when an observer is able to see similar attributes or
contexts from a case, there may be opportunity for transferability from one case to another.
However, this transferability is dependent on the interpretation of the observer. Therefore, it is
understood that although the overall case study outcomes will not transfer to all populations, the
outcomes may yet hold some ideas that are transferable.
As a result of the data collected and analyzed, this study provided in-depth descriptions
of the unique units within this study’s particular phenomenon. Suggestions and potential
inferences were made to other potential populations with similar occurring phenomenon in the
discussion chapter.
Reliability. Reliability denotes consistency of a measure over time, samples, etc.
(Creswell, 2012; Phillips, 2008) and is termed by Yin (2014) to describe elements of
trustworthiness as defined by Guba and Lincoln (1983). In case study design, Yin (2014)
suggested that the use of replicating cases, not their results, should be used to demonstrate
reliability. However, it may not be possible to consistently replicate the description of a human
experience (Merriam, 1998). Therefore, the researcher sought to seek consistency by employing
a particular method of data collection and the use of journaling or audit trails in all cases. This
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aligned with Merriam’s (1998) idea that reliability can be sought through consistency, that is,
“…the results are consistent with the data collected” (p. 206).
The three cases included in this study demonstrate reasonable reliability given the similar

instruments used for data collection and use of the same methods of data collection and data
coding methods. This consistency suggests that each correctly analyzed evidence source (i.e.,
surveys, interviews, focus group discussions, and document collection) was reliable and
triangulation of results is possible for similar or contradictory findings within and across cases.
The 34-question CoI survey instrument (Arbaugh et al., 2008) was identified as a reliable
instrument for measuring the social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive presence in an
online course (Kupczynski et al., 2008; Means et al., 2010; Shea & Bidjerano, 2009; Swan et al.,
2008; Randianasolo, 2013). In this study, the survey instrument was used to generate descriptive
statistics as a way to inform further questions during the faculty member and student interviews
and assist in triangulation of data.
Validity. Influenced by Yin, (2014), Merriam (1998) also uses scientific language (e.g.,
validity) to identify elements of trustworthiness found in case study. Threats to internal validity
can include “history, maturation, testing instrumentation, statistical regression, selection,
mortality [loss of participants], interactions” (Phillips, 2008, p. 161). From this, it can be
suggested that a six-week time frame for participants to complete surveys and the short interview
commitments (i.e., 30-minute semi-structured interviews and 60-minute focus group discussions)
decreased threats to validity. Within the context of case research design, Yin (2014) suggested
that the inclusion of multiple cases present events that can be “pattern-matched” (p. 146) to
increase validity across the study. This posits that the use of like data collection instruments, as
used in this study, promotes validity. Threats to external validity (i.e., impact of an experimental
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variable) are nonexistent due to primary use of qualitative methods with the collection of
descriptive statistics through student surveys.
Triangulation of data. Triangulation of data is known to promote a better understanding
of fieldwork outcomes (Bresler, 2008; Creswell, 2012; Phillips, 2008). However, the strength of
data collected for triangulation is dependent on the type and extent to which data are collected.
Therefore, to seek clarity of data collected, the researcher provided the interview transcripts to
interviewees for verification, that is, member checking (Creswell, 2012). Furthermore, the
researcher sought to include a variety of different participant voices (i.e., student, faculty, and
administration) in the study to identify possible points of data triangulation.
Additional use of researcher journaling and inter-rater reliability (Creswell, 2012; Gall et
al., 2007; Miles et al., 2014) helped to further eliminate internal and external validity threats
(Phillips, 2008; Yin, 2014). Once the data were collected, the same coding process was used
consistently across all cases to further lead to increased potency of qualitative data triangulation.
Limitations of the study. For this study, there were three known limitations:
1.

Case study research itself is limited to the phenomenon found in a bounded, unique
case. Therefore, this asserts only transferability of outcomes and possible ideas for
transference resulting from the study (Merriam, 1988; Polit & Beck, 2010; Yin,
2014);

2.

Researcher bias was a limitation based on the necessary inferences I had to make
when collecting and analyzing data. Careful considerations of my biases and the
sharing of questions and concerns regarding data bias took place between myself and
the research authority (e.g., my supervisor) to best defray concerns (Yin, 2014);
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3.

The reliance on institutional designates to forward participant invitations to faculty
and students limited the extent and type of participants involved in the study (e.g.,
low sample size of student survey results; only one case included student interviews);
The choice of cases to study were limited by the low number of institutions willing to
be involved in the study.
Delimitations of the study. For this study, there are three known delimitations:

1.

The bounded units are themselves delimited to restrict participants to specific
institutions with Bachelor of Music degrees from three NASM institutions;

2.

The study did not examine the learning outcomes that resulted from the use of
specific components;

3.

This study is delimited to the phenomenon of learning in online music courses.
Researcher bias. There is an important connection between subject discipline and

educational research expertise that becomes critical for determining the implications of this
study. In interviews with 37 faculty, Prosser et al. (2008) suggested that future changes in
teaching and learning must connect teaching approaches and student learning through the
specific disciplinary field as a whole (i.e., not in parts) in order to identify significant
implications and processes.
Furthermore, in an overview of research literature, Entwistle (2010) suggested that
investigations in the field of educational research can be challenging for researchers as there is
an undergraduate level knowledge needed to demonstrate adequate expertise for identification of
pertinent, subject-specific literature and subsequent critical discourse. From these connections, it
can be posited that plausible guidelines or frameworks that connect the educational research of
online learning and music education can be more effectively determined by a researcher who has
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a background in all of these fields. Consequently, my background in the teaching of online music
education was deemed a strength for this research.
As a previous technology consultant who created online courses for over 8,000 K–12
teachers in a public school board and taught online master’s degree courses, I have had
experience with instructional design, online learning environments, and the practicality of
teaching faculty. Added to this background is my experience as a university research assistant in
the scholarship of teaching and learning. Accordingly, I brought both experiential learning and
research knowledge to the field of teaching and online learning.
Although bias cannot be fully eliminated, I am consciously aware of the possibility of
bias and attempted to limit my bias to better understand the perceptions and meaning of each
participant’s reality. Limitation of my bias was sought by maintaining awareness of the need for
bracketing and choosing to lean on peers who did not have the same bias for interview and
discussion summaries.
While Bresler (2008) indicated that neutrality of the researcher is impossible, permitting
participants to clarifying their interview transcripts aided in obtaining a contextually true
interpretation of what was said or inferred by each participant. Furthermore, by being cognizant
of my biases and purposefully identifying how I could effectively ask interview questions to
solicit clear or rich experiential examples from participants, the results of this study were
demonstrated through study integrity (i.e., by way of member checking and triangulation).
Data Management
Data in the form of survey responses, electronic recordings, transcripts and analyses were
collected and stored on a password-secured laptop. All data sources (i.e., video, audio and
written documentation) were backed-up on a secondary password-protected device and stored in
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a secure cabinet. Raw data (i.e., written reflections or field notes) were stored in a secure, keylocked cabinet and destroyed at the end of the study. The original interview data were
appropriately placed into virtual folders according to their respective case study as suggested by
Miles et al. (2014) to keep them organized. Furthermore, to keep accurate records of original
data, a main working file was used to condense and transform data into the final report.
Ethics
This study was completed in accordance to the ethical standards of the University of
Calgary’s Research Services Office and the Conjoint Faculties Research Ethics Board (CFREB).
An ethics application was made to the University of Calgary and received approval in June 2014.
Inquiries to, and compliances with, the ethics requirements of the three universities involved in
the study were made according to each university’s institutional review board and processes.
Anonymity was sought and provided for all survey participants. Privacy and
confidentiality of participant data were given to all individual interviews and focus group
discussions. All transcript data used alpha-numeric codes to protect participant privacy and
confidentiality. A paper or digitally-signed letter of consent was required by all participants prior
to their inclusion in the study. The opening page of the survey outlined the purpose of the study,
the start and end dates of the study, the anonymous and voluntary nature of the study and the
researcher’s contact information.
The nature of the survey involved asking participants to self-assess their involvement in
learning music in an online environment. No particular participant found discomfort in
responding to personal inquiries, and anonymity of the surveys and non-personally identifiable
markers for semi-structured interviews and discussion transcripts were maintained for privacy
and confidentiality. All parts of the study were voluntary and based on opt-in participation. If a
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participant did not want to participate in the study, he or she chose not to respond to the email
invitation. For participants completing the online survey, withdrawal from the study was possible
by exiting the survey prior to submitting survey results. Once submitted, results could not be
removed due to the anonymity of the survey results.
No participants withdrew from the interviews or focus group discussions. This study is
meant for public dissemination for the benefit of the research community through the writing of
articles, papers, presentations, and other scholarly contributions.
Timeline for Study
After candidacy requirements and ethics approval were granted, invitations requesting
institutional participation in the study were emailed to prospective Program Deans or program
directors beginning June 2014 and continued until August 2015. This resulted in over 30
universities being contacted for participation. Upon acceptance by the program Dean or
equivalent, the necessary ethics compliance documentation was completed for each of the three
institutions involved.
With institutional ethics approval, the researcher submitted an email invitation to be sent
to the selected online music program students by the institution’s program designate. The student
survey link was open for four to six weeks for participants to complete the student survey. It was
requested that the email be sent two to three times throughout the course (i.e., at weeks three,
five, and seven) to encourage maximum survey participation. During the six-week period,
requests for participation in the one-on-one interviews and focus groups were received. Data
from all cases were collected between November 2014 and November 2015.
Once data from Phases One and Two were collected and analyzed, the proposed
framework was refined as identified by the research data analyzed. The faculty who indicated
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interest in being part of the focus group discussions were contacted after the interview phase was
completed. The focus group discussions were completed as soon as possible (i.e., less than two
weeks) after the interviews to maintain participant interest and involvement.
Miles et al., (2014) suggested that each day of fieldwork represents four to seven days of
field notes, coding, and formalized display processing. Given these suggested time allotments, it
was expected that each case might result in 10 to 13 days for finalizing formalized accounts of
data. The largest case took one month to complete data analyses.
Challenges to Consider
Challenges that are based on the types of tools used for data collection included:
•

I sought participation from 31 universities over the course of a year to locate three
willing cases;

•

There was a low-response rate of student participation due to lack of instructor or
institutional designate support;

•

The researcher needed to travel to the institution to achieve an adequate number
of study participants;

•

The participants were reluctant to share all of their personal experiences due to
the non-anonymous nature of interviews; and

•

Institutional documentation was minimal.

Each of these challenges is commonly encountered in the implementation of a research
design (Creswell, 2012; Gall et al., 2007; Orcher, 2005), and warrants attention to such
possibilities and preparation for such events. Yin (2014) suggested that preparation in research
design (i.e., systematic planning) could help limit data collection challenges. Given a priori
knowledge of possible challenges, I, the researcher, identified benefits to the participants to aid
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in buy-in and motivation. Such benefits included gaining knowledge in the field of learning
music online; growth in self-assessment and reflective thinking; understanding the challenges of
online education in the arts; and becoming part of an extended research community.
The challenges to data analysis included the large amount of data generated from
interviews; appropriate interpretation of data; and use of appropriate analytical techniques.
Overcoming challenges of data analysis were sought by appropriate peer briefing (Creswell,
2012), engaging and external auditor (Miles et al., 2014) such as one’s dissertation supervisor,
and the reporting of bias (Creswell, 2012).
While each solution to managing research challenges is not infallible (Bresler, 2009),
preparation and planning were appropriate and presented an adequate solution. To this end, it
was found that the challenges undertaken by the researcher allowed her to gain further
knowledge in the field of online music learning and the betterment of research skills.
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CHAPTER FOUR: CASE STUDY ONE
The findings and data analyses from three case studies are individually presented in
Chapters Four, Five, and Six. Each chapter identifies the case context, participant demographics,
and data findings from the three collection phases outlined in Chapter Three (i.e., participant
surveys, interviews, and focus group discussions). The findings from each of the three data
collection phases were analyzed and subsequently appear under an appropriate overarching
theme (e.g., course design and components of online music teaching and learning) with
subsequent themes and categories. Tables are included to highlight the findings as appropriate. A
cross-case comparison is presented in Chapter Seven.
The first case study had a fully online undergraduate music program. Seven faculty
members (n = 7) took part in faculty interviews and focus group discussions. Students
participated in interviews (n = 4) and student surveys (n = 9). The unique finding in this case was
the importance of music learning in the social relationship in alignment to its cultural music
context. While this is predominantly found in traditional music courses, this case expressed the
inherent need for an online music course to be “authentic” (AA55) to the social context of music.
Therefore, the inclusion of synchronous learning was identified as integral for the online learning
environment.
Case Context
This case involved a small, mid-western university located in the United States. Its total
student population was less than 1,500. Their music program was accredited by the National
Association of Schools of Music (NASM) and had students attending the program either onlocation or online. Online students were able to complete a Bachelor of Music degree by
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completing standard NASM four-year music course requirements. All required courses were
available through a hybrid (blended) or fully online course format, with the exception of applied
lessons. Applied lessons were not part of the online format. Online students took their applied
lessons from a university-approved instructor within their home location. Seven faculty members
participated in the study (n = 7). Six faculty members participated in interviews and six
participated in the faculty focus group discussion. The music student department population
comprised 52 students; nine music students (n = 9) completed the online survey and four music
students (n = 4) took part in a study interview.
Program context. The campus was described by faculty members as offering strong
distance courses and had support for both students and faculty members during its early
technology initiatives in the late 1990s, according to one administrator. Those music faculty
members initially resistant to the inclusion of technology in their courses were convinced by the
efforts of their university to provide supportive infrastructures such as technology funding and
overt technology innovations and initiatives.
A notable shift of pedagogical paradigms toward innovative technology use was
described explicitly by two faculty members. This shift was marked by the point at which
students were given access to innovative technology, which consequently resulted in increased
expectation of technology to be incorporated into courses. One faculty member described how
the availability of online course options became required by the university administration as part
of its disaster plan initiative.
The first online music course, Music Fundamentals, was made available to music
students in 2004. Additional music courses were added until a suite of courses formed the online
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Bachelor of Music degree. Online courses included: Aural Skills, Music History, Conducting,
Music Theory, Pedagogy, Piano Proficiency, Music Appreciation, and Music Fundamentals.
The hybrid classes had approximately 22 to 26 online students (including synchronous
and asynchronous students) and approximately seven to 10 in-person students. In fall 2014, eight
faculty members were teaching 52 online students in the online environment.
Study Participants
Faculty member participants. Faculty members had a variety of music performance
and teaching backgrounds. Six of the seven faculty interviewed stated that they had not taught in
a formal online course environment prior to their teaching in this music department. The
following vignettes provide a brief description of each participating faculty member and their
approach to teaching music online.
AA14. He began tenure at the university upon completion of his doctoral degree in
performance. He was new to teaching both in the classroom and online when he first came to the
university. After teaching music online for seven years, he described his journey of learning to
teach music online as “kind of finding my own way.” AA14 further described his teaching as, “I
think I approach things very much from an applied pedagogy type of perspective.”
Prior to the fall 2014 semester, AA14 shared his online teaching with another faculty
member to aid in a gradual transition to teaching online. He also described how his online music
courses were set up similarly to his traditional courses, but “the major projects are where the
differences happen.” He took part in the university’s basic workshops for teaching online and
was generally positive regarding the experience of teaching music online. AA14’s biggest
challenge was student interaction. He stated, “I haven’t found a way to really build a strong
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community without assigning a lot of extra stuff.” While open to the possibility of including
collaborative activities, AA14 preferred to give students individual “applicable” assignments.
AA17. He was in his first year of teaching at the university. He had previous experience
as an online student and used those experiences to create a rewarding learning experience for his
students. AA17 was comfortable with the use of technology. He was aware that he could include
more technology tools in his teaching to better assist his students’ learning needs.
AA17 affirmed the helpfulness of attending a university workshop in starting his new
online faculty role, as well as a desire to have a mentor. He felt that mentoring was an important
support to provide both technological support and pedagogical strategies for online music that
may be missing from larger institutional workshops. Responsible for creating and teaching his
own music courses, AA17 found that organization of time was a challenge for online teaching.
By organizing his time to address email responses and course design, he found the online
teaching workload more manageable.
AA51. The chair of the program, AA51, was familiar with both administrative and
faculty aspects of teaching online. He had taught in a traditional format and gradually
transitioned to teaching online courses over the last few years. He suggested that organizational
and at least some prior technology experiences were needed for faculty to successfully start in
teaching music online. He highlighted organization as an essential part of course design and
described how his traditional and online courses used similar organizational structures. He stated,
“the more organized you can be, the more effective your class. The happier your students will
be.”
AA51 also described how teaching was unique to each faculty member and that he was
open to faculty having a diverse set of teaching skills. He required that his faculty have some
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prior experience with a Learning Management System. As administrator, he provided the
necessary “tools” and workshops to help his faculty be successful in their online teaching so that
their program will grow.
AA55. She was an online music department administrator and faculty member. She had a
vast experience of teaching undergraduate music courses online for over 10 years and was also
proficient with a variety of technology tools (e.g., VoiceThread, blogs, and wikis). She used her
knowledge about educational learning models such as Technology, Pedagogy, and Content
Knowledge (TPACK) to help her strategically create her online music courses to weave together
practical music application with learning through technology.
She described herself as being a faculty mentor for her peers new to teaching online. She
acknowledged a sense of helpfulness in having skills as an instructional designer and pedagogue
for course design. She expressed the importance of online music being taught from a social
context (e.g., social constructivist) and how the communication exchange of music was a
foundation for teaching music online. AA55 built her learning tasks to include collaboration and
group work activities.
AA24. She was an applied performance faculty member. She had no background in
online teaching and learning. She was in the beginning stages of learning about teaching music
online and described herself as having little ability with technology.
AA13. He was a former band teacher and suggested his prior knowledge of classroom
management strategies guided his success in teaching music theory and aural skills courses
online. He was the only faculty member that came to the university with previous online music
teaching. AA13 described his online course area as clearly organized with quizzes, discussion
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boards, videos, links, and live music notation software integration. His course content was
developed using the technique of backward design.
AA13 felt that students should have a sense of community when learning music and
stated, “Sometimes you have to verbally talk about it.” To help his students feel more connected
to the course and their learning, he provided at least four modes by which students could
communicate with him: email, phone, video conference, and in-course text chat. These various
modes of communication allowed him to get “more personal about it.” He provided online
students with opportunities to interact with on-campus students during class time through group
work in addition to the use of asynchronous discussion forums. AA13 used learning analytics to
monitor his online students and their activity.
AA15. She was new to teaching online and found the issues of latency and lack of
physical presence sometimes challenging. Because she spent the majority of her course time
observing and listening to students perform, she had to rely heavily on her skills of perfect pitch
when audio and video signal did not match due to technology issues.
Being aware of her technology challenges, she found ways to help minimize her
technology concerns. For example, she used direct Internet connections instead of WiFi and had
students create videos when the Internet went down. She frequently used similar in-person
coaching techniques during her online sessions (e.g., watching hand motions, playing examples
for students). As a result of her online piano coaching, AA15 learned “how to explain something
really well.”
Summary of faculty participants. Overall, many faculty members described learning to
teach online as being a self-taught experience and an organizational process that was similar to
the traditional music classroom. The online teaching backgrounds of all faculty participants were
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diverse. One faculty member had an extensive online teaching background (e.g., over 10 years)
and two faculty members had no previous online teaching experience. Five of the seven faculty
members described their teaching backgrounds as heavily performance based.
Five of the six faculty members interviewed and four of the six faculty members in the
focus group had taught an online music course prior to the fall of 2014. One faculty participant
had prior experience as an online student. Six of the seven faculty members were new to
teaching in the online environment upon their arrival at the university. In general, faculty learned
how to teach online during their course assignments (i.e., trial by fire) and described their online
teaching abilities as skills and knowledge that developed over time during their teaching tenure.
Table 4.1 outlines the online teaching experience of faculty participants.
Table 4.1
Characteristics of Case One Faculty Participants
Years of
Online
Teaching

Faculty
Interviews

Faculty
Focus Group

0 years
1–2 years
3–5 years
6–10 years
10 or more

1
1
1
2
1

2
1
1
2
0

years
Total

6

6

Due to a variety of technological skill sets and growth stages in online learning among
faculty members, the data showed a spectrum of faculty perceptions about learning music online.
For example, two faculty described face-to-face and online music learning as similar in their
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learning activities. Conversely, two faculty members described the online experience as stronger
than the face-to-face experience and an opportunity to “enrich” the learning experience. Three
faculty members identified a slight favouring of the face-to-face learning environment for
various reasons including personal contact and ease of communication, ability to teach more
advanced concepts in face-to-face, and that face-to-face allowed for more students in campus
ensembles. Table 4.2 highlights basic faculty perceptions of online learning.
Student participants. Nine students completed the online student survey (n = 9). The
demographics of the student survey participants included six females and three males; one was a
freshman, three were sophomores, one was a junior, and four were seniors. Survey participants
identified themselves as enrolled in online or hybrid courses in music history (44.4 percent),
music theory (33.3 percent), and “other” courses (11.1 percent) such as seminar courses.
Twenty-two percent did not identify the courses in which they were enrolled.
Table 4.2
Case One Faculty Perceptions Regarding Online Learning
Characteristics

Faculty

Online teaching is the same as face-to-face
teaching
Online teaching is unique from teaching face-toface
Online teaching holds some similarities to face-toface teaching

2

Total

6

2
2

Four students (n = 4) took part in the semi-structured interviews. Due to the anonymity of
the online survey, the students interviewed may have also completed the online student survey.
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All students were female. Two of the students (AA181 and AA189) interviewed were hybrid
students and two students (AA183 and AA188) were part of the fully online program. One
interviewee was a freshman (25 percent), two were sophomores (50 percent) and one was a
senior (25 percent). Table 4.3 highlights the general characteristics of student participants in the
study.
Students were between 18 to 24 years and described themselves as both experienced and
non-experienced online learners who may or may not have previously taken music courses in a
face-to-face formal setting. Together, they represented experiences with first through fourth year
music theory and aural skills online courses, online music fundamentals summer courses, and an
online music pedagogy course.
Table 4.3
Characteristics of Student Participants
Student
Surveys

Student
Interviews

Music Theory
Music History
Applied Music
Musicology
Composition
Music Appreciation
Other (seminar)

4
3
0
0
0
0
2

1
2
0
0
0
0
1

Total

9

4

Characteristics
Course

The four students interviewed were generally comfortable with the inclusion of
technology and student interaction in their learning. AA188 commented, “Collaborating. I love
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that… that was really helpful to me.” Some voiced concern that sometimes technology “doesn’t
work exactly how it should” (AA189), which was problematic for learning. Students expressed
specific reasons for taking the online format such as flexibility of location and time and/or
financial issues). In general, students were “happy” (AA188) with the online course format and
delivery.
Findings
Data analyzed from the student surveys, faculty and student interviews, and faculty focus
group discussions yielded the following four themes: 1) Online music pedagogy, 2) Course
design, 3) Assessment, and 4) Communication. In the following sections, each theme will be
examined along with its sub-themes. Opportunities and challenges are highlighted within the
context of each theme.
Online music pedagogy. The theme of online music pedagogy brought together teaching
philosophies and pedagogies, perceptions of online learning, and institutional supports that
influenced how to teach online. These three significant markers were found to impact and
influence each other. While faculty members held various beliefs on the use of individual and
collaborative activities in their teaching, their perceptions of online learning influenced those
beliefs. Through the incorporation of institutional supports, faculty members grew in their
abilities to teach online, which further influenced their understanding and perceptions of online
learning.
Teaching philosophies and pedagogies. Beliefs, perceptions, and values statements were
stated or implied during the interviews and faculty focus group discussion. As faculty described
how they designed a course, they often incorporated value statements about why they used
certain teaching methods, their personal perceptions on specific teaching methods, and how the
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online teaching environment enabled learning opportunities or presented challenges. For
example, AA55 described her course design as “authentic.” She further stated, “Authentic to me
is that it has something to do with real music, number one.”
Online music courses designed and developed by faculty members were moored
foundationally to not only pedagogy but also to one’s teaching philosophy, perceptions, and
beliefs about the learning of music in an online environment. Consequently, engaging learning
tasks and overall course design were realized, or not, from faculty members’ teaching
philosophies. For example, AA55 believed that collaboration was important for learning and
from that belief she purposely designed activities that required students to collaborate.
The participants represented a wide spectrum of past teaching experiences, reactions, and
perceptions. One faculty member, AA55, “grew with that entire program…the entire time” and
was described as a leader in adopting new learning technologies and learning activities. Another
faculty member, AA14, described his start to teaching music online as a “fire” and used the same
individual learning activities from his traditional courses in his online courses. While aware that
learning can take place through online collaboration, this faculty member was seemingly
reluctant to incorporate additional technology and collaborative tasks specific for the online
platform. However, newness to online teaching did not seem to be a factor for AA17. He
identified clearly his willingness to look for ways to better facilitate student learning and
increased the aspect of community in his courses by seeking assistance from peers and online
web-based sources.
Three overall perceptions surfaced among faculty interviews regarding teaching music in
an online environment: 1) online teaching was more challenging due to its set or published
format; 2) both environments had “a lot of cross over” (AA14) regarding teaching setup and; 3)
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the online environment was better able to enrich learning. While two faculty members suggested
the online environment permitted students to have a personalized learning experience, three
faculty members slightly favoured the face-to-face learning environment.
Those favouring face-to-face learning described interactive exchanges and development
of community as inherent challenges in the online environment. Specifically, AA15 and AA14
noted the face-to-face environment enabled better personal contact and ease of direct
communication, which consequently allowed for the development of more advanced musical
concepts. However, these faculty members also agreed that the online environment could allow
for student learning, but it was just “more difficult” (AA14) and “took a long time” (AA15) to
prepare.
The importance of music discipline expertise was identified through the examples and
tasks faculty presented to students. Specifically, faculty members identified essential learning
requirements that applied to both traditional music teaching pedagogy and online music teaching.
For example, as faculty described their learning tasks, it was noted that while a learning task
(e.g., listening to a musical work or reading a musical score) may have been a traditional
teaching method, it was also a necessary and foundational element for learning music in any
environment, including online. The transformation of a task from a traditional teaching method
to an online format required certain levels of technological skills such as the ability to use a web
camera, create video feedback, etc.. However, it was also noted that when technology did not
work properly (i.e., when latency occurred), faculty members could use their music expertise to
surpass the technological issue. For example, AA15 described how her expert musicianship
allowed for expert teaching when she stated,
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So, if they play a chord, sometimes I can’t hear what the chord is
because all I hear is distortion…I have perfect pitch so it’s helpful.
I can just hear and look at their hands and know what keys they’re
playing.
The intricacies of expert discipline knowledge was part of a foundational premise for
teaching and learning both theory- and performance-based practices of music at the postsecondary level. Therefore, as described in the following descriptions of individual faculty
comments, expertise in the music discipline was foundational to each component of online music
teaching and learning.
Additional data on beliefs, values, and perceptions of online teaching were found to be
linked to faculty teaching philosophies and pedagogical influences in addition to online
pedagogies. Types of learning tasks and activities created for online courses (e.g., collaborative
and constructivist learning tasks) aligned with the faculty member’s overall teaching beliefs,
influences, and previously conceived perceptions for online learning.
As faculty members transitioned from face-to-face teaching to online teaching, it was
apparent they relied heavily on their past experiences and teaching beliefs from the traditional
music classroom. The weekly synchronous sessions of the hybrid format kept a similar
classroom atmosphere, except for the addition of a video conference feed. This positioned the
program to keep synchronous communication as a foundation of both the program and its faculty
members.
Faculty members confirmed these foundational beliefs. AA55 stated, “I believe,
wholeheartedly, also in this face-to-face thing. This HAS to be a part of it.” AA55 viewed
synchronous communication among students and faculty as an integral part of the learning
process and thereby identified her philosophical belief that social connection (i.e., community)
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was an important part of the online music learning process. AA17 reiterated the importance of
the live learning exchange with students. He stated, “What I find frustrating, is that in my hybrid
classes, students have the option of being live for the Collaborate session or just watching the
archives. And I think it should be live.” Faculty members generally found live, synchronous,
communication exchanges essential for students learning music online.
Analyses of philosophical beliefs also highlighted that there was a need for a cultural
musician context to be created online. This context was described in many ways by different
faculty members. AA55 spoke of the need for online music to be “taught within that same
cultural context, or that, really, that disciplinary context.” She further articulated,
The idea of having live interaction…I just think it’s crucial at some
point. I don’t know how much is needed; I don't know how little
one could get by with. But, for me, it needs to be an integral part of
the learning.
Another faculty member, AA14, suggested that his students need to feel the experience of
conducting and being in front of people. Such a practical experience may not often be gained
when students merely record their conducting via video. The context of “being on [the] podium”
(AA14) was described as eliciting emotions not always experienced when students submit a
video recording of themselves conducting in their home space. Both of these examples addressed
the need for communication and emotional exchanges as found among performers playing
together. AA13 also described the act of listening to music together as being important for the
music student.
The act of experiencing music—performing, writing, reading, listening and producing—
was described as preferable by six of the seven faculty members. One-dimensional exchanges, as
found in asynchronous learning was described by AA55 as “flat.” Specifically, this faculty
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member stated, “…that’s musicians again speaking. So, there are a lot of people who think that
flatness is just perfectly fine. I think for those of us who are not into that type of communication,
it’s really hard.” Together, these faculty members suggested that music courses presented in an
online learning environment should address the culturally inherent dynamic communication
exchanges found in the performance and experiential foundations of music.
Faculty members’ pedagogical influences also came from their self-guided learning
experiences. AA51 described his online teaching as being grounded from his previous traditional
teaching. His use of organization of course content was one helpful approach borrowed from his
traditional teaching pedagogy. Highlighting the pedagogical challenges of teaching online, AA14
commented that he was not sure how to teach online and expressed that he was, “finding [his]
own way” as he tried various approaches seeking success. AA17 described his approach to
teaching music online based on his previous experiences as an online student.
Pedagogical influences from previous instructors’ course design were natural influences
when faculty members inherited a previously designed online course. AA15 remarked, “I got it
[the course] from the teacher before and thank goodness they did it because I wouldn’t know
where to get all of the materials.” While each of the faculty members had to take a basic
workshop for teaching online, their pedagogical approaches appeared to be based on the success
and failure of their own learning experiences. One exception to this self-learning was voiced by
AA51. He described his online teaching workshop experience as pivotal for his online pedagogy.
The workshops he attended provided course templates, and from that he created his course.
Faculty members also made reference to specific pedagogy deemed helpful as they
transitioned to or created their online teaching environments. AA55 succinctly described online
teaching through the lens of instructional design. She stated, “Teaching should occur in that
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central part of TPACK” and “the middle [of TPACK] is where we have to be working.” TPACK
was a highly influential learning theory for this particular faculty member who had previous
formal learning in educational theories.
However, not all faculty had education terminology to accurately describe their teaching
influences. Instead, faculty used personal experiences that identified inclusion of learning
theories. For example, AA13 described Universal Design for Learning (UDL) when he stated, “I
said I had to have three different ways of explaining things because everybody’s a little bit
different.” AA55 described her choice for online activities as, “something in which they are
thoroughly engaged.” She suggested that activities also had to be ones that students viewed as
meaningful to their learning in addition to having some kind of attachment to their musical
interests (i.e., personalization of learning).
Four of the seven faculty members identified the use of backward design. Two faculty
members used rich terminology to explain their inclusion of pedagogical tools including
backward design, while two used specific learning theories but were unaware of specific
terminology. To illustrate the importance of backward design, AA13 stated, “the problem is if
you start somewhere and you don’t have a clear ending, how do you get there?” AA51 explained
his use of backward design as breaking a big concept into smaller concepts throughout his Music
Appreciation course. As AA55 explained, “Teaching music theory AND using backward design
has helped me to stay focused.”
These various faculty members’ explanation of pedagogical influences suggested that the
successes and challenges of self-guided learning can influence the integration of learning
theories without extensive training. As many of the faculty remarked, learning theories such as
backward design were viewed as effective approaches to teaching even if a faculty member was
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not familiar with the formal approach. As AA13 succinctly stated, “I was thinking about what
type of learning models but I don’t really think about it that way.”
Together, the combination of faculty pedagogies and perceptions suggested faculty seek
to create a specific type of learning environment for their students. Their pedagogies suggested
that they have foundational beliefs and values regarding a strong connection of communication
and learning for the unique context of music learning.
Perceptions of online learning. Faculty members’ perceptions about what could be
learned in the online environment influenced the learning approaches used by faculty. For
example, when faculty described how they perceived teaching in the online environment, five
faculty members (n = 7) described a process of incrementally adapting to teaching music online.
AA13 revealed, “I was terrified when I first started teaching online courses and every semester I
learned a little bit and a little bit.” Challenged by new technologies, AA17 also described
adoption of technology skills.
As faculty grew in their confidence in the online environment, they described online
teaching by way of specific problems they encountered. As AA17 adjusted to being more
comfortable with teaching online, he explained that [I need to] “…figure out a way that online
people can share their paper live and can get criticism from each other live.” Having grown with
the program, AA55 expressed how she started knowing very little about technology yet was
excited to learn how to incorporate technology into her teaching. These comments suggest that
the faculty had an openness to teaching music in the online environment.
However, there was variance in what online learning activities were chosen. Two
instructors, AA55 and AA13, described inclusion of online group learning or inclusion of peer
review activities, as well as use of collaborative learning tasks and multiple interactive
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technology tools (e.g., blogs, wikis, and VoiceThread). AA13 described a positive outcome with
students who embraced peer interaction in the discussion area. He stated, “They would have to
comment on at least three to five other people’s comments….And so, over time I see them
building relationships.” Conversely, another faculty member, AA51 admitted, “I haven't done
that [peer review] but I've been toying with the idea of doing it.”
Faculty members held different forms of expectations regarding the online learning
environment: pedagogical expectations, interaction expectations, and basic participant
expectations. Pedagogical expectations created both opportunities and challenges regarding how
instructors and students interacted with their learning within the online environment. AA14
observed, “I like to see them on a podium waving their arms and not writing research papers”
and lamented that an asynchronous video recording lacked the emotional charge that one can
experience conducting live, in front of peers. Given a desire for students to receive real-world
experiences when learning, AA14 expressed some frustration with trying to fit a face-to-face
course activity into his online environment.
As a result of their perceptions of online learning, faculty members were often challenged
in how they transitioned from a traditional pedagogy to an online pedagogy. A strong example of
this challenge was highlighted by AA15. She recalled saying to a student, “I would love to teach
you but I can't because this medium, like, I can't hold your hand and tell you what to do. And
there’s also that delay.” This faculty member demonstrated a perceived understanding of what
she thought possible in the online environment and made pedagogical decisions based on her
traditional method of teaching (e.g., kinaesthetic modelling).
Other challenges perceived by faculty included faculty-bias toward pre-determined
limitations of specific skills students can learn within an online environment, and perfectionist
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faculty beliefs that inhibit teaching via video recording. Acknowledging the spontaneous nature
of traditional teaching, AA15 commented, “[In a classroom] I might have said a lot of random
words that shouldn’t be in there, but, it didn't matter because nobody's recording it.”
Faculty members also held basic student expectations and voiced these expectations
throughout the interviews. They expected students in the online learning environment to have
adequate computer technology, quality Internet, use appropriate discussion etiquette,
demonstrate student self-motivation and self-regulation, and “they have to accept that [online
learning] means a different experience” as noted by AA55. AA13 described his online teaching
expectations as, “It [my teaching] changes constantly depending on the course and each semester
I find new things that come up.” AA55 further suggested, “I think there are a million ways to get
it [student participation] going” and consequently provided her students with multiple types of
learning technologies for participatory learning experiences.
Institutional support. Four of the seven faculty members identified institutional support
(e.g., extended courses, short workshops, and mentoring) as a critical strategy for transitioning to
and learning how to teach in the online environment. They suggested the inclusion of one-to-one
support (i.e., mentoring) as a learning support, especially if conducted by fellow music faculty
members using comparable technologies. AA51 stated, “The online environment in music is so
much different than the online environment in some of the other departments on campus.”
Aligned with this music discipline context, faculty members also suggested that institutional
supports for online music faculty require unique supports that may not be prevalent in other
disciples (i.e., use of more synchronous sessions and need for dynamic communication between
all participants.
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Faculty members were open to online learning mentorships. AA17 stated
“mentorship…would be great.” Mentoring was viewed as a positive tool to obtain pedagogical
skills and practical technical knowledge for teaching online. AA17 reported there was a need for
mentorship for new online faculty members and that he was willing to be a mentor to others: “I
wouldn’t hesitate to do that” [referring to mentoring].
Faculty also offered teaching strategies to create better online music learning
environments for both themselves as designers and for their students as learners. Suggestions
included the use and building upon of exemplary music courses, encouraging student ownership
of learning responsibilities (e.g., student online assignment tracking), and limiting the scope of
the online course to online students. To help keep her focus specific to online pedagogy, AA55
remarked, “I’m not trying to make an online course that will work for everybody. I am making
an online course that will work for online students.”
The faculty discussion group highlighted the strategic use of course templates to better
enable faculty teaching and course customization as opposed to creating a course from a blank
course shell. The group also recommended the sharing of resources by other online music
faculty. As a community of music scholars, one group member noted, “We should be helping
each other out in sharing our teaching ideas and ways to improve our craft.”
Course design. This theme resulted from the high level of importance students and
faculty placed on the necessity of 1) organization, 2) design process, 3) task design, and 4) time
management. To bring together these design components, faculty members highlighted a design
process that typically involved planning, creating, and redesigning. As their design process
moved from the more macro organizational process of designing the course to the minutia of task
design, aspects of time management and feedback were highlighted.
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Organization. Faculty identified that the organization of the online learning environment
could pose challenges because of design complexities. Yet both faculty members and students
felt they knew when the course was appropriately organized for learning access.
Overwhelmingly, all six of the faculty members interviewed stated that course organization
needed to be kept simple; students reiterated the necessity of organization and for the course area
to be “clear.” Explaining course organization, AA14 recommended, “Don’t make it too
complicated or intricate,” while another faculty member asserted the importance of organization
when describing her course as having [a] “high degree of organization.”
Course organization included modular course design and easy to follow course design
layout. Students like AA189 supported the need for course organization. She stated, “’Cause on
some of them it’s super straightforward—everything is really clear but sometimes it gets
confusing if the online component isn’t very clear.”
Clarity was a term used by faculty and students to describe course organization. Faculty
members described how they addressed clarity in their course design. AA13 described course
clarity in specific terms of “clear dates, clear straight forward assignment direction.” AA51
described clarity as also indicating preciseness when he stated, “in the online environment, you
really have to spell that out.” AA189 suggested that creating organization was, “kind of tricky…
[but] as long as it's clear.” Figure 1 shows that surveyed students identified their courses as
having clarity because of instructor communication.
Clarity was also described in the organizational structure of the course. AA51 specifically
outlined his folder structure as modules. “When you open up module one, here's the lecture,
here’s the reading notes. And each one has its own folder.” AA55 summed up her focus on
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organization by stating, “Keep it simple, keep it simple… so they know that they have to do A,
B, C, D to get through this course.”
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Figure 1. Percentage comparison of students’ perception of instructor clarity in course topics and
course goals.
Students confirmed supportive organizational design through examples as well.
AA189 described helpful online course organization:
There is a bar on the left and it’s how they organize the different
components. If it’s like, chapter 1-2-3-4-5, assignments, things like
that. Just clear headings, I would say. And then if they want us to
do something maybe telling us this is the assignment tab, versus us
having to go search for it.
Design process. To achieve organization, a process of plan, create, and adjust was
described by faculty. AA13 compared his process for creating an organized course as analogous
to writing a term paper. He explained,
I write the paper, then I go over and proof it, then I proof it. Then I
set it aside, and take time, ‘cause I never want to rush it because
I’m always going back over it and asking myself how does this
look to somebody else who’s taking the course.
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AA55 described instructional design in her planning stage as “an umbrella and then
narrow it down to the actual teaching of each unit, or design of each unit.” She asked herself
questions such as,
Am I going to do a linear thing? And am I going to do something
that has lots of directions to go? And, how I am I going to get it
back? How am I going to organize all that?
After responding to these types of questions, AA55 moved toward creating the content
and tasks of her course. AA55 explained that her tasks are focused on “keeping it small, keeping
it personal, keeping it authentic, keeping it real.” Her understanding of authentic parts of tasks
involved the use of video conferencing to create student connections. AA55 iterated the
importance of designing specific student social interaction through use of synchronous activities.
She strongly stated, “This [synchronous activity] HAS to be a part of it.” Her design also
involved developing activities in a cumulative way that allowed students to individually and
collaboratively interact with their learning.
After creating her shell, AA55 reflected on her shell and made necessary adjustments to
keep her course organized and focused. AA55 stated “You have to continuously upgrade and
update.” While AA13 offered that, “It [course design] can always be better,” AA14 resolved to,
“make sure that everything works” before his course began.
Task design. Task design focused on interactive learning designs and access for learning
through the course design. Interactive learning designs included specific types of tasks (e.g.,
collaborative tasks) so that students could purposely access learning through a variety of
technology tools (e.g., blogs, discussions, and multimedia). Students highlighted the benefits of
learning task design, as well as challenges for meaningful learning they encountered.
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Faculty members highlighted different ways to encourage interaction within their
courses. AA55 suggested that interaction means it “Can’t be passive. Has to be in active.”
Additionally, faculty members recommended using student debate and discussions in course
design, and AA51 described learning interaction through the use of personalization of learning.
AA13 observed that learning analytics were beneficial for determining overall student
participation and behaviours. He stated, “I can see all that…I can see how long they’ve watched
stuff for, I can see when they’ve been there.”
Limiting technology use was also described as a support mechanism for interactive
design. AA13 explained, “They just can't manage more than that. Because then you start diluting
the content that’s important with stuff that you don't want to take up their time with.”
Students affirmed the importance of varied interactive designs, as well as their
challenges. AA188 stated that it was important to her that she was given opportunity to “not just
work through everything through text and through writing, but also through speaking and seeing
each other, I think is also important.” The benefits of personalized learning tasks were confirmed
by AA188. She stated, “Allowing the students to express themselves using their specific interest
in a certain composer.… So, you’re really fitting it to each student.” Students also gained
positive learning experiences from interactive learning tasks. AA183 stated, “The fact that we all
had to present this information together made it really important that we were all involved
putting input into—so we all knew what was going on, of what we wanted to get across.”
AA183 also remarked on the challenges of designing a collaborative task. “You could tell
that the first person would write a paragraph or two and then there’d be like, “yah, I think the
same,” or “I agree with this person.” AA189 suggested the lack of physical presence in the
classroom resulted in reduced learner interaction: “Being physically there, you pick up on things
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more… than just seeing it on a screen.” In addition, AA181 suggested that a student’s
personality type could also be part of the challenge for taking music courses online because the
face-to-face environment was “more welcoming sometimes to ask more questions.”
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Figure 2. Comparison of students’ perceptions of online learning tasks.
Figure 2 highlights an overall perception of student satisfaction with online learning tasks
integrated in student learning. These views were also articulated in student interviews.
Careful consideration was given to how students accessed learning. AA13 felt the use of
technology, coaching, and the inclusion of flipped classroom techniques provided students with
an environment that engaged students with rigorous music learning. AA13 stated, “I try to think
about at least two or three different ways to do anything.”
There were similar technologies used for teaching and learning across the various
courses. Technologies used included blogs, Learning Management System (LMS) quizzes,
synchronous video, asynchronous video and audio presentation tools, and notation software.
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Multimedia used within the course modules included videos (both instructor created and noninstructor created videos or video links), .pdfs handouts, .ppt movies with voice overs, and
podcasts. Additional interactivity included dropboxes for student submissions, music notation
software, discussion forums, and assignment links to websites such as VoiceThread and music
publishers’ websites. All student assignments were submitted online.
While learning tasks were unique to each course and each faculty member, faculty
asserted the use of “novelty” technology tools to engage students in their tasks. AA55 explained,
“Novelty is so critical in getting them and keeping them.” Frustrated by some use of technology
tools, and as a caveat to novelty, AA183 suggested the learning task should, “mak[e] sure [it’s]
using technology that’s effective and not hindering the learning process.” To better benefit
student learning, AA183 suggested there were times when it was “very helpful” to use her own
technology tool preferences for completing learning tasks.
Both faculty and students identified the audio challenges that can, and do, arise with the
online environment. Generally due to bandwidth issues and the type of computer used, audio
challenges involved latency issues, degradation of musical dynamics, and pitch inconsistencies.
These technology issues were concerns for faculty members because it could affect assessment
of musical expression. AA15 explained,
You can play loud, but is it an angry loud, is it a happy loud, is it a
triumphant loud. Is it? You know, all of these kind of things.
Again, you can explain it to them, but how much will they
understand?
While not all online music courses require live performance assessments, courses that
involve interpreting pitch, length of rhythm, and simple speaking could have foreseeable
challenges. AA181 observed, “…I think that the only thing with music classes, though, is that
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pitch thing… it’s so hard to really hear that.” She further admitted, “If I'm listening to the
recording of my class, and the teacher’s playing the piano, sometimes it sounds wonky and it's
hard to tell what interval I’m supposed to be.” To help address the technology challenges,
AA183 suggested “easy fixes” such as better classroom microphones to assist with the capture of
classroom and lecture audio.
Time management. Time management involved the managing of faculty workload for
course design and the amount of time students were expected to spend on courses. Overall,
faculty members identified that the design workload was higher for an online music course than
a traditional classroom scenario. Consequently, faculty shared supportive strategies to assist in
the allocation of time involved during an online course. Strategies included help folders filled
with common student questions that can be reused among courses, resource links to video
tutorials for specific course content, and being attentive to student homework hours combined
with student weekly course load hours.
Students conveyed a similar concern for time management in an online music course.
Amount of homework was a common concern in student interviews. However, students
identified that they valued the homework—if it was applicable to the content and could be
completed in a manageable time frame. AA189 explained, “In my previous experience, they
would have an online quiz, a workbook chapter reading, chapter problems, a workbook
assignment, and then usually a discussion and maybe another online thing every class period.
And that was too much to keep up with… where I can’t put forth my best effort because I’m just
trying to get it all done.” Students also acknowledged the challenge of time management for
online presentations within large online class sizes. AA181 remarked, “We have like 28 online
people.... So, it’s such a big difference to try to fit everybody in.”
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Assessment. Assessment was helpful for identifying student learning outcomes. It was
also used as an informative self-assessment process for identifying faculty members’ personal
growth in online teaching skills and overall development of online course design. This section
highlights: 1) the uniqueness of student assessment for the discipline of music and 2) the various
ways that faculty members can self-assess their online teaching abilities and course design.
Student assessment in music. A specificity regarding the difference between music
assessment and assessment in academic disciplines was identified by the faculty focus group.
They felt that assessment in music assessed the progress, not a certain attainment of skill level, of
a student. This process is different from a formulaic mathematics problem that has a specific
answer as music requires discipline-specific forms of musical assessment.
AA51 described music assessment as being a development of skills that does not have a
limit for attainment. Students come in at lower or higher levels and still have opportunity to
increase or develop their abilities. To this end, student learning was described as being assessed
(i.e., graded) in a variety of forms. Faculty members identified that grades were attached to
discussion forum participation, specific learning tasks (e.g., presentations, exams, quizzes essays,
etc.), blog communication, online quizzes, and archival viewing. Overall, students described the
various forms of assessment (e.g., grades and instructor feedback) as helpful to their learning.
Instructor self-assessment. Faculty members highlighted instructor self-assessment as
integral for teaching music in an online environment. They identified the need for assessing the
quality of their student learning tasks versus the quantity of tasks required. Faculty members
took time for meaningful reflection of their tasks and the technologies used. AA13 remarked,
“You are always evaluating yourself.”
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Faculty focus group discussants also confirmed the use of instructor self-evaluation. One
member recalled asking himself, “If I were in this course, what would stress me out the most?”
Similarly, interviewed faculty members suggested that one should use the course and student
interaction for self-evaluation. AA51 stated that “If I'm not hearing from [students], and things
are going well, grades are looking good and the submissions are all in, then it shows that my
design is effective.”
AA14 identified reflective assessment as he described that “some [learning tasks] were
effective and some of them were not.” Other meaningful reflective assessment was identified by
AA17. He purposely explored questions that identified a “thing that I struggle with…” to
improve his online teaching.
Faculty found it helpful and necessary to assess their own technology skills and use of
tools before, during, and after their courses. A faculty member in the focus group confided, “I
have to ask myself more questions about how to teach a certain technique in an online
environment.” Another discussion member explained his assessment process of technology tools
as, “we have to think, ok, well, I can do that final online, and I can do that in Blackboard, we can
do videos for juries…” His shift to teaching in the online format, and consequent selfassessment, was echoed by other discussion members.
While faculty remarked that self-assessment was a complex part of the online music
teaching and learning context, its inclusion provided improvements for course redesign and
betterment of the overall student learning experience. As she summed up an example of her own
self-assessment, AA55 remarked, “Instead of doing a group work project via blog, now I can
redesign that using [another tool] and have a completely new wonderful, social learning
experience.”
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Communication. Overall, communication was identified as integral to online music
courses. Communication involved the transaction of learning content by way of a variety of
approaches and use of technology tools. Five specific aspects of communication were identified
in the data findings: 1) feedback, 2) synchronous communication, 3) asynchronous
communications, 4) communication beyond dialogical exchange, and 5) development of
community.
Feedback. Faculty members and students identified feedback as an important learning
aspect of an online music course. Feedback was described as a communication transaction that
could be expressed in both synchronous and asynchronous forms, yet provided in a timely
fashion.
Feedback included both asynchronous and synchronous tools in the communication
process of learning. AA55 summarized, “It has to be lots of possibilities.” Faculty members
incorporated feedback using direct email, responses in discussion forums, and direct
conversations in synchronous conferences. Feedback was embedded into the design of AA13’s
online course, for example, through specific tools (e.g., online quizzes), and was also commonly
used in the weekly synchronous classroom area.
Faculty members also held preferences for specific types of feedback. For example,
AA14’s comfort with teaching face-to-face aligned with his feedback preference for synchronous
exchanges. However, he indicated an openness to exploring the inclusion of learning tasks that
allowed students to exchange performance videos in a buddy system.
Students identified their need and desire for interactive feedback with their instructors.
AA189 stated, “So, if it’s all ‘I never hear from the teacher, they just send assignments’ even if
they send a PowerPoint but I never hear from them, it just feels very distant and I struggle to
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learn.” These comments also connected to the aspect of communication and community building
as outlined later in this chapter.
AA14 regarded feedback as a tool that should be responsive to the student in a timely
fashion so that students can “instantly play that feedback” and correct their performance or music
learning. All students interviewed identified the immediacy of feedback as helpful for learning.
AA189 described timely response to email, “… as long as I email them before normal business
hours are over, it would be nice to get an answer that day, or early the next.”
AA181 illustrated the helpfulness of online quizzes and automatic grading when she said,
“’Cause it really, just like, it sinks in better, when you can just realize that, “Oh, I got that one
wrong” and now I know the right answer.” AA183 gave the example of using an online music
theory website. The student found it useful because “immediate feedback was really helpful and
the fact that [I] could do it any time because it was on a website.”
Overall, feedback, whether in synchronous or asynchronous formats, was viewed as a
necessary part of communication by both faculty members and students. Students observed the
use of timely and instructive feedback, whether it was an email or online activity such as an
online quiz, as a positive and helpful tool for bettering their learning and understanding.
Synchronous communication. Specific to real-time communication, synchronous
communication allowed for faculty to better engage individual interactions with students and
impact overall student learning. Students were motivated to take part in synchronous
communications. For example, AA17 shared, “Sometimes when I ask online students to answer a
question, the ones that are live, they will certainly hit the video camera.” AA13 described using
synchronous communication for modelling skills. He stated, “… I use Finale a lot and they can
follow me in Finale as well.” AA13 noted that [a] “student will say, ‘Oh, I have a break here and
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I can participate for a short amount of time’ and I work with them.” AA13 also used synchronous
communication to, “See who’s in the class in Blackboard and I’ll say “hey, Jane, can you answer
blah-blah-blah…” for personalized student interaction.
Students described various types of synchronous communication technology as helpful
learning tools. AA188 asserted, “I found that texting, instant messaging component quite helpful
because we were even able to type out the chord progression and exchange. It was really good,
really helpful.” AA183 described synchronous communication as “the opportunity to answer
more questions and like, speak.” She added, [I like] “some kind of a tool where you can write in
real time.” AA181 affirmed the helpfulness of synchronous chat. “I really like the chat box. That
was probably our best interaction where everyone’s very fast on their finger tips... I think that’s
probably the best way to communicate.”
Video conferencing was viewed as a tool that allowed faculty and students to connect in a
meaningful and immediate communication style. AA13 commented, “I can see their expression
and hear them …you can’t really type that through a text thing too much.” Students echoed the
benefits of immediate interaction and suggested that form of communication allowed for
extended learning.
Asynchronous communication. The use of asynchronous communication allowed for
flexibility of time in learning exchanges and varied approaches for students to engage in
learning. Faculty described various forms of asynchronous communication tools including
discussion boards, email, news announcements in the LMS area, text chat, and video in their
online course areas. The asynchronous communication tools were used to teach a specific
concept, demonstrate a specific music skill, or evidence student learning. AA51 described using
“short demonstration videos of the skill that the instructor is trying to teach [the students].”
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Student video recording submissions provided positive student regulation. AA15 remarked, “…it
makes him [a student] a little more accountable just to make him send me that video.”
Other tools (e.g., wikis, VoiceThread, and discussion boards) provided learning evidence
and additional opportunities for feedback submission. AA51 stated, “Usually every unit will
have a listening assignment but then there will be either a short answer or reflective statement or
discussion board or something where they’re interacting with the content of the lecture.”
Students expressed the helpfulness of asynchronous tool, such as archival recordings. AA181
shared,
I really want to go like, relook at the class and you can watch the
entire class or you can watch snip-its of the class – you can skip
forward or anything you want…So that’s what nice about it –
because you can always go back, too.
The asynchronous tools used in an online course in some cases meant instructor-tostudent feedback allowed for a direct, although not immediate, exchange. AA15 remarked, “I
provide feedback and a week later I get another video to see if they’ve done it.” Students
described challenges with asynchronous feedback, however. AA181 stated, “Of course you can
email the professor, but they’re not always in the same groove they were when they were doing
class.”
Concerns were voiced about the limitations of specific asynchronous tool usage. Faculty
shared that students used the LMS tools for communicating asynchronous video, audio, and text.
However, students described the LMS tools as limiting. AA183 remarked, “We’re not supposed
to use Google docs in our classroom. And a lot of us, if we have a group project, we will use it
on the side anyways, ‘cause…just do it, whatever.” She further explained they resorted to
external asynchronous tools “…because you can open up a document and everybody can be
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typing at the same time and then, like, you can also have video chat going on, too. So, you can
talk while you’re all working on this document.” Further challenges with asynchronous tools
were also deemed to stem from personal needs. AA188 stated, “I could have put audio or video,
but sometimes in text you can express yourself more fully in words.”
Communication beyond dialogical exchange. Communication was described as
challenging due the limitations of mere dialogical exchange. AA13 remarked that “there is that
lack of they can’t reach out and touch me or talk to me one-on-one.” In a class that had minimal
synchronous sessions, AA17 remarked, “Something I find frustrating is not having that face to
go with the name.” Other faculty and students identified how they compensated for their face-toface communication preferences by adding in extended use of the online discussion area for
social interactions.
However, some faculty members described student dialogue in discussion areas as more
collegial than friendly banter. AA14 shared,
The responses I get are fairly formal in respect to, you know, ‘I
really liked what you did here, I think this was a good analysis, I
agree with that.’ As opposed to ‘hey that was awesome, we picked
the same conductors, way to go.’ …It’s not as chatty.
From the student point of view, text dialogue was part of the problem for creating
conversation. AA181 said, “When you’re with people it’s easier to communicate a little bit
better. You can tell emotions better and you can tell feelings…if I'm typing [discussion
responses], sometimes it comes out a little wrong.”
The student survey results showed similar findings regarding the comfort of students
communicating and participating in the online course area. These results are displayed in Figure
3. Specifically, students identified a varied comfort level with conversing in the online
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environment (11 percent disagreed; 22 percent were neutral; 55 percent agreed; and 11 percent
strongly agreed). Although the survey data identified that the majority agreed that they were
comfortable with online communication, the descriptive data also indicated that there were
students not comfortable with this type of dialogical exchange. While course discussions showed
a strong majority of participatory comfort (over 88 percent agreed), the final graph (Graph C)
demonstrated that at least a third of students were not comfortable with interacting with their
fellow students in this way.

Percentage of Students

60	
  
50	
  
40	
  
30	
  

Strongly Disagree

20	
  

Disagree
Neutral

10	
  

Agree

0	
  
a. I felt
comfortable
conversing
through the
online medium.

b. I felt
c. I felt
comfortable
comfortable
participating in interacting with
the course
other course
discussions.
participants.

Strongly Agree

Figure 3. Student comfort with conversing, interacting and participating with other students
online.
AA51 openly suggested that, “If a teacher is having an issue with their class with
students, it can be traced back usually to communication.” Students affirmed the importance of
communication as a direct connection to their learning. AA189 summed up the effect of
communication on her learning as, “When the connection with the teacher is better, I learn
better.” As a result, communication had a direct link to how the community developed within the
online course area.
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Development of community. To compensate for the need to communicate well, faculty
members pursued community among the students within the various mediums. Faculty and
students alike expressed the importance of having a community for learning, and provided
examples of how community was developed within the online context.
Meaningful community created a motivating learning environment. AA17 expressed,
[it’s] “not just email a paper and get it back, but actually hav[ing] conversation with each other.”
AA13 suggested that by fostering community, the online music course area became “a cohesive
class… not an us-and-them sort of thing.” For example, AA13 created his online environments
that allowed for “everybody to know what everybody looks like and their instrument, and what
they play, just like they were live in the class.”
AA183 expressed how a visual image was helpful for her learning motivation. She stated,
“Just seeing your professor at least three times a week for classes…I think that’s a lot of
motivation for me to put forth my best effort because they know me.” These types of comments
validated the importance of students seeing and interacting with their instructors.
To create a welcoming online environment, AA51 suggested, “Human beings are social
creatures. They just like to talk… and so sometimes you can just spend five or ten minutes just
talking to them and seeing how things are going.” Faculty identified course community as a
much needed component for both faculty and students. AA17 remarked, “I want to have more of
a connection,” while AA13 connected the outcome of community as part of the overall music
experience: “I’m a big fan of community…because that’s what the arts are… you have to be.”
Faculty described ways to purposefully nurture community in their online course area.
AA13 provided a discussion space for student chat. He “set up a Collaborate session and one
time where they can come and go and talk to their friends they can do that.” Faculty also
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developed community though learning task design (e.g., students tasked with introducing
themselves in the discussion area). Students remarked on the purposefulness of the community
within the learning tasks. Students felt these connections enriched their learning environment.
AA188 offered:
We had to discuss it and really talk to each other and we couldn’t
see each other in this particular discussion. We were just
discussing and talking to each other…Not just work through
everything through text and through writing, but also through
speaking and seeing each other. I think is also important.
Students identified the development of community as challenging with regard to student
location, student diversity, and personal expectations. AA181 stated, “It’s kind of difficult when
everybody has different time zones.” She also found the diversity of students challenging. She
stated, “’Cause some of us are actually college students, where some of them are adults with
children and are married And you know, it’s so, it’s kind of hard to socialize when you’re in such
different places in your lives.”
Personal expectations regarding the upkeep of community was also a challenge for
students. AA188 remarked, “I’ve tried to contact them but maybe they’re not using instant
messaging anymore…So they don’t reply.” While she found some students “kind of move on,”
she also expressed “that most of my connections in this past course were…shallow.”
Summary of Findings
Faculty members held underlying perceptions and beliefs that dramatically influenced
their understanding of online music learning. Some faculty members sought out ways to engage
students through technology, while other faculty members felt their teaching was held back by
the online medium. These perspectives consequently influenced their online pedagogy and
course design—their choices of individual or collaborative learning tasks. Moreover, the
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inclusion of institutional support such as workshops and mentoring along with faculty
assessment strategies and sharing of resources were found to be assistive in the gradual
development of faculty members’ transition to online teaching.
Course design was a major area of focus; integral sub-themes identified were
organization, design process, task design, and time management. Faculty and students described
organization as the incorporation of modular course design, use of clear instructions, and
inclusion of focused topic resources. The need for open communication included instructor
availability for student questions as well as purposeful opportunities for student-student online
dialogue. Students specifically proposed that collaborative activities advanced their music
learning. However, not all faculty evidenced use of such activities in their courses nor did they
all develop activities that permitted social constructivist learning.
Assessment was identified as a critical component of effective online music learning.
One unique aspect was student assessment, for which faculty use multiple technologies. In
addition, faculty members suggested that the use of instructor self-assessment through reflection
informed further development of their online courses and subsequent online teaching skills.
Communication suggested that there was a necessary cultural context of musicianship
(i.e., the application and integration of music knowledge) that is to be kept at the forefront when
teaching music online. In addition, through the inclusion of synchronous and asynchronous
communication, students were able to satisfy their need for communication beyond dialogical
exchanges and, while not without challenges, establish aspects of community within their
courses.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CASE STUDY TWO
The second case study involved a small, public university. A single faculty member
participated who had more than 10 years’ experience teaching music courses online. This case
highlighted opportunities provided through the online format (i.e., student flexibility and
supportive learning opportunities for students) as well as challenges faced by faculty in music
learning online, such as in course preparation and design, and creation of community among
students.
A unique aspect of this case was that the faculty member was both a practitioner and
researcher. He had incorporated online learning research in his online music courses and
described his students as having a supportive learning environment from his research on using
purposefully designed activities using constructivism and social constructivism within the
course.
Due to minimal student survey participant data and single faculty member participation,
triangulation of these data was not possible.
Case Context
Situated in the rural southern United States, this music program was in small university
(i.e., less than 5,500 students) and had two campus areas to cater to its rural students seeking
bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral degree programs in Arts, Sciences, Business, Engineering, and
Education. The Bachelor of Music degree program was National Association of Schools of
Music (NASM) accredited with specified music courses open to music education majors as well
as students seeking general education requirements. The music program was linked with its
music education program such that music students could become certified music education
teachers upon completion of the Bachelor of Music program. Students and local community
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members had access to the university’s state-of-the-art performance venue. Technology was an
integral part of the music student experience and was used to enhance both curricula and student
learning opportunities.
Program context. The first online music courses were offered in 2004. Music
Appreciation and Music History were the longest running online music courses at the university.
There was an average of seven online music courses offered in the fall 2014 and spring 2015
semesters. These courses included: Music Appreciation, Music History, Jazz History, and Film
History. These online music courses reached enrolments of up to 100 students, depending on the
classification of the course’s general education status (i.e., arts elective or restricted to music
majors).
Students in the overall music program had varied musical skill levels since the program
ascribes to a mission statement that states that the program is open to students with a range of
performance abilities. The fall 2014 online Music History course had an enrolment of 19
students. The faculty member, AB104, described the “majority” of his students as music majors.
While it was noted that there were occasional students from outside of the continental United
States, most of the online students were from within the United States and were a mix of both
local and distant students. Students in the online music courses were from varying years of postsecondary study, depending on the course level as well as whether a student had the required
course prerequisites.
The two students from the survey identified themselves as being in a fully online Music
History course. The course was not hybridized, meaning that students did not have an option to
attend on-campus classes; the course took place 100 percent online. Accordingly, interactions
between AB104 and his students only took place in the online environment. While the faculty
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member may have had on-campus connections with the student prior to the course, AB104 stated
“[I] “don’t actually work with them face-to-face on the course.”
Study Participants
Faculty member participant. AB104 had over 14 years’ experience of teaching online.
He had a Ph.D. in Education and had experience teaching in both traditional and online course
formats. AB104 taught Music History and History of Jazz online, as well as other online
education courses. Throughout his interview, he was notably passionate about teaching music
online: “this is my research area so I just love it.” He further identified himself as being
purposeful in seeking to improve his teaching practice, especially with regard to online student
interactivity. He explained, “I’m constantly working on trying to get that [student learning]
connection.” Besides having a strong technology background (e.g., he created an iPad app for an
online music course), AB104 had past experience in using Quality Matters, a criteria-based
online course critique mechanism. He used his experiences with this online course reviewing
system to also inform his online teaching.
AB104 chose particular technology for his online music course based on his technologyminded teaching background and overall research experience. He explained that online music
faculty need to understand the Learning Management System (LMS) used for the online music
courses. He stated, it “takes a lot of tweaking and understanding the platform you are using.” He
further described his technology choices being founded in what technology is or is not being
used by his students and what tools help support their learning. AB104 stated, “I see what the
students use for tools,” and “I try to point people to the tools.”
AB104 chose to keep music curriculum at the forefront of student learning:
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I try to limit every course to one new piece of technology because I
want kids to learn the curriculum, not the technology…I don’t
want them learning technology, I want them learning content.
Online websites such as Youtube.com and Google.com were considered ubiquitous
websites by this faculty member because students accessed these websites often. Because it was
a course based in music, he felt that media streaming was important to use legal means to supply
students with sound files.
Student participants. Two (n = 2) students completed the online student survey during
the fall 2014 course semester. Both students were in the Music History course as shown in Table
5.1. Due to the anonymity of the student surveys and unavailability of student for interviews,
other demographics and descriptions of the students were not available.
Table 5.1
Characteristics of Student Participants
Student
Characteristics

Number
of Student
Surveys

Course Involvement
Music Theory
Music History
Applied Music
Musicology
Composition
Music Appreciation
Other (seminar)

0
2
0
0
0
0
0

Total

2
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Findings
The data analyzed revealed four themes: 1) online music pedagogy, 2) course design, 3)
assessment, and 4) communication. Each theme will be described in the following sections of the
chapter.
Online music pedagogy. AB104 emphasized the importance of self-efficacy and
motivation needed for students to be successful in an online course. Due to his concerns about
student isolation in an online course, AB104 purposely used interactivity, among other methods,
to better create a supportive, networked, learning environment. It was evident that he provided
his students with opportunities for successful interactions and collaborations. AB104 recalled
telling his students,
If you get stuck, and you can’t get the email, and you can’t get the
phone call, here are some other ways to explore, and [then I] really
get students thinking on how they can benefit from collaborating
with each other, maybe through Google docs or whatever, or chat
room.
There was a notable difference between teaching face-to-face and teaching online.
AB104 stated, “You just can’t take things from a classroom and make them a web course.” He
further suggested that instructors need to carefully consider the learner experience when teaching
music online. To AB104, this meant that students need to be “investigative and constructing their
own knowledge.” The use of traditional classroom teaching methods and posting a video lecture
with “just a talking head” was “not what online learning is all about.”
AB104 believed that learning music online requires a “constructivist-based” approach.
To create this type of online learning environment, AB104 prepared his online material in
advance so that he could “lead them [his students] through that material.” Rather than having his
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students “regurgitating” information, AB104 designed his courses to create learning
opportunities that gave students “real-world” music career experiences (e.g., music reviewing).
AB104 explained, “Everything has to be tied to a real live situation. A real very contextualized
assessment.”
AB104’s courses were designed to include tasks for all types of learning styles and were
not centred on gaining technology skills. Course curriculum was forefront, as was collaborative
learning. AB104 stated, “When students can collaborate with each other and learn together, they
practice good social skills … for the work environment.” Bringing students together for learning
(i.e., social constructivism) was key to his online pedagogy: “I don’t think of it as community
building, I just think of it as good teaching.” Creating a comfortable, collaborative online
environment was important to AB104. He explained, “If they’re not strong enough musicians to
understand the content at first, [they] have a support network.”
Not all learning tasks were designed as individual works. AB104 identified the
importance of constructivist learning through group work. The emphasis on collaborative
learning was highlighted when AB104 remarked, “right now, about half, or maybe even just
about a third go that way.” Using group projects at the beginning of his course, students were
able to get to know each other while being able to support each other as they learn together
through the project collaboration. AB104 stated,
At the beginning of the course I like to program more group
projects than at the end of the course. And the reason why is that
the virtual student may be new to me and they may be new to a
music course.
Laying the foundation of supportive learning structures through group work was
important to AB104’s course design process. He used the development of course design to both
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support student learning needs (e.g., by interacting within a community) as well using course
design to support cumulative learning.
Creating an initial group project that connected to the students’ future individual course
projects was intentional by design. AB104 elaborated, “The group project sets the foundation for
something they are going to do with as an individual in that unit as well.” However, AB104
admitted that the creative process of designing the projects to link together was found to be more
complicated than creating a single, independent learning task. He stated, “That’s a little more
challenging to get your group project to lead to something in your individual project.”
Course design. Course design focused on organization, the course design process, and
task design. Together these elements created a supportive learning environment for students that
clarified objectives and was a meaningful way for students to interact with their learning.
Organization. Organization was demonstrated through various examples in his online
course structure and included clarity and structural organization. In general, course design was
identified as “the more structure you give it at the beginning,” the more helpful it was for
students. He organized his course design to include the development of organizational design
structures such as weekly course modules and assignment scaffolding, as well as in-course
organizational tools such as checklists. AB104 specifically highlighted how his discussion forum
structure provided organizational scaffolding for his students:
When the course first opens, every forum, as each forum opens,
throughout the course it has that pre-loaded thing of what to do in
this forum. And it will show a variety of scaffolding—it will repeat
the assignment that was given in lecture and then give the calendar
or wherever it was given.
Citing similar examples, AB104 suggested that the course layout helped students
navigate with a better sense of course direction which, in turn, mirrored his course expectations.
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AB104 specifically noted, “I talk to them [students] about my time and expectations for them in
this course... [These] are tied to being active three to four times a week.”
Clarity and strong structural formatting influenced student learning. To describe how one
can create an effective online music course, AB104 suggested “scaffold everything.” As such, he
was also particular about the way technology tools were presented in his online course. AB104
stated, “I keep in mind the technology involved.” Therefore, he chose to include technology tools
that not only could be easily integrated into his course design (e.g., discussion forum tools) but
he scaffolded the use of technology tools within the course structure itself. This meant that he
gradually introduced technologies to his students over the course of a term.
Organization was also used to connect student learning from the content level of
understanding to real-world application. AB104 stated, “[Organization] shows them how I am
going to grade it, such as the rubric, shows them an example of how this maybe looks in the real
world, and I’ll maybe show them how this has been done in the past so that they can see maybe
how a student went about it.”
Course design process. The process of designing online music courses went beyond a
single instance of course creation. Design took place over a period of time. AB104
acknowledged that the course design process “takes a lot of time” and that it involved informed
redesign. Course learning analytics tools and AB104’s experiences during a course provided the
indicators for areas requiring redesign. AB104 explained that “I use that information [learning
analytics] so that I can see who viewed that, how many times it’s been viewed. Some of the
external links, I can see how many times they’ve been viewed and that kind of stuff.” With this
information, AB104 made changes to future instances of his courses and learning tasks. A single
redesign did not always result in functional and diverse projects, however. As AB104 noted, “I
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try to do this, but it doesn’t always work.” Throughout the interview, it became apparent that it
was the process of continual redesign that led him to a better understanding of effective course
design organization and its influence on student learning.
Task design. The process of course design was prominent at both a macro-course level
(e.g., creating a course from start to finish) as well as a micro-task level (e.g., specific task
design). Task design involved identification of the skill to be accomplished, how students were
to explore the learning (i.e., group or individual) and creation of task documents for the course
area. AB104 stated, “I just think about the content and then what I think would be a good
reflection of the content as far as a project or something that I could do at that point.” Each task
provided students with multiple forms of task completion, was connected to contemporary music
culture, and developed students’ skills and music scholarship. In some cases, individual learning
tasks were part of a cumulative task design leading to a final group project.
In his online Music History course, AB104 contextualized learning tasks to connect
students with music career exploration. For example, AB104 had his students create a concert
review. In describing the task, AB104 said, “I give them, like, an album that they are going to
review and they pretend they went to the concert. They do this modelled on the same kind of
thing that they would find in the New York Times.” This learning task exemplified a music
reviewer career. To help self-assess their review projects, students were able to use current
newspaper music reviews as exemplars to guide their learning. They also used a specific task
rubric provided by AB104.
Learning tasks were also structured in his online music course as cumulative tasks. One
particular group project incorporated individual projects. This comparison project of musical
styles involved students “comparing a Baroque formal dance to the modern prom.” Students in
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each project were responsible for completing specific individual tasks within the group. Then,
together as a group, they produced a final product that identified the similarities and differences
between the musical styles involved, appropriate dancing attire, and so forth. Tasks were created
in such a way that students could incorporate audio, visual, and hands-on learning during their
projects. Again, intentional in his learning task design, AB104 stated, “I try to make sure I hone
in for people that like to do auditory things and visual things and hands-on.”
Learning tasks were also designed to provide learners with diversity, personalization, and
content exploration. To aid students in better understanding the role of melody, harmony, and
rhythm in music, for example, AB104 used the virtual software program Second Life
(www.secondlife.com). Guided through a learning task, students went into an online music room
in Second Life and virtually walked around band members as they played. The unique virtual
reality aspect of Second Life allowed the students to gain first-hand experience with the different
musical lines sounded by each instrument. AB104 described the experience: “They can hear how
that instrument sounds because the sound of the drum gets louder than the rest of the ensemble.
And what that does is teaches that student what the role is of the drum in that song.”
The virtual experience went beyond a normal listening experience as students were also
able to virtually play instruments. AB104 explained,
They’ll go in there and they’ll pick up a trombone, they’ll pick up
the drum sticks and sit down at the drum, and they’ll see in that
situation where everything is placed—like the adjacency of the
trombones all sit in the second row and the trumpets in the third
row and the rhythm section off to the side. But they can also, when
they pick up an instrument, they sit down to play that instrument.
Their avatar is animated to play that instrument. They can see how
it’s played.
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Each student had time to independently explore their listening skills with regard to melody,
harmony, and rhythm through a personalized discovery that allowed for visual, auditory, and
kinaesthetic learning.
Assessment. Assessment was described by AB104 as both informal (e.g., feedback) and
formal (e.g., graded) in nature. The combination of both types of assessments allowed students to
build upon their knowledge creation, share it with others and consequently deepen their learning.
This section explores the informal and formal assessments, and how they were constructed in
Case Two.
Informal assessments were based on interactive responses and generally included
exchanges of email correspondence and cell phone text messages (SMS) between a student and
the instructor. These types of assessments were generally tied to clarification of a learning task or
content topic. For example, when a student did not understand how to navigate or locate items in
the course, AB104 provided his SMS text phone number for students to use for more immediate
responses.
AB104 highlighted a secondary form of informal assessment: the sharing of exemplary
student work. To explain how he helped students self-assess their own work, he stated, “I will
actually take some of those and post them in the course blog and say, ‘This, folks, is just so
creative, I had to show it off.’”
More formal assessments included varied group and individual learning tasks in
additional to online listening exams. The formal assessments were further defined as being tied
to more traditional forms of learning assessment. AB104 noted, “They do take listening exams so
I can show some kind of standard and what might be considered regular assessments.” Within
the formal assessments, students were given specific creativity criteria. These criteria were
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created to appeal to a broad spectrum of learners (e.g., kinaesthetic-, audio-, visual -learners,
etc.) as well as to highlight the inclusion of technology that supported the nature of musical
understanding (e.g., use of music recording software).
The formal assessments involved more formalized learning tasks developed within the
course. These assessments required the students to demonstrate their understanding of a
particular content or topic through the creation of a particular project. Each project was assessed
for specific criteria, including creativity. To encourage the creative aspect of the project, AB104
stated,
What I do like to do, is let things be as creative as possible and I
actually say in all of my rubrics, that this rubric is a guide. As long
as you can show me something that resembles, or has this
information in it, it’s going to get the credit.
Developing the broader creative contribution of the project, AB104 also assessed student
understanding through reflection: “I really want students to reflect their understanding in some
kind of product.” With deliberate task design that leads his students through cumulative content
learning and development, the group and individual projects, listening exams and final term
papers showcased the students’ growth in their learning and understanding about the music topic.
Communication. In general, communication was integrated in all aspects of the faculty
member’s course design because technology functioned as the medium for communication
exchange. Inclusion of technology currently used by students was also found to encourage
student communication and participation. Together, course design and the use of common
communication technologies encouraged the development of community. AB104 discussed
communication as interaction, that is, this ascribed communication as something that could occur
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between people asynchronously or synchronously, as well as something that can be transacted
through the content itself.
Cultivating clear communication was evident through the provision of communication
expectations to students. AB104 stated, “I talk to them about my time and expectations for them
in this course as tied to being active three to four times a week.” Because he communicated his
expectations, the students were able to prepare for upcoming course activities and assignments.
AB104 further supported his students by demonstrating how students could receive their
discussion forum feed on their mobile devices.
The high use of asynchronous and synchronous technologies in his course reinforced the
expectation of student interaction within his course. AB104 used a variety of forms of
communication technologies and strongly suggested that online music faculty need to “provide a
way, a method to communicate” with students. For his students, AB104 utilized SMS texting to
provide students with immediate instructor feedback. He explained,
I know that it’s frustrating waiting 24 hours, or 48 hours or even
sometimes three or four days for a response. So they can text me
and say ‘I don’t understand this assignment’ and I can tell them,
‘Go to this discussion board, scroll down and look for a post that
says what to do in this forum.’
However, technology was not the focus of his online course. AB104 did not mandate
what type of technology must be used outside of the required course system tools. Instead, he
provided students with opportunities for learning about tools that could provide easy access and
mobility to course materials (e.g., iTunes apps).
Interaction was a key part of the online music learning experience for AB104. From this
point of view, AB104 tried to “give the students interaction with each other” and himself.
Students were encouraged to connect with each other within the course area and through
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additional communication technology. To set his students up for communicating with each other
from the start of the course, AB104 started with a communication assignment. He explained,
One of the first assignments that all my groups do, is come up with
five ways to communicate. Ah, you know, you get the perennial
text, phone call, and email. And then after that they start
struggling. The other one that’s kind of common after that is what
we’re using right now, skype. And another one…Facetime, which
is interesting.
These examples of interactive technology highlighted how AB104 was open to using both
asynchronous and synchronous technologies and how he focused on connecting with his online
students.
The asynchronous tools used in AB104’s online courses involved tools that were both
mono- and bi-directional. That is, they allowed students to receive content or interact with
content. Many tools were able to include audio, graphic, and text components so as to facilitate
Universal Design for Learning (UDL). These tools included asynchronous tools found in the
course area (e.g., a drop box, discussion forums, email), lectures as text, use of YouTube.com
links for further explanations, Power Point files for student presentations of learning tasks, use of
plagiarism applications, and other technology that AB104 deemed “normal” to student use.
“Normal” was translated by AB104 as, “I try my best to keep all technology demands as minimal
as possible. So what they can get on the web for free that’s normal to them.”
The use of synchronous tools were most often encouraged over asynchronous tools due to
the limitation of physical presence in an online course. AB104 explained this use:
Otherwise it’s so abstract…it’s clear to you as a teacher what
you’re thinking, but somebody that has no idea and can’t read your
facial cues, can’t read your body language…and can’t ask you a
question point blank to your face
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AB104 further described his students communicating through conference calls and other virtual
collaborations that allowed for interactive conversation.
Summary of Findings
Online pedagogy was informed by both research and practice by AB104. He used
constructivist and social constructivist activities to provide experiential learning. A purposeful
focus on interaction with content gave students opportunities to virtually experience the course
content (e.g., SecondLife.com) and personalized learning. Scaffolding of learning content and
constructivist learning were acknowledged as not only tools for building content but a means for
developing student comfort with learning content and particular technologies.
Course design focused on organization and an iterative design process. This included
both clarity of directions (e.g., text) as well as the structural format of the course shell (e.g.,
location of directions). Organization was identified as highly important as it mirrored the course
expectations of the faculty member.
Assessment took place through informal and formal means. Informal assessment was
exchanged between student and faculty member as well as between students. This usually
occurred via email, SMS text, and sharing of student work. Formal assessments included
listening exams, final term papers, and group and individual projects. Assessments were
purposefully identified to accommodate student creativity and multiple learning styles.
Identification and development of communication should be a focus for faculty members
teaching music online. Communication was also integral to the transaction of content,
specifically musical content, itself. The exploration of multiple forms of technologies at the onset
of a course provided students with immediate opportunities to connect with peers and
consequently develop supportive student networks. While asynchronous technologies were
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utilized, it was suggested that synchronous technologies better decreased feelings of isolation.
Additionally, the interpretation of conversational speech was clearer with body language cues
visible during video conferencing.
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CHAPTER SIX: CASE STUDY THREE
The third case study involved a privately funded university that focused on the
development of high-calibre, professional music performance skills. Six faculty members (n = 6)
participated in the study. Five students (n = 5) completed the online student survey. There were
no student interviews.
This case has many unique qualities including the use of proprietary, pre-made, online
music courses (i.e., “boxed” courses); the majority of students in the online music courses were
non-music majors; and the music courses had been available online since 2013. Although the
online survey showed that students agreed that they were comfortable with both the online
medium and communicating with course peers online, faculty members held mixed opinions on
the extent to which their online students wanted to build community in their online courses.
Case Context
Case Three was a medium sized university (e.g., approximately 7,000 students) situated
in a metropolitan area in the southern United States. The National Association of Schools of
Music (NASM) accredited School of Music had over 500 undergraduate students with over 120
music faculty, including sessional faculty members. The program offered a variety of Bachelor
of Music degrees and graduate degree programs. Students could participate from three offcampus locations.
To uphold the instructional core at the university, faculty members were required to use
technology. However, online courses were not prominent throughout the campus faculties.
Minimal institutional support for online teaching (i.e., funding, faculty development, and a need
for online teaching support at departmental and faculty levels) was available for online teaching
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faculty. The university was focused on being a “brick and mortar” (AC188) school and did not
have plans for any extensive building of online courses or programs at the time of the study.
Program context. The music department was known for having students who were
highly-skilled music performers. According to the faculty interviewed, only a few students in
each online music course were music majors. The majority of students taking the online music
course were from the Music Business faculty and opted for the convenience and flexibility of the
online format due to their complex course scheduling needs.
Initial online music courses were offered in 2013 as part of an experiment with the online
teaching format. The initial two online music courses were Music History-based and chosen by
faculty members interested in online teaching. As of fall 2015, there were four online music
courses offered on the topics of Popular Music (two courses), Music Appreciation, and World
Music. These courses were 100 percent online and did not have any hybridization. That is, all
course content and student participation took place online. Three of the current four online music
courses were developed from a proprietary-based online music course software, or boxed course
that allowed students to easily access listening tracks and other learning materials. The typical
online music course enrolment averaged 29 students per course.
Music administration was open to offering future, additional online music courses for
non-music majors and was considering the possible inclusion of online music courses for music
majors. Online music courses were offered by the university because they assisted in alleviating
classroom space concerns, attracted additional students to courses, and allowed the department to
be innovative. The administration was taking specific steps to add in their online course
offerings. Future online courses considered for 2016 included Music Fundamentals and
Preparatory Piano.
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Online music students were identified as non-traditional, adult learners between 30 to 40
years old. Students were not particular to an academic year and ranged from freshmen to seniors.
Overall, students in the online music courses were identified as being very different from music
majors, and that they needed to be shown different ways to listen and understand music in ways
that were obvious for music majors.
Study Participants
Faculty participants. Four faculty members participated in interviews. None of these
faculty members had taught in an online music course prior to their teaching at this university. In
general, each faculty member teaching an online music course had taught the content of the
online course in a traditional course for at least three years prior to transitioning to teaching it
online. Faculty members in both the interviews and faculty focus group discussions had a variety
of technology skills. However, all faculty members had some type of background with the
university’s Learning Management System (LMS) prior to starting their online course.
AC117. She taught online musicology courses for three years. She was comfortable
using technology and had previously held jobs in post-secondary education that utilized
technology. She was open to designing her own online music courses and learned to create her
first online course while taking a summer workshop. Her online music courses and teaching
strategies were originally based on how she taught her traditional music courses: the online
courses included text content, video content, and PowerPoint slides:
Essentially I took my PowerPoint lectures that I usually used in my
class which mostly consisted of very little writing and mostly
images and video and audio clips and thought, how can I, if the
students aren’t in the room, and I’m not delivering information
verbally, how can I communicate the same information without
having a slide of writing, writing, writing.
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She used a modular format when designing her course to support students viewing the content at
their own pace. Each semester’s course was updated from the last semester’s online music course
to include current links and videos relevant to course content. Students completed discussion
posts weekly, as well as exams, projects, and papers. AC117 found the biggest difference
between traditional and online music courses to be, “in an on-campus class, it is possible for a
student to never participate…. In an online class, everyone must participate.”
AC121. AC121 taught music at the post-secondary level for at least four years, but was
new to teaching musicology courses online. She was excited to explore this new teaching
environment and freely acknowledged that she still had a lot to learn about the technology
available for teaching online. When talking about her technology skill level she stated “I don’t
know a thing about coding or anything like that.”
To help get her started teaching online quickly, she opted to use a boxed course format.
While working through this online format, she found that she wanted to adapt many aspects of
the course to better suit the needs of her students and the context of the course content. These
changes provided the required assignments with better-scaffolded content.
She was also very interested in trying to get the students to connect with each other and
develop interactivity with their learning. To this end, she incorporated weekly emails, videos
announcements, and discussions with her students. She found the use of introductory discussions
helpful for students to learn about their classmates and help start community connections in the
class.
AC124. She was initially “a little bit hesitant” about teaching music online when she
started in 2013. She used boxed course software to help resolve this hesitancy. AC124 also found
the boxed course beneficial for students as it contained a book, listening music examples, and
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course content accessible in one online space. She had basic coding skills and worked with the
software company to personalize and organize her boxed course. She did not have a professional
degree in teaching but she attended many teaching workshops and online teaching workshops
where she learned various teaching strategies.
AC124 tried numerous ways to get students to interact with each other within the online
course area, but did not have much success due to the students’ different time zones. AC124 held
weekly virtual office hours for her students. Specific office times were found to be helpful for
many student inquiries. To encourage her students to progress in their weekly work, she sent
them weekly emails.
AC188. She was the department administrator for the online music courses. She had an
extensive background in the area of music education with over 25 years of teaching experience.
She was aware of many music programs that use an online course format and stated, “I have seen
some examples of it being done beautifully.” However, AC188 had not taught music online. She
remarked on how some of the tenured faculty were fearful of teaching music online “because it’s
something new,” and that they “don’t want to learn to do something differently.” She was highly
aware that creating an online music course required intense preparation and was therefore
supportive of faculty using a boxed course format to ease the front load preparation of course
design. When considering which faculty would be best suited for teaching music online, she
considered potential online music faculty as “someone who is willing to do it, and someone who
is willing to work with some of our people that have already done it successfully.”
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Summary of faculty participants. All of the faculty members in the study showed an
openness to teaching music online. While they had varying technological skills, they were open
to developing their skills to better support their students. Each of the faculty members teaching
the online courses had a minimum of three years’ experience teaching the content of their online
course in a traditional face-to-face class before transitioning to the online environment. As
identified in Table 6.1, faculty members (one administrator and three faculty members) had less
than five years of experience teaching music online. The two faculty members participating in
the faculty discussion had two or less years of experience.
Table 6.1
Characteristics of Faculty Participants
Years of Online
Teaching

Faculty
Interviews

Faculty
Discussion

0 years
1–2 years
3–5 years
6–10 year
10 or more

2
0
2
0
0

1
1
0
0
0

Total

4

2

Student participants. During fall 2015, five students completed the online student
survey. Students were from online Music Appreciation and Music History courses. Due to the
anonymity of the student surveys and lack of student interviews, other demographics and
descriptions of the students themselves were not available. As shown in Table 6.2, the majority
of students (60 percent), were from an online music history course. The student participants were
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identified as representing a cross-section of student levels, with the majority of students (60
percent) being sophomore, or second year, students.
Table 6.2
Characteristics of Student Participants
Student
Characteristics

Student
Surveys

Course Involvement
Music Theory
Music History
Applied Music
Musicology
Composition
Music Appreciation
Other (seminar)

0
3
0
0
0
2
0

Total

5

Findings
Findings were described according to the four themes revealed by this research: online
music pedagogy, course design, assessment, and communication. The unique aspect of this case
was the inclusion of boxed courses (i.e., pre-made, proprietary online music courses) by faculty
members. The inclusion of a boxed course allowed for faculty with limited background in online
teaching to quickly develop an online music course by making minimal changes to the pre-made
course design.
Online music pedagogy. All four faculty members interviewed had a positive outlook on
teaching music online. Findings revealed that the faculty members had experienced pedagogical
influences that focused on experiential learning approaches in the online environment. They also
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used their institutional supports (e.g., workshops and sessions in online learning) to inform their
online teaching strategies and learning approaches.
Pedagogical influences. One faculty member described her online music course as
needing to include some type of social constructivist student interaction and participation with
the learning content. AC121 stated, “To me, music is like there is so much to talk about, there’s
so much to do. It’s just like, you miss something by not being in person.” Focused on the
inherently social nature of music and learning music, she added,
I think it’s seeing them. I think it’s them understanding that I’m a
real person and they’re a real person, and it’s having that
conversation where I can throw something out and they can bounce
back and I can immediately respond, or they can respond to each
other.
A faculty discussant further suggested, “Synchronous [communication] plays better to the
learning style of the musician, just because of the way we’re wired.”
Various technologies were used to help support student’s experiential learning. AC124
offered weekly synchronous help sessions for her students, while another faculty highlighted the
benefits found in use of weekly video announcements. AC117 supported her students’ interactive
learning through reflective writing about music. She stated, “They must write something every
week. The peer review causes them to not just write a bunch of nonsense…” However, one
faculty member in the discussion suggested, “In my opinion we’re still in a pioneering place with
online [music] education…I don’t think it’s fully matured.” This faculty member then identified
specific technology needed for supporting the learning of music online, such as automatic
grading of music theory exercises.
Institutional supports. Faculty members used institutional supports (e.g., workshops and
mentoring) to learn to teach online when the supports were available. Each faculty member felt
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that some type of learning support before and during their foray into teaching music online was
warranted. However, the four faculty members interviewed expressed different levels of
satisfaction toward the institutional support provided.
For example, AC188 commented,
I would wish that any school that is going to even be dipping their
toes into this, would have someone on staff that has experience,
not only experience in online, but has studied online teaching and
has studied the research—what is effective and what is not
effective.
Two faculty members, AC124 and AC117, attended their university’s summer online
learning workshops prior to designing their online music course. The workshops and seminars
attended by faculty included both one-on-one sessions, as well as more formal workshop
settings. AC117 described her online teaching workshop experience as beneficial. She explained,
“It modelled through the workshop itself how to communicate with students effectively, how to
respond and give feedback, grading and so forth.”
In the focus group discussion, it was highlighted that not all faculty had opportunity to
participate in an online teaching workshop. One discussant described her experience of learning
to teach online:
Nobody told me this is the best way to approach this and here’s
some tools for you…I just had to go with what I know works in the
classroom and try to adapt that to the online. And some of that did
not translate.
All of the faculty participants expressed a willingness to attend workshops and be
mentored in teaching music online. Three faculty members interviewed expressed that it would
be, or was, helpful to have learning support both before and during their online teaching. AC188
echoed the need for all online faculty to have specific online teaching support. She described her
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wishful institutional support as, “they would do workshops for anybody that’s teaching that
online, that would give them options that would show them how to set it up, that would show
them, talk to them about what are all the different options.”
Funding was provided by the institution to support the development of the first two
online music courses. Due to budgetary changes and shifting priorities, no specific budget
allocation was available to further support development of online music courses. AC188
commented, “I don’t think it has anything to do with wanting to, it’s just that the money is just
tight because they are using it elsewhere.” While it was acknowledged by administration that it
did take additional time to create the online music courses, AC188 observed that “we don’t have
any budget to pay them to develop [an online music course].” Online music faculty members
were expected to find ways to improve their pedagogy through private means.
Course design. Course design was a unique aspect of this case in that four of the faculty
members used a boxed course for their online music course while one faculty member chose to
design her own course. The implementation of a boxed course provided the benefit of decreased
time preparation but challenged faculty members through its redesign or need to be adapted to
suit each faculty member’s music pedagogy. Organization, planning, and redesign were further
identified as integral components to course design.
Boxed course design. Through the course of interviews and focus group discussion, it
became clear that each faculty member using a boxed course took time to evaluate the prepared
course and identify any portions of the course that they found lacking or requiring change. Since
each faculty member using a boxed course design had previously taught the content of their
course for at least three years prior, they were familiar with how the content could be organized
and how their former students interacted with the content previously.
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Through the boxed course, songs for student listening and the student textbook were
available. Students located and viewed course content, participated in discussions, completed
quizzes, and upload assignments from the initial log in area. The boxed course was best
described by AC121:
The text is online…so they [the student] don’t have to [go] out and
buy an actual textbook. And it’s interactive in the sense that as
they are reading about something they can click on it and hear an
excerpt, or maybe click on it and hear an external dictionary that
gives them a term. After every chapter, or a section, they [do] a
little quiz to help them digest what they’ve done.
All four of the faculty members that used the boxed course found it assistive in planning
their new online music courses. The challenges inherent to the use of a boxed course design were
due to personal pedagogical beliefs and previous teaching experiences. Faculty members
described how they redesigned their boxed course to suit their pedagogical beliefs, values, and
inclusion of student voice. Adaptations included additional YouTube.com videos, content
revisions, additional presentations, and activity alterations. Through relatively simple
correspondence with the software company, faculty members redesigned portions of content
and/or tasks. For example, AC121 said, “I didn’t really like the written assignments that were in
there so I threw all of those out and created my own.” AC124 also noted, “I am constantly giving
them little PowerPoint things or little “prezzies” on how to listen.”
There were many positive comments with regard to the use of a boxed course design.
AC188 spoke about the decreased upfront workload with a boxed course. Regarding the amount
of work involved in designing an online music course, she suggested that “We think it’s [the
work required] less up front.” AC121 confirmed the workload decrease when she stated, “[it]
takes a lot of stuff off my plate.” The change of workload also permitted additional time for more
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focused online teaching during the semester. AC124 affirmed, “It leaves more time for me to be
a teacher than a grader.”
There were pedagogical challenges with the boxed course design. All faculty mentioned
the need for course content to be changed to highlight different content examples, better engage
students, or to portray their own teaching style. AC121 described the process of changing and
redesigning as, “you Frankenstein together your own course.” She further expressed that an
online course could be somewhat “automated.” She questioned, “How do you make it not feel
like it’s automated and that I could push go and disappear for the whole semester and it really
wouldn’t matter?”
In her traditional teaching, AC121 had students build their music language skills through
a scaffolded teaching context. She was concerned with the segmentation of concepts and
language acquisition found within the boxed course content and how online learning “feels very
flat sometimes.” She did not find the boxed course using this type of pedagogical design. Such
differences in pedagogy were found to be the trade-off for the “convenience” (AC188) of using a
boxed course design.
Organization. All six faculty members in the study unanimously agreed on the
importance of organization in an online course. AC117 stated, “It’s essential to be incredibly
organized. Everything must be meticulously organized and very clearly grouped.” Most course
design organization took place prior to course activation. Course design organization was also
described as providing clarity of content through predictable structures (e.g., use of modular
structure and placement of learning tasks within specific folders), content scaffolding, and
modelling of new learning.
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Clarity included visual cueing and access to specific links, such as main topic links (e.g.,
syllabus, weekly content areas, and discussion forums) and calendared tasks. AC117 helped her
students anticipate course design navigation by including a welcome page in her online course
area. She explained, “I have a welcome note that explains how the course is laid out that opens
up as soon as they open up the [course] shell. It’s the first thing that they see.” To aid students in
the completion of their learning tasks and activities, AC121 divided tasks into weekly activity
times to correspond to the course calendar.
Course layout needs to be easy to navigate and predictable. AC124 explained her course
layout as, “Each chapter is just one topic. Students like the organization of it.” Course layout
requires a predictable, clear structure. AC117 stated, “They’ll [students] get confused clicking
around if things aren’t in the same place every week.” The content itself was scaffolded in folder
increments that built upon previous content learning and led to the final learning goals. AC124
described her course scaffolding as a full course process. She explained, “they [students] know
from the beginning at the end of the semester what they are going to be doing.” AC121 further
suggested that “it’s really helpful for them to see that thread” of learning throughout an entire
course.
Students found the overall course organization and layout satisfactory as indicated by the
student surveys in Figure 4. Students revealed unanimous satisfaction with regard to the clarity
of due dates for learning activities. They also agreed that their instructor provided clear
instructions regarding course participation.
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Figure 4. Student perceptions of course design and organization.
The threading of content also allows for students to experience a model of learning
acquisition. AC124 described an example of how she helps her students learn new music
vocabulary through the technique of modelling:
I’m using the words [in the presentations] and they’re kind of
imitating me in what kinds of words and language that I’m using…
by the time they get to the second [assignment], the grades
improve drastically … By the third one, they are really
comfortable with this and talking about musical features.
The use of modelling vocabulary through presentation and dialogue was found to be a
helpful online learning technique that was possible through careful attention to the overall
organization of course design. Planning how this could occur in the course design was a natural
outgrowth of organization.
Planning. Planning and organization were often described in tandem by faculty
members. Planning items included taking time to reframe one’s pedagogical thinking to the
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online learning environment, identify progression for course content, schedule course tasks, and
plan for flexibility once the course has started.
All six participants identified a planning progression for developing online course
content. A focus group member suggested that, upon first glance, a boxed course encouraged
cognitive dissonance—the state of having inconsistent or contradictory (i.e., incongruous)
thoughts or beliefs—because the course lacked student interaction. As a result of this
exploration, the faculty member set aside time to plan his course of action for adapting the
necessary content and tasks within the boxed course. AC117 reviewed her online course and
identified her need to verify and edit embedded video links within her reused course, email
students prior to the course start, and provide expectations for the online area.
Planning was also involved during the course semester. All six participants identified the
need to build in time during a course to communicate with students. As AC188 explained, “It’s
pretty time intensive in responding to students particularly.” AC117 carefully planned and
scheduled her course design so that she could give her students up to three weeks of content in
advance. She further described how her course design was more flexible when she did not embed
video links in her presentations.
Flexibility during the semester was also highlighted by AC124. She used flexibility when
she provided students with weekly announcements that were specific to her students’ needs at
that time. She explained, “And I’ll address specific issues that I see. And then write, “Hey, just a
reminder, everything is always open for your flexibility and your schedule.” Flexibility was one
of the highlighted reasons for students taking an online music course. Therefore, the use of
flexibility both in course content design and student communication was viewed as important in
course design for these faculty members.
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Redesign. Three out of four faculty members identified a redesign process that occurred
during and after course completion. This included a thinking process about redesign needs and
the functional action of course redesign. AC121 highlighted a form of redesign thinking when
she confided, “It’s [referring to creating her own course] definitely something I would think
about the second time I was going through.” AC117 further exemplified this process of redesign
when she stated,
I’ve had to revise them [courses] every semester. Because every
semester I’ll realize, well, that doesn’t really convey as clearly as I
hoped it would, or I need a clearer example or a clearer reference
to where they can find information - follow up information and so
forth in the textbook.
Practical redesign, and consequently course fluidity, included the regular confirmation of
current links within the online course area. AC117 stated,
The difficulty I have found with that is that I have to recheck these
links every semester before I post them. And it makes it difficult to
post all the lectures at the beginning of the semester and then just
leave them available because sometimes those links are broken
when the students go to view them so I constantly have to look for
that.
Together, these two actions—the thinking about and the action of change—was involved in the
redesign process.
Assessment. Assessment was divided into two main categories: student learning tasks
and faculty self-assessment of student learning. Both categories integrated the use of technology
to create a medium for providing the assessments. The expansion of learning tasks for student
learning included the use of learning models and personalization of learning, participation, and a
recognition of common challenges met by faculty within the area of expanding assessment.
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Student learning tasks. Faculty created student learning tasks as assessments that
provided students with opportunities to explore their learning content through experience.
Faculty members often remarked on their desire to provide more depth in learning tasks that
allowed for formative assessment. From this point of view, faculty sought ways to incorporate
various learning models (e.g., constructivism and social constructivism) into their student
learning tasks while providing formal and informal assessments of meaningful learning.
Five of the six faculty members described using different learning tasks in their online
courses to better promote and expand student learning according to their personal pedagogical
beliefs. The data from interviews suggested that the faculty members created online learning
tasks, activities, and final projects that highlighted interaction with their instructor through a
scaffolded learning design. For example, AC124 wove constructivism through her learning task
by using formative assessment:
It [the task] gets progressively more that they’re more on their
own. By the third writing assignment, I give them a song that I
don’t describe and the book doesn’t describe. Then they have to
listen to things—and it’s very similar to everything else that
they’ve studied. And now, they’re not just encountering a song
that’s been handed to them and described, but they have to do it on
their own.
The project that students worked on with AC124 allowed for formative assessment to take place
during the development of the assignment, and concluded with a summative assessment at the
end of each project.
AC117 described how her students used underlying social constructivism within the
discussion forums to build their confidence with the learning content and deepen their content
understanding through social interaction and informal peer assessment. She explained,
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They catch one another on errors [such as], ”I don’t think you
interpreted that article correctly… I don’t think that’s what she was
saying…” So, that’s nice for me to see that those students are
responding to one another that way and that they feel they need to
produce a certain quality of work.
Formal assessment by the faculty member can be challenging. In one course iteration,
AC117 responded to each student’s post and privately graded the posts with additional feedback.
Due to the expressed exhaustive nature of such interaction, she found that “providing individual
feedback in the grade forum and letting the individual students talk it out solo on the discussion
board forum” was a better time management compromise that worked “fairly well.”
Faculty self-assessment. Three faculty members identified that they used forms of
instructor self-assessment to help identify the depth of student learning taking place in the online
course environment. AC117 explained that she used her student’s writing in the discussion
forums and other learning tasks as ways to gauge student content knowledge and understanding.
She also used her students’ course evaluations to identify problematic course design, learning
tasks, and possible communication deficiencies:
I’ve made changes based on those [student evaluations]. One thing
was that first semester when I had a lot of work assigned. I didn’t
hear complaints from students during the semester; they did the
work. But at the end of the semester, in the student evaluations I
had two or three students who said, ‘I had a really hard time
keeping up with all this with my other classes.’
Because of these evaluation comments, AC117 chose to use course design to actively
respond to her students’ comments and project writing:
I’d rather let their writing speak to that. If their writing
demonstrates that they don’t really have a clue what they’ve seen
or they’re way off base and they didn’t view the lecture, they have
no examples from it, that seems to be a faster way for me to gauge
their engagement.
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AC124 used learning analytics for assessing particular technology used by students in the
course area. By exploring learning analytics, AC124 found that her students, “were using this
[study guide] to review information and it really helped them focus.” In addition to learning
analytics, AC124 described how she also used student quiz scores to identify students who may
be having problems with the course content or the course format. She explained, “The students
have commented in evaluations about that they were so appreciative that I reached out when I
saw ‘Okay, she’s taken four quizzes now and she’s only getting an average of five out of ten.’”
Together, the use of final student course evaluations, in-course learning analytics, and
overall student learning tasks were viewed as helpful ways for faculty members to assess where
faculty could interject and take action. These actions included not only making changes from a
course design standpoint, but reaching out to students and providing them with one-to-one
teaching support during the semester.
Communication. Communication was “absolutely” (AC124) an essential component for
online music courses. Not only was communication a method of exchanging directions and
content learning with students, it was found to be an integral way to support student learning.
Communication of content and student support was provided through a variety of synchronous
and asynchronous tools. Depending on the faculty member, and the specific music discipline
being taught, some technology tools were found to be more helpful to student learning than
others. The development of community and purposeful interaction, while important to faculty,
were found to be most challenging within an online environment.
Communication to support learning. Four of the six faculty members identified
themselves as using some form of regular weekly communication with their students. By starting
the semester contacting their students through email, faculty members demonstrated open
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communication lines between themselves and their students. As explained by AC121, students
were given opportunities to introduce themselves in “sort of like a social media thing where you
can upload a picture and…write a little blurb about who they are and what they like.”
Both AC124 and AC117 explained that they had tried to incorporate mandated
synchronous chats or video conferences during the course semester unsuccessfully. Students did
not want to participate in live events. Faculty members described their students’ nonparticipation as resulting from time zone challenges, software inadequacies, and desire for
independent learning. AC124 remarked, “They just want to get out their laptop and learn on their
own, on their own time, and be done.” To present supportive learning options to her students,
AC124 offered synchronous weekly office hours that were consistently used by some students.
AC117 also incorporated the use of a wiki to help students learn together. While students may
have wanted more of a correspondence course, focus group discussants suggested that music
learning should involve communication with one another and be part of a social experience. One
discussant explained, “And to me, I’m not trying to be old school, I just feel there’s a human
factor and touch.”
Finding the most effective way to communicate with students to support their learning
seemed to vary among instructors. AC117 described how she used text chat rooms for students to
interact with each other in her initial online course, but found them “not functional” and
“antiquated.” For example, in one particular course redesign, she integrated synchronous group
meetings with two weekly options for attendance. The additional demands of preparing weekly
content, grading, and facilitating the weekly meeting times, made it such that she “almost could
not meet the demands that week.” As a result, she abandoned synchronous group meetings.
AC124 tried similar required synchronous meetings to no avail with her class as well. She, too,
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found that regular synchronous meetings were challenging for both faculty members and
students. From these experiences, both faculty members opted to focus on asynchronous
communication tools.
Communication tools. Tools used by faculty members included weekly email, discussion
forums, wikis, slide presentations, audio presentations, text and video announcements, and
synchronous video conferences. The substance of the content in the asynchronous
communication tools ranged from task reminders and weekly overviews, to students seeking
direct connections with their instructor. Positive outcomes from uploading video announcements
to online courses were identified. One discussant stated,
I would just send them a little video and talk over things in
person…It was a little change that didn’t really take me that much
more time. But, it makes a big difference. I feel like it does with
them; being willing to communicate back.
Short announcement videos were viewed by her students. She remarked, “I saw the view
count go up…I feel like most of them see them now.” Synchronous communications were found
to bring more of a human element for two faculty members. One focus group discussant stated
that “[the courses] need to be sort of a hybrid where there’s just enough human touch or physical
presence…’Cause when you completely remove that, I think you get a different result, and not a
good one.”
Communication tools also proved to be challenging for some faculty members. Both
AC117 and AC121 identified challenges with the LMS interface and its tools. AC117
highlighted these challenges when she described her use of the online course wiki having met
with “varying success.” She further described how her students required assistance on using the
wiki because some functions of the tool were not working properly.
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Technology tools that were intuitive for music students and faculty members and
appropriate for specific music learning tasks were at times found wanting. Specifically, there is a
need for online music learning tools. One focus group participant explained, “There seems to be
that there is still not THE tool… a universal-developed, mature tool, that would allow the
instructor to go ahead and develop what you need to develop.”
Creating community. Asynchronous and synchronous tools were often used to help
create community and purposeful interaction among students. However, many challenges were
encountered when seeking to create community. The findings revealed that there was a distinct
polarization of thought regarding the extent to which community could be created. This was
evidenced in both faculty member interviews and through student surveys. It should be noted
that student surveys did not identify the use of boxed course design or faculty course design.
There was a varied opinion from students regarding the online medium as a place for
social interaction (Figure 5, Graph C.). In addition, 80 percent of students surveyed indicated that
getting to know other course participants did not give them a sense of belonging within their
online course (Figure 5, Graph A.). Notably, with only five students completing the student
surveys, these data may not be fully representative of all students.
Faculty held diverse expectations on the issue of building community among the online
music course students. Showcasing the difference among faculty perceptions, students in
AC124’s discussion forums were described as not interpreting course interaction as community
building. AC124 observed, “For some reason they still see it as “this was my homework, this is
my job for the day.” For this reason, AC124 did not require her students to actively build
community within her course.
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Figure 5. Students’ Affective Expression Toward Online Music Course
AC121 described her weekly announcements, emails and tweeting as mechanisms she
used to help form community among her students. AC121 observed online students’ as having
minimal interactions between fellow students and faculty members. However, she did not
understand why her students, and other online music course students, wanted an isolated learning
experience. AC121 placed an importance on active communication and the building of
community: “I think it’s them understanding that I’m a real person and they’re a real person, and
it’s having that conversation where I can throw something out and they can bounce back and I
can immediately respond, or they can respond to each other…” She revealed her own
pedagogical challenges with learning music online as she explained,
I have a thing with music and I think there is something that is
missing when you don’t have those listening experiences together,
those conversation together. There’s something about community
learning that’s really special.
These examples demonstrate the dichotomy of communication expectations among faculty
members with regard to interactive communication and community building in an online music
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course. AC117 summed up the overall apparent challenge, “One of my biggest challenges in my
online teaching [is] students working together and communicating with one another.”
Summary of Findings
Online music pedagogy identified the influence of traditional face-to-face teaching
beliefs and pedagogies on the transition to online teaching. Faculty members did not have prior
formal online teaching experience before teaching their online courses at this particular
institution. Institutional support (e.g., workshops and mentoring sessions) was found to be
helpful, when available. However, there was indication that more workshops and prolonged
mentorships over the semesters would prove beneficial for faculty members.
Course design involved either creating online music courses from scratch or using a
boxed course design. Both design formats required organization, planning, and redesign. While
the boxed course design allowed for relatively quick and easy implementation of a course,
findings indicated that faculty members still had to spend time making changes to the boxed
course design with regard to content, progression of content, learning tasks, and overall course
interaction. These changes were linked to faculty members’ pedagogical beliefs and their
understanding of how music should be taught, both from a traditional and online context.
Assessment focused on student learning tasks and faculty self-assessment. Student
learning tasks were built upon both constructivist and social constructivist learning and
integrated formative assessment within their scaffolding in the course. Use of informal feedback
was supported through interactive discussions. Faculty self-assessment included both informal
and formal measuring techniques. Faculty members used learning analytics and student learning
task outcomes to assess their courses and task design.
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Communication was identified as an essential element. It was both a method for
transacting learning through communication tools and a supportive means for student learning.
While synchronous and asynchronous communication tools were provided to support multiple
means of interactive learning, many students did not use the supportive learning opportunities
made available with tool usage. Getting students to actively communicate and build community
with their peers remained an unanswered challenge.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CROSS-CASE COMPARISON
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a cross-case comparison of the three case
studies. Each of the cases will be compared to showcase their similarities and differences in
alignment with the four themes revealed by the data findings: 1) online music pedagogy, 2)
course design, 3) assessment, and 4) communication.
Case Contexts
All three case studies involved National Association of Schools of Music (NASM)
accredited music programs. Each case opted for the inclusion of online music courses for
different reasons. Case One created hybrid music courses, with an option for 100 percent online,
in order to sustain an online Bachelor of Music degree program. Cases Two and Three created
stand-alone 100 percent online courses that could be applied as a general elective or arts course,
or in the instance of Case Two, for credit toward a Bachelor of Music degree. The learning
management systems used varied across the three cases.
By fall 2015, each of the three cases had offered online music courses for three or more
years. Cases One and Two had an extensive history of online music courses offerings, having
offered online music courses for undergraduates since 2004 and 2005, respectively. Case One
began offering online music courses in conjunction with its university-wide technology shift
toward online learning. Case Two offered online music courses due to the interest of its faculty
member’s researcher interest in online music learning, while Case Three started to offer online
music courses in 2013 in response to issues of student space and desire to innovate their course
offerings.
Students enrolled in the online music courses appeared to identify with a need for
flexibility of time and flexibility of location for their adult learning lifestyles. Case One students
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also described an interest in completing courses online due to lower financial costs than from
other institutions. Student interviews and overall faculty interviews from all cases suggested that
online music students were interested in the flexibility of both time and location. Flexible online
music courses aided in the timely completion of their undergraduate degree program because the
online format accommodated their various lifestyle needs.
Online Music Pedagogy
Online music pedagogy was found to include teaching philosophies, openness to online
music learning, institutional support, and learning approaches across all cases. While each of
these categories were not mirrored across the cases, there were similarities.
Teaching philosophies. A diversity of faculty backgrounds and teaching philosophies
were revealed in the findings. In general, backgrounds were similar in that all faculty members
came from varied education teaching backgrounds. All faculty members interviewed across the
cases had a minimum of a master’s degree in music, with all administrators having various
doctoral degrees in education. The level of faculty online teaching experience varied across all
cases, ranging from no years of experience in Cases One and Three to faculty members with over
10 years of online teaching experience in Cases One and Two.
Faculty in all cases agreed that music has a unique connection to each individual and that
students need to actively participate in their learning of music (i.e., through experience, active
doing, writing music, reading music, and listening). AA55 commented “that social aspect of
learning. I just think it's so critical—so, so critical.” However, AA55 was the only faculty
member in Case One who felt strongly about the need for students to interact with each other,
and purposely included social constructivist learning tasks (e.g., peer learning) in her courses.
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Openness to online learning. All faculty members in all the cases agreed that music can
be taught in an online environment. However, the agreement was limited by the depth of learning
the faculty member believed could take place online. For example, some faculty members
suggested there is a difference in online course content outcomes when compared with a
traditional face-to-face music course. AA14 thought that online music students obtained the
“same skills, at a lower level” than traditional students. On the other hand, AB104 from Case
Two suggested that the social constructivist activities possible in the online environment allowed
for meaningful student learning and depth of content. Faculty from Case Three sought to have
students accomplish the same level of understanding as found in the face-to-face music courses,
but through the online course design.
To varying degrees, faculty members from all cases suggested that they took time to
consider different online teaching and learning approaches and strategies to further support their
online music students. Each case had faculty members who integrated constructivist and social
constructivist learning approaches. Some faculty members in Cases One and Three indicated
their reluctance to use collaborative activities due to either technology concerns (e.g., the
Learning Management System (LMS) lacked specific tools) or concern for student time and
workload (e.g., students were from a variety of time zones). Despite these concerns, faculty from
all cases expressed an understanding of online pedagogy that suggested they felt they were able
to teach the tenets of music through an online format.
Institutional support. Institutional support was found to benefit faculty members. With
its university-wide mandate for online learning, Case One held many supportive online teaching
workshops for faculty. Six of the Case One faculty members (n = 7) confirmed that they had
participated in a teaching workshop. Two faculty members interviewed from Case Three (n = 6)
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had attended a summer workshop for online learning. Due to teaching schedules, not all faculty
members from Case Three had an opportunity to take part in workshops for teaching online. All
Case Three faculty members participating in a workshop commented on the supportive outcomes
of the workshop for developing and teaching their online music courses. The sole faculty
member from Case Two did not attend online learning workshops as he felt he had a firm
understanding in teaching music online from his established research background in online music
learning and continued research in the field.
Overall funding for faculty development varied across the cases. Case One had an
institutional priority for funding online learning workshops for all of its faculty. Findings from
Case Three suggested that continued funding of online learning workshops for the music faculty
was not a priority.
Learning approaches. All faculty members who participated in this study, across all
cases, affirmed that the online teaching environment was not the same as a traditional face-toface teaching environment. Not all faculty members responded to their transition to teaching
online in the same way, however. Faculty differed within the cases with respect to the way
learning was integrated into courses. Faculty members from all cases who believed in creating
interactive and participatory music learning experiences designed more constructivist learning
opportunities for students within their courses. Faculty members within each case (e.g., AA55,
AB104, and AC117) also believed in the importance of including social constructivist learning
within their courses.
All cases had faculty members who identified the importance of the use of scaffolding of
course content, building learning tasks through backward design, and presenting students with
options to appeal to personalization of learning. Only one faculty member from across all of the
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cases, AA55, was familiar with specific instructional design techniques, however. She
consequently identified the use of TPACK as a learning model she considered beneficial for
online music course learning design.
Faculty members from Cases Two and Three who created their own course content or
redesigned boxed course assignments identified and described responding to students’ need to
create a personal interest in music learning outside of the class context. For example, AC124
noted that students in her non-music major classes differed from music majors and needed to be
taught how to listen and understand music in ways that were obvious for music majors. AC117
formed her learning tasks in such a way that students could choose to personalize an activity or
project to their current musical interests through content application. AB104 approached student
learning in such a way that students could experience real-life music jobs. He stated, “All of my
projects that I give my students are somewhat contextualized in that there is an actual job out
there.” The faculty in Case One focused on creating their course content to reflect musical
attributes such as specific musical skill development or performance history connection.
Faculty in Cases One, Two, and Three used scaffolding or backward design in their
approaches for development of online courses. AC124 used scaffolding of her learning tasks to
gradually shift her students toward independent learning in their listening and writing skills.
AB104 suggested that the best advice for someone new to teaching music online was “scaffold
everything.” He suggested that content should be developed in a scaffolded manner and that
learning tasks should subsequently be scaffolded into the content.
The use of a constructivist-based approach to online music course design was specifically
identified by AB104 and found across all cases. He articulated that students needed to have
experience with the music learning content through a variety of means—audio, visual and
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experiential—and build upon their own learning. He modelled this approach when he discussed
how his students moved through the learning of musical styles through the centuries and the
comparison assignment of such styles to today’s modern prom dance.
Case One exemplified the use of building on student learning through the description of
AA14’s conducting course. Each student was given opportunity to first explore a different
conductor throughout history and then the students learned about the method of conducting
employed by that conductor. In a similar teaching fashion, AC117 in Case Three had her
students individually explore a music video and relate it to course content.
Faculty from Cases One and Three similarly referred to an online course design that
lacked social constructivism, or participation, as “flat.” AC121 described her frustration of the
lack of student interaction with content in a boxed course in these terms: “because it feels very
flat sometimes.” In her interview, AA55 suggested that “There are a lot of people think that
flatness is just perfectly fine. I think for those [musicians] who are not into that type of
communication, it’s really hard.”
In Case Two, student interaction was identified by AB104 as the key to student learning.
AB104 purposefully built social constructivism into his learning design (e.g., group activity
projects) so that students had to interact with each other to exchange content learning.
Course Design
Various components of course design were present across all three cases and included
organization, planning, and course design process. Within all cases, there were more similar than
different ideas regarding how to accomplish course organization and planning. In addition, there
were also unique course design elements provided by each case. These unique case elements
includes the use of boxed course design (specific to Case Three), integration of learning models
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into the design of particular tasks and activities, and the extent to which collaboration and
interaction were designed into courses.
Organization. Across all cases, all faculty members and students highlighted
organization as an integral aspect of online music course design. Organization was described as a
predictable structure of modular content, clarity of course directions, intuitive course navigation,
and design of content through scaffolding. Consequently, these three elements were found to be
utilized and recommended, to some degree, by all faculty members in all cases.
A modular system was used by faculty members to organize course lectures, readings,
and assignments. Multimedia use within modules varied among faculty members. This generally
included videos (both instructor created and non-instructor created videos or video links), .pdfs,
handouts, text and graphics, movies or slide presentations with or without voice over, and audio
podcasts. AA13, AB104, and AC117 also included some form of resource, or help, folder that
contained technical or general online course files to students. In Case Two, the discussion forum
area was used as a resource to support students in locating course content and assignment
directions.
Additional online course organization links included drop boxes for student submissions
in all cases, music notation software (e.g., Case One), and discussion forums in AA13, AB104,
and all Case Three courses. Assignment links to outside website application, such as AA51’s
VoiceThread presentations, were made available to students. All student assignments were
identified as being submitted through an online structure (e.g., a drop box) in Cases Two or
Three, or by email to a faculty members, as in Case One.
Clarity of directions and content were also important for students moving through the
course semester. AA13 stated that “the biggest thing it seems is for them to have clear dates,
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clear straight forward assignment direction, and the ability to contact me with any kind of
questions.” AC117 described her prescription for content as “be brief, succinct, clear, as clear as
possible.” This was also confirmed by AB104 when he stated that “there is a checklist that the
student works through” to aid course organization. As a whole, the topic of organization was
found to be a foundational tool for faculty when developing online music courses.
Planning. In all cases, faculty described spending time prior to a course opening in
planning their course design. A summer semester was spent planning and developing a fall
semester course by faculty members AA13, AC117, and AC124. AA13 stated, “I never like to
rush it [the planning]. I like to work on it. I have a new course [now] that I am building for next
semester.” The faculty member from Case Two, AB104 identified that “the majority of my time
I spend creating these little projects.” AB104 further described his time during semesters as
allocated to redesign and analysis of course data with regard to technology tools used by students
in his courses.
Course design process. All three cases acknowledged the challenges inherent in course
design and the large front-end workload required to create and redesign content and activities.
When faculty talked about planning their online courses, all three cases identified some type of
cyclical pattern to their planning and consequential course development process. For example,
throughout her interview AC117 described an iterative process that moved from planning, to
practical development to making necessary adjustments. AB104 identified a similar cycle for
course redesign as he used his course data to edit or add different learning activities and
technologies to his already-created courses.
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Assessment
Formal and informal assessments were not always made explicit by all faculty in each
case because each faculty member interviewed chose to highlight different aspects of their online
course. However, there were indications that faculty members engaged in some form of informal
assessment throughout their courses in addition to standard formal assessments. Assessments
were used to elicit understanding of student learning levels as well as inform any required course
redesign. This process involved both individual and group tasks.
Case One faculty used online quizzes, proctored practical theory exams, listening
assignments, unit projects, and video presentations. However, rubrics or specific grading criteria
used for assignments, projects, and presentations were not identified during the interviews. Case
Two identified the inclusion of standardized listening tests, quizzes, group projects, and written
term papers. Similarly, Case Three faculty highlighted the use of self-grading quizzes within the
boxed courses, as well as the addition of individual student projects and listening assignments.
Together, these cases identified that formal assessments were standard for their online music
courses and were all completed in the online environment.
Case Two (AB104) and Case Three (AC117) identified the use of rubrics for grading
their discussion areas, as well as the use of rubrics and outlined criteria for assignments and
projects. AC117 stated that she used “a rubric for the discussion board posts and a rubric for the
replies.” One unique aspect of assessment criteria was mentioned by AB104. He identified
“creativity” as a category in the criteria for projects.
Case Two was the most unique in the inclusion of group work and sharing of project
exemplars. While AA55 described using a VoiceThread project for peer learning or informal
peer feedback, AB104 commented that he was purposeful in incorporating group projects
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throughout his course to allow students to get to know each other and therefore create a
supportive network for his students. This created a cumulative, informal assessment through peer
discourse. AB104 said that “it [initial group projects] kind of gives them this little safety net at
first and it builds them up in their confidence to succeed better.”
From Case Three, AC124 identified unsuccessful attempts at incorporating group
projects into her course design and chose to modify her projects as individual projects instead.
AB104 was the only faculty member in all of the cases to overtly describe the sharing of student
work as course exemplars during a semester. He shared student blogs with his class saying that
“This, folks, is just so creative, I had to show it off.”
Faculty members AA13, AB104, and AC124 chose different ways to engage their
students in informal feedback. AA13 chose to have students use an open question time at the end
of each synchronous class session. AB104 gave students the opportunity to use cell phone text
messaging (SMS) to identify course concerns or misunderstood course content. He also regularly
used his LMS’s learning analytics to gather informal assessment of students’ use of tools and
viewing of content. AC124 was the only faculty member who described the use of weekly,
although not mandatory, synchronous office hours and online student help sessions. Each of
these tools were used to informally assess student learning and allowed the faculty members to
assist students directly. While these informal assessments generally provided insights for one
particular student at a time, the overall results of the informal assessments were then used to
inform any necessary course redesign during or after the course semester.
Communication
Communication was an integral component of online music courses. Faculty sought to
“provide a way, a method to communicate” (AB104) between faculty and students and develop a
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sense of community among the students, when possible, through the use of a variety of
technology tools. Overall, communication was “absolutely” (AC121) a priority for all faculty
across all cases.
The communication methods integrated by each case faculty member had both
similarities and differences. Depending on the technology skill level of the faculty member, the
communication method varied from simple email or phone communication to more technical
video conferencing tools similar to Blackboard Collaborate or Skype. Because of the importance
of communication for both transacting course content and creating interactive learning
opportunities among students, faculty tried to provide a variety of methods for communicating
when their technology skills permitted. The communication tools used to communicate included
more immediate, personal communication tools (e.g., phone, SMS text, and email), as well as
more general asynchronous and synchronous tools.
In general, the communication tools used by students seemed to be somewhat aligned to
the depth of community reached within the online music course. Case One identified the regular
use of synchronous sessions. Students in Case One identified a sense of community among their
peers. Case Two did not have adequate student data for analysis. However, AB104 stated that he
expected his students to communicate with each other and based many of his learning tasks on
student interaction. The use of boxed courses in Case Three may have given students a sense of
detachment from their instructors, thereby created an isolated and non-community learning
experience.
Communication tools. Communication tools used included email, phone calls, SMS
texts, and FaceTime video/audio calls. More personal communication tool usage was found in
Case One. This was likely due to the synchronous format of their hybrid courses. While faculty
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from all cases utilized email communication, Case One was the only case to describe being
available to their students on a more regular basis via the phone. AA13 and AA55 were two
faculty members in Case One who declared the importance of community and social interaction
with students. However, this declaration was not typical of all faculty members in Case One. The
other faculty in Case One typically used personal email or a phone call to communicate with
their students. One other faculty member, AA55 described how she met her students in person
whenever possible. However, this was not a general practice in Case One. The level of
community was identified in students’ interviews as present and helpful, although it was found to
lack an overall depth.
Case Two had a unique way of communicating with students personally through the use
of SMS text messaging. He used this form of communication “because I know that it’s
frustrating waiting 24 hours, or 48 hours” by email or another communication tool. AB104
encouraged the use of text, phone call, email, Skype, and FaceTime as communication tools for
his course. Case Three identified the use of email and the boxed course correspondence tool for
communicating between faculty and students. In general, Case Three faculty members felt their
students did not have a sense of community with their course peers and this was also
acknowledged in the student surveys.
Asynchronous and synchronous communication tools. Faculty in all cases used
asynchronous forms of communication tools. These tools included discussion forums, videos,
and presentation applications. Some faculty (e.g., Case Three) expressed the need for
synchronous communication in specific music courses (e.g., music theory). However, the
majority of faculty across the cases did not plan for specific synchronous sessions. The obvious
exception to this was Case One, which based its course on live synchronous feeds from the
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hybrid classroom. Table 7.1 provides a brief overview of the technology tools used by students
and faculty members in each case.
Table 7.1
Communication Tools Used
Tool Type
1. LMS/Boxed course

Case One

Case Two

Case Three

Discussion Forums
Grading tool

Discussion Forums
Grading Tool
Blogs
Chat Room

Discussion Forums
Grading Tool
Blogs
Wikis
In-site email tool
Video

2. Asynchronous Tools

Email
Videos for content
Videos for feedback
VoiceThread

Email
Videos for content
SMS Text
Second Life
Music App

announcements
Email
Videos for content
Twitter

3. Synchronous Tools

Collaborate
Google Suite

FaceTime
Skype

LMS video tool

tools

Discussion forums were used by faculty in all three cases, but to different extents. The
discussion forums in Cases Two and Three were described as being integral learning areas for
students of AB104, AC124, and AC117. In comparison, discussion forums were used very little
in Case One. For example, AA17 identified that he “never got around to” using the discussion
board, and AA13 and AA14 described using the discussion forums minimally. Extensive use of
the discussion forums and blogs were made by faculty in Cases Two and Three. These learning
tasks required students to make regular discussion postings each week and respond to their peers.
All faculty across all cases identified having used asynchronous video content for
furthering student content knowledge in their courses. Examples of these included YouTube.com
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video links and links to specific videos on websites. However, the videos included by faculty
members were not all self-created. Case Two identified self-created videos for his students for
specific course content. While Case One faculty members identified the creation of recorded
videos from in-class teaching (i.e. archive of a class lecture), findings from Cases One and Three
did not indicate that faculty members created content-specific teaching videos with audio for
their courses.
Presentations were highly utilized in all cases and involved either movie or slide forms of
text and graphics about content. All three cases acknowledged that their faculty used this type of
content presentation format. For example, AA55 from Case One used VoiceThread, AB104
made PowerPoint movies, and AC124 created Prezi (http://www.prezi.com) presentations.
Listening to music selections were made possible through a variety of formats in the three
different cases. Case One had students listen separately to the selections from their licensed
music source, while Case Two described a technically inefficient, yet workable, music streaming
service purchased by the university. The boxed course system of Case Three had direct links to a
licensed streaming server. Each of the faculty members in the three cases also integrated the use
of audio and video files from online free Internet sites like www.YouTube.com.
Synchronous communication tools. With the noted exception of Case One’s hybrid style
course delivery method, synchronous communication tools were comparatively underused
compared to asynchronous tool usage across all cases. Faculty highlighted a reluctance to hold
synchronous meetings due to time zone concerns (AC124), previous problematic synchronous
technology (AC117), and preference for using other synchronous modes of communication
(AB104). The types of synchronous communication tools that were used included: phone, video
or audio conference (e.g., Skype), Google Docs, and Hangouts.
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All cases provided students with the option of connecting with faculty or their fellow
students through synchronous video conference technology. However, the only regularly
declared use of synchronous video sessions was from Case One’s hybrid lecture sessions and
Case Three’s AC124 Friday virtual help sessions. There was a lack of explicit use of video
conference technology between all faculty members and their students.
Learning technology tools. The use of technology was purposely limited by specific
faculty members from Cases One and Two to focus on the content curriculum. For example,
AB104 observed that “If a student just really struggles with technology, I will tell them to just
send it to me and I’ll insert the sound file into your power point for you because it seems like
that’s really tripping you up.” To assist students in the types of tools used in their courses,
AB104 and AA13 provided additional teaching to students on how to use technology for better
time management and course interaction. While some faculty were identified as having moderate
to strong technical skills (e.g., AA55, AB104, AC117, and AC124), most faculty across the cases
used only basic computer technology and application software for their online courses.
All case faculty used some form of online LMS as their online course environment. There
were notable differences in the extent to which each case used the technology offered by their
university. For example, Case One was mandated by the university to use only a specific LMS,
while Case Three faculty had the option to use whatever form of online course software was
found useful by the faculty member. The mandated system in Case One was expressed as limited
and unfriendly by students in their interviews. While not sanctioned by the university, Case One
students used outside communication and word processing tools (e.g., Google Docs) for
collaborating with peers. AB104 encouraged students to use technology that was most helpful for
them, and required the students to use the LMS for retrieving and posting graded materials.
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While Case One was an online music program, their faculty members limited technology
tool use within their online courses. This meant that the majority of faculty relied heavily on
uploading their hour-long course lectures to the online archive area rather than creating short,
online content materials that students could view in limited durations of time. The use of online
quiz tools, grade tools, a drop box, and video archiving tools were technology tools cited by
students as being used in their online courses. Discussion forums were not overly used for indepth learning tasks; some faculty described not using them at all (e.g., AA17 stated, “What I
never got around to doing was having a discussion board”) or described minimal use (e.g., AA14
stated, “I post those [projects] up… and require them to comment on them.). The use of wikis,
glossaries, and collaborative writing tools were not mentioned for student use by faculty
members. Cases Two and Three mentioned faculty use of learning analytics, while Case One did
not explicitly indicate the use of learning analytics.
Unique software technology was used by one faculty member in each case. The only
faculty member to identify the use of a self-made mobile music app was AB104 from Case Two.
He developed and created a mobile app for his students to use as a learning extension for his
online music courses. No other faculty member across the cases suggested the additional use of
mobile apps or identified having created a mobile app for their students. In addition, AB104 also
incorporated activities where his students went into Second Life (http://www.secondlife.com) for
a specific music experience. This gave students a kinaesthetic learning experience by way of a
virtual band tour where they could engage in playing instruments virtually.
AC121 was the only faculty member to incorporate Twitter into her online course design.
While she found that not all students were willing to engage with her in this format, some
students did. VoiceThread was used by AA55 to help create student interaction and collaborative
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learning. However, students interviewed in Case One found the inclusion of the technology
frustrating if they were not the first person to respond due to the limitation of the question
initially posed.
Conclusion
Cross-case comparison highlights identified both unique qualities and similarities across
the cases. Overall, each case highlighted the importance of course design, sought to
communicate with students, and completed informal and formal assessments of student and
faculty learning. Through the use of varying asynchronous and synchronous tools, the course
content and interaction took place between faculty members and students. An underlying process
of course development and redesign was acknowledged across the cases.
There were unique learning approaches chosen by each of the cases. These approaches
included a regular use of synchronous sessions and hybrid course format (Case One), purposeful
inclusion of constructivist and social constructivist in learning tasks and course content (Case
Two), and a use of boxed course for supplying learning content (Case Three). While each of
these approaches were unique to each case, there were educational learning models and
pedagogy that underpinned each of these qualities. Consequently, faculty members both formed
and informed their understanding and pedagogy of online music courses.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to develop a practical teaching framework for online music
courses informed by the research literature on online learning and music and the evidence
revealed through the data that were analyzed in this study. The chapter first discusses the study
findings in alignment with the three research questions that guided the inquiry:
1) What are the essential elements of current online music courses at the post-secondary
level?
2) From the Community of Inquiry framework (Garrison et al., 2001), what identifiable
elements influence instructional design and facilitation in online music courses at the
post-secondary level?
3) Using the elements identified from the data, how do these elements inform a
pedagogical framework for developing online music courses at the post-secondary
level?
The chapter concludes with implications and recommendations for future research.
Essential Elements of Online Music Courses
The initial research question focused on identifying essential elements employed by
faculty members in online music courses. The findings from each case are reported in Chapters
Four, Five, and Six; a cross-case comparison was presented in Chapter Seven. From these
findings, four elements were identified: online music pedagogy, course design, assessment, and
communication.
Online music pedagogy. Each faculty member across all three cases demonstrated that
online music course pedagogy often stemmed from one’s teaching practice in traditional music
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pedagogy. AA14 described his online teaching as “kind of finding my own way” because he
came from previous applied performance teaching. AA117 was also influenced by her traditional
face-to-face teaching background:
Essentially I took my PowerPoint lectures that I usually used in my
class, which mostly consisted of very little writing and mostly
images and video and audio clips and thought, how can I, if the
students aren’t in the room, and I’m not delivering information
verbally, how can I communicate the same information without
having a slide of writing, writing, writing.
In addition, faculty in all cases identified the difference between face-to-face and the
online teaching experience. AB104 stated that “You just can’t take things from a classroom and
make them a web course.” From these statements, it is understood that faculty members in the
study acknowledged the difference in teaching online versus the traditional face-to-face format
and consequently set out to adapt their pedagogy for the online environment.
Garrison (2011) identified this need for a pedagogical shift when teaching online: “The
challenge is to understand the emerging education environment and how we create and sustain
communities of inquiry that will facilitate the development of higher-order learning” (p. 18).
Other studies of online music instruction by Dye (2007) and Eakes (2008) explored their
pedagogical challenges (e.g., technology tools and approaches to course design) in transitioning
from face-to-face to the online teaching environment and confirmed the need for online music
pedagogy in online music courses.
From the data analyzed in the three cases and the research literature, it is understood that
online music faculty require some form of pedagogical and technological guidance in online
music pedagogy during and after their transition to teaching music online. As Bowman (2014)
stated in her book specific to online music learning: “There is a growing body of literature on
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designing and teaching online courses… Nevertheless, ‘how-to’ literature and collections of
activities and tips for online instruction fall short of providing a firm foundation for online
teaching and learning” (p. 102). While a specific online music pedagogy is yet to be confirmed in
the existing research, this multiple case study evidences the need for online music faculty
members to know how to transition to the online environment and what pedagogical practices are
warranted for music learning with regard to its specific discipline context.
Course design. The importance of course design was identified by all faculty members in
all cases. Faculty members used their course design to provide clarity for focused learning. Three
of the four faculty members interviewed in Case Three identified a process of graduated learning
design (i.e., scaffolding) for their students and the use of a modular course format. It was
abundantly clear that faculty members in Case Three were aware of not only what content
knowledge they wanted their students to have, but also that faculty members had a desire for the
content to be displayed in a sequential manner that supported students as they learned
cumulatively. For example, AC121 explained, “It’s really helpful for them to see that thread.”
AC124 articulated her careful approach to scaffolding in her learning task design. She
explained,
It [the task] gets progressively more that they’re more on their
own. By the third writing assignment, I give them a song that I
don’t describe and the book doesn’t describe. Then they have to
listen to things—and it’s very similar to everything else that
they’ve studied. And now, they’re not just encountering a song
that’s been handed to them and described, but they have to do it
on their own.
From these examples, and others outlined in the findings of Cases One and Two, it is
clear that faculty members took time to thoroughly plan and organize their course content and
learning tasks to support student learning. These examples demonstrate the focus of Vygotsky’s
185

(1981) Zone of Proximal Development in which a student gradually develops the abilities to
fully complete a specific task in addition to the scaffolding of learning outlined by Wiggins and
McTighe (2005). Additionally, the parcelled steps of student learning follows the design models
outlined by ADDIE (Amaral et al., 2011) and the ARCS model (Keller and Kopp, 1987) that
highlight the sequential planning of a course.
Faculty members AC124, AB104, and AA13 identified that they used their knowledge
about their music students to create specific graduated task designs. Through the use of
traditional music tasks transformed to the online environment, students were given opportunities
to experience a future music career and apply their musical understanding through learning tasks.
This guided structure of content further aligns with the teaching practice that “[l]earners should
be provided with direct instructional guidance on the concepts and procedures required by a
particular discipline and should not be left to discover these procedures for themselves”
(Kirschner et al., 2006, p. 75).
From the findings on course design, this study found that faculty valued the outcomes of
planning, organization, and redesign of course design to support students’ learning.
Assessment. Each case focused on faculty integrating formative assessments that allowed
students to reflect on their work and engage in their learning with other students. While
summative assessments (e.g., quizzes, tests, and term papers) were used and outlined in the
findings, faculty honed in on the importance of formative assessments in their online music
courses. Specifically, AA55, AB104, and AC117 describe use of wikis, blogs, and discussions as
assessment opportunities that permitted students to present their ideas and gain a shared learning
experience from their peers. AC117 stated,
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Students also… they call each other out… they catch one another
on errors or … [they say] “I don’t think you interpreted that article
correctly… I don’t think that’s what she was saying…” So, that’s
nice for me to see that those students are responding to one another
that way and that they feel they need to produce a certain quality of
work.
More informal assessment by way of faculty feedback was given to students in Case One
during their synchronous sessions. AA13 described how he gave his students opportunities to ask
questions and interact throughout their synchronous session. Student AA188 remarked that the
synchronous feedback during an online class was a positive experience for her. She explained,
“At the end of class she would give us 10 minutes to ask questions and discuss what we have
learned. And that was helpful.”
It is not surprising that students found the informal assessments with other students and
their professors as helpful learning experiences. The development of ideas that take place when
people dialogue is part of the social constructivist learning experience. However, providing
students with multiple ways to demonstrate their learning was also indicative of faculty members
utilizing different technologies.
Research suggests that the wikis provide helpful formative assessment through peer
interaction (Eddy & Lawrence, 2013) and online discussions provide opportunities for informal
peer review (Keast, 2009). The use of formative assessment happens when the learner receives
ongoing feedback which they can use to further build upon their learning (Gikandi et al., 2011).
It can “foster a learner and assessment centred focus through formative feedback and enhanced
learner engagement with valuable learning experiences” (p. 2333). The findings from the study
indicate use of formative assessment in approaches that are appropriate for the online
environment and for the development of student learning.
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Communication. Communication was identified as an element that was “absolutely”
(AA121) critical in online music courses. Faculty members focused on how communication was
exchanged (e.g., technology tools) and the importance of communication exchanges with regard
to supporting learning the discipline of music.
AA55 spoke often about the importance of communication. She found synchronous
communication allowed for a development of exchange that was not always possible in
asynchronous tools. She stated that “I don’t know how much is needed… But, for me, it needs to
be an integral part of the learning.” This was echoed by AC121 and AB104 as they felt that
students could better explore their musical understanding through social connections. Other
faculty, such as AC117 and AC124, found asynchronous tools to be adequate for relaying
information and did not identify a requirement for synchronous communication in their courses.
This difference between the inclusion of synchronous communication and asynchronous
communication in online courses is also found throughout the research literature. Hunter (2011)
and Eakes (2009) provided students with asynchronous communication tools as supports for
student learning in their online music courses. Brandström, Wiklund, and Lundström (2012),
Orman and Whitaker (2012), and Alberich-Artal and Sangra (2012) reported the specific use of
video conferencing in their online music learning so that students had opportunities to not only
hear their instructor, but to also see their instructor. Such modelling was viewed as an assistive
device for connecting the experiences of sight and sound for students learning music.
The neuroscience research of Peretz (1990), Blood and Zatorre (2001), and Peretz et al.,
(2009) further suggest that there are integral links for learning music across various parts of the
brain that indicate the importance of visual and auditory connections. The literature on online
music courses, in conjunction with neuroscience literature, uphold the importance of both the
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visual and auditory connections for music learning. However, there is no definitive agreement in
the amount of time necessary for synchronous learning exchanges. Therefore, the diversity of
communication modalities revealed in this study align to the current research and provides
reasonable evidence for future research in this area.
Elements that Influence Instructional Design and Facilitation
Cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence from the Community of
Inquiry framework (Garrison et al., 2001) provided a strategic way to explore elements that
influence the instructional design and facilitation used in online music courses. Each of the
presences were found in the data analyzed from faculty members and students, and revealed
varying degrees of influence on online music courses.
Cognitive presence. AA13, AB104, AC117, and AC124 specifically identified the use of
reflective thinking in their student learning tasks. Their tasks used discussion boards, group
project interactions, and blogs to provide students with opportunities to reflect on their
understanding of the content and then share that understanding through discourse with their
fellow students. These faculty members evidenced the incorporation of critical thinking into their
online music courses through reflective tasks.
A shared learning experience was valued among these faculty members and consequently
became visible in their course design. AA13 expressed the importance of student critical thinking
skills when he described a discussion posting task. He explained that “they would have to
comment on at least three to five other people’s comments.” Findings from student surveys (e.g.,
Figure 2) confirmed the inclusion of critical thinking skills. Students revealed a high level of
satisfaction with how the reflective activities in their online music course helped them
understand the fundamental concepts of their course work.
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Garrison (2011) described cognitive presence as a form of “facilitating the analyses,
construction and confirmation of meaning and understanding within a community of learners
through sustained discourse and reflection” (p. 42). Additionally, the inclusion of problemsolving skills promotes a higher level of critical thinking skills (Jonassen, 1999; 2013) and
provides students with practical opportunities for investigation. Based on these findings, it can be
understood that faculty members incorporated cognitive presence into their instructional design
by encouraging peer comments and interactions specific to their learning content. However, the
depth of critical thinking skills used was not made clear from study findings due to the
specificity of the research questions.
Social presence. The aspect of motivation through social interaction was important to
both the students and faculty in this study. AB104 noted that students find the use of
asynchronous communication helpful to decrease feelings of isolation. AB104 stated,
If you get stuck, and you can’t get the email, and you can’t get the
phone call, here are some other ways to explore,’ and [then I]
really get students thinking on how they can benefit from
collaborating with each other, maybe through Google docs or
whatever, or chat room.
Although not all students surveyed identified a comfort in dialoguing in the online
environment (see Figure 3), student AA183 confirmed that synchronous communication tools
were helpful in developing peer collaboration. She explained that “…because you can open up a
document and everybody can be typing at the same time and then, like, you can also have video
chat going on, too. So, you can talk while you’re all working on this document.”
Strategic forms of interaction in an online course are relevant for student motivation
(Jones, 2010; Kanuka et al., 2006) and to decrease isolation due to student distance (Picciano,
2002). The inclusion of constructivist (Jonassen, 1999) and social constructivist learning
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(Vygotsky, 1978) further supports student learning through content interaction. Picciano (2002)
identified this presence as a “sense of belonging” (p. 22) and as having a “strong positive and
statistically significant relationship” (p. 33).
From the research cited, it can be suggested that the purposeful inclusion of tasks and
tools to develop a sense of individual belonging by the faculty members provided students with
the means to establish social presence. Student interviews confirmed the specific helpfulness
found in learning together and developing relationships with peers. However, as indicated in
Case Three (see Figure 5), three of the five students surveyed perceived they did not gain a sense
of belonging in their online music course. While this seemingly contradicts the interview data
from Case One, the use of a boxed course design, lack of student interaction, and low survey
participation in Case Three may have influenced this perception. Further data would be required
for more accurate interpretation.
Teaching presence. Three faculty members in Case Three used a boxed course and all
other faculty members across the cases self-generated their online music courses. Their course
designs incorporated the use of scaffolded learning (Vygotsky, 1978; Wiggins & McTige, 2005),
and constructivist and social constructivist learning (Dewey, 1938). AB104 and AA13 addressed
the need to limit the use of technology to focus on music curriculum. AC117 and AA55
identified the inclusion of tasks that students could personalize to their own interests.
Student surveys from Case Three (see Figure 4) indicated that students perceived their
online music courses as providing clear organization and direction for completing course work.
Together, these findings show that faculty members across all cases identified the importance of
a structured and organized course design and that students perceived they were provided with a
structure that led to effective course completion.
191

These data align with Garrison’s (2011) finding that teaching presence takes form
through the interlocking of all three presences and is represented by design and organization,
facilitating discourse, and direct instruction. The representation of these secondary elements in
teaching presence were linked beyond teaching presence. Influences of constructivism and social
constructivist learning, as well as scaffolding of course design, were also influenced by the
aspects of cognitive presence and social presence.
Garrison (2011) also suggests that teaching presence involves all stakeholders taking part
in the facilitation of discourse in the online course. This aspect of teaching presence did not
appear to be strongly evidenced by the faculty and student interviews. While students described
using social constructivist technologies to complete their collaborative tasks in Case One, the
university did not support the use of such outside technology tools for students. Additionally, no
faculty members appeared to have provided students with the role of facilitator in discussion
areas or other learning tasks. This indicates a place for improvement for faculty and a need for
faculty members to understand the importance of shared stakeholder responsibility in the online
learning context.
Framework
The findings from this study, in conjunction with appropriate literature, were used to
bring together an understanding of current online learning practices and approaches to develop
an online teaching framework for courses offered at the undergraduate level. This framework is a
guide that provides three main elements with subsequent categories for faculty members to
consider as they develop their online music courses. Each aspect of the framework allows for the
faculty members to choose various ideas that maybe pertinent to their course design. The
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framework gives faculty members opportunities to scaffold their courses through a recursive
teaching process relevant to the topics of design, communication, and assessment.
Many of the online teaching practices represented in the framework suggest the
constructivist practices found in traditional face-to-face music courses. However, as indicated by
various researchers, online learning also requires detailed attention to purposeful course design
construction to provide an effective learning environment for interaction (Garrison, 2011;
Gunawardena & McIsaac, 2004; Harasim, 2000, Keast, 2009)
Design. The design section of the framework (Figure 6) focuses the faculty member on
how they will present and maintain their online course area. This section was influenced by the
elements identified in the course design section on essential elements. It is also highly influenced
by the inclusion of teaching presence as it pertains to the aspects of design and organization and
interactive learning approaches. These aspects of design include scaffolding (Wiggins &
McTighe, 2005), constructivism (Jonassen, 1999; 2013), and social constructivism (Vygotsky,
1981). Furthermore, the integration of an instructional model such as Technological,
Pedagogical, and Content Knowledge (TPACK) as outlined Koehler, et al. (2011) was an
important consideration to situate the limitations of technology tools used for supporting student
learning.
In the design section, decisions about how one will scaffold or design learning content
and future learning tasks are self-assessed by faculty members and suggest influence from
Chickering and Ehrmann’s (1996) Seven Principles for teaching with technology. Practical
identification of organizational course structures (e.g., course outcomes, full course design plan,
and identification of course modular structures) are identified and outlined. Attention is given to
clarity of sequential movement in course structures. Finally, consideration is given to the form of
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content to be used (e.g., multimedia) as well as the limits of the variety of technology tools used
to keep curriculum content the focal point of the course.

Figure 6. Learning Connection: Design
Communication. The communication section of the framework (Figure 7) further
weaves in the faculty member’s choices regarding learning approaches (e.g., constructivism) so
that the students are able to experience and interact with their learning. All three Community of
Inquiry presences are carefully considered so that students are given responsibilities as
facilitators of learning and are able to engage in critical thinking skills. Social presence
(Garrison, 2011) is of particular focus due to the sense of belonging that can be made through
interactivity and communication (Picciano, 2002). The essential element of online music

194

pedagogy as it pertains to the use of particular communication tools and how they are used as
interactive learning opportunities is prominent in this element.
This aspect of the framework focuses attention on creating learning transactions that can
be personalized for students, as well as ones that highlight the authentic learning experience
(Herrington et al., 2014) within the music discipline. Interaction of learning is enabled through
the choices of communication tools used (e.g., discussion tools, synchronous sessions, and blogs)
and the sustained development of those learning tools for use as revealed from the findings.

Figure 7. Learning Connection: Communication
Assessment. The assessment section of the framework (Figure 8) addresses the forms of
learning tasks (formative and summative assessments) as outlined in the assessment section
above and aligns with how learning effectiveness can be identified through assessment (Taras,
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2005; 2010). Cognitive presence is strongly influenced by assessment (Garrison, 2011) and
therefore must align with the course objectives and goals.
The study findings identified summative assessments in online music courses to include
listening exams, term papers, and projects. Formative assessments from the findings included
peer review, blog comments, instructor feedback, and aspects of discussion forums. These
opportunities incorporated the previous decisions made from choices of learning approach used
(e.g., constructivism and social constructivism) and therefore may also include individual and
group learning tasks. The use of rubrics as assessment strategies were also noted in the findings.
In addition, the use of instructor self-assessment through the use of learning analytics is
identified as an aid to further developing the outcomes of the framework through an iterative
course re-process.

Figure 8. Learning Connection: Assessment
Teaching framework for online music courses. The complete framework (Figure 9)
includes a thumb size-view of all three sections that moves through an iterative redesign process
before, during, and after the course. The arrows graphically represent the ongoing action through
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the framework’s sections. As identified by the findings, course re-design was an ongoing process
and can provide improvements both during the course and after the course is complete,
depending on the nature of the changes.

Figure 9. Teaching framework for online music courses
Framework Validation
Faculty members from Case One were given opportunity to discuss the initial framework
proposed as outlined in the method section of Chapter Three. The results of their faculty focus
group discussion suggested that the framework was “workable” and that it only needed to keep
in mind the use of apprenticeship as a strategy for teaching music. The final framework in Figure
8 was submitted to all participating faculty members for validation. Responses from two faculty
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members concluded that it was “quite well put together” and “it seems to make sense and be
universally applicable enough to encompass online courses in a variety of disciplines.”
AB104 was given an opportunity to discuss and validate the framework as outlined in the
method section of Chapter Three. The final framework was submitted to AB104 for validation.
He described it as “feasible” for teaching music online.
The framework proposed to the Case Three focus group participants was deemed to be
supportive for both faculty discussion members (n = 2) who were creating their own online
courses and for those redesigning a boxed course. One discussant highlighted how the
framework was easy to follow and “made sense.” She described how the process could be easily
applied to the creation of online learning tasks and assignments. Each of the four interviewed
faculty members validated the final framework. AC124 stated that “this framework looks great!”
and AC188 confirmed that “this makes sense and seems very useful.”
Implications
From the three unique case studies used in this research, the study’s findings indicate that
the elements involved in teaching online music courses are complex and intricately
interdependent. Since the findings are based in both online learning research, and evidence from
the three cases, the framework may applicable to online courses in disciplines beyond a music
context. Additionally, the essential elements for teaching online music courses and instructional
design influences have connections to the face-to-face teaching approach. Yet, these essential
elements and influences identify a required shift toward understanding the intricacies of online
music pedagogy and the means to support online music learning outcomes. The following
section first considers the implications of online music courses for faculty and administrators.
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Second, this section identifies possible considerations for future research in the field of online
music learning at the undergraduate level.
Implications for faculty. There is a diversity of understanding among faculty regarding
online music pedagogy and the development of online music courses. Faculty members need
supportive learning mechanisms (e.g., workshops and mentoring) to support a better
understanding of online music pedagogy and overall course design development. In addition,
some faculty may not be aware of the multiple forms of technology that could be used in their
online music courses and how to scaffold these technologies into their online music courses to
support student learning. This diversity of faculty understanding, and the lack of a current online
music pedagogy, suggests that faculty require ongoing educational training in online learning.
The active participation of all online music faculty in workshops and mentoring would be helpful
institutional supports to better strengthen both new and veteran online music faculty to the online
course environment.
Some faculty identified the need to provide students with a music learning environment
that is appropriate for the music discipline. This need focuses on the use of synchronous
communication that allows for both visual and audio interactions to be gauged. However, the
amount and depth of learning that this type of communication supports is currently not available
according to the research literature. Therefore, faculty may feel they do not have an adequate
understanding of the implications of the online learning environment for learning music and are
often left to create their courses and learning tasks through trial and error. This identifies that
online music faculty need to understand the types of learning that best support learning music
online and what technology tools and assessments allow for this type of learning to be effective.
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Faculty self-assess their own course design and outcomes of student learning to some
degree. Some faculty form their teaching self-assessments by asking themselves questions
regarding changes to course design, and others diligently use student learning tasks outcomes
and course evaluation measures. However, not all faculty members are aware of online course
technologies (e.g., learning analytics) that could inform instructor self-assessment. This aspect of
instructor self-assessment allows faculty members to review student participation in-time during
their course semester. Use of such tools could enhance their understanding and lead to further
support of student learning during the semester. Therefore, additional institutional supports that
provide online music faculty with training in learning analytics tools and overall course selfassessment tools (e.g., Quality Matter course assessment) would improve instructor knowledge
and extend course learning outcomes.
Implications for administrators. Administrators are aware of the challenges created by
the online teaching environment. While many administrators choose faculty members with an
openness to online learning to teach their online courses, not all faculty members have sufficient
prior online learning experiences to effectively support online music students. This suggests that
an openness to teaching music online does not equal the ability to teach in the online context.
Implications for administrators result in not only looking for new faculty members with an
openness for online teaching, but rather for those who also have an interest and past experience
in teaching with innovative technology.
Often faculty members will use their face-to-face teaching experiences as the starting
point for shifting to the online music courses. However, many transitioning faculty incur
challenges from the overwhelming selection of technology available and the subsequent lack of
online music pedagogy to integrate technology appropriately. This mismatch of pedagogy and
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technology for the online environment can be frustrating for faculty members. Administrators
should equip online music faculty members with online learning training and resources for the
transition to the online environment. These supports should include sustainable workshops that
allow for faculty to experience online learning as a student themselves, workshops in course
design, and development of mentorships.
Ongoing mentoring can be beneficial to the development of new online music faculty.
The influence of mentoring would not only be felt by the mentored faculty member, but it
consequently could influence their course design and thereby affect student learning outcomes.
The availability of within department, one-to-one mentoring to provide timely support and
learning resources (e.g., templates, demonstrations, and online resources) would likely motivate
and engage new faculty members in effective pedagogical online learning practices. In turn, new
faculty members could become mentors themselves and provide a sustainable mentorship model.
Recommendations for Future Research
The findings from the study identified basic approaches, interactions, and technologies
that are involved in an online music courses. However, more questions have emerged from the
completion of this study. These questions focus on student learning outcomes, faculty supports,
and music technology tools for learning.
Student music learning outcomes. In online music learning, it is important to know
about specific online learning technologies and learning approaches that promote positive
student music learning outcomes. Additionally, knowing how online components are connected
to specific student music learning outcomes may provide a heightened specificity of online
music learning practices. Specific student learning outcomes could include performance practice,
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composition style, and listening, writing, and producing skills. Potential research questions
include:
•

What are the effects of particular learning designs on student learning outcomes in
an online music course?

•

What are the effects on student learning as a result of a boxed course versus a
teacher-built online music course?

•

What measure of interaction is needed for student learning success in an online
music course?

•

What are the differences in learning outcomes from a hybrid versus boxed course
design?

Faculty supports. Faculty members in online music courses represent diverse teaching
backgrounds. Prior teaching experiences, self-guided learning experiences and use of
institutional supports (e.g., workshops and mentoring) become influential to integrating
particular learning approaches and tasks in the online music course area. Therefore, a number of
potential future research questions arise regarding online music faculty teaching backgrounds,
institutional supports and the integration of learning approaches. These questions include:
•

To what extent do institutional supports influence the overall course design of an
online music course?

•

How does the prior teaching experience influence the transition to teaching music
online?

•

When faculty members attend institutional supports, what are the most influential
changes made to one’s online music course design?
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•

What influential factors can assist administration in transitioning faculty to
teaching online music courses?

Music technology tools for learning. Finally, the area of technology tools that are
particular to music and music learning were interesting points of discussion raised by faculty
members. These topics become particular topics of interest to faculty wanting to keep both
abreast of the latest tools while trying to understand additional learning connections to their
online music courses. Therefore, helpful research questions on this topic include:
•

How are music students engaging their music practice with specific online
technologies?

•

How does the use of online music theory scribe tools affect student learning
outcomes?

•

To what degree can technology tools be implemented in an online music course
without causing distraction from learning content?

•

What are the basic technology skills needed for teaching an online music course?

Conclusion
Currently, there is an increasing trend to offer online music courses in undergraduate
music programs accredited by the National Association of Schools of Music (Johnson & Hawley,
in press). Concurrently, scholars have called for an informed online music pedagogy (Adileh,
2012; Bond, 2002; Bowman, 2014; Keast, 2009). Therefore, this study set out to develop a
practical teaching framework for online music courses through informed literature and researchbased evidence. The study provided findings that identify four essential elements (online music
pedagogy, course design, assessment, and communication) for effective teaching of online music
courses that were derived from three case studies.
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These findings revealed that each of these essential elements informed the complex
development of an online music course. They also identified the influence of instructional design
(e.g., constructivism, social constructivism, and scaffolding) on the Community of Inquiry’s
cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence as demonstrated in online music
courses. The findings also indicated that faculty members benefitted from institutional supports
to elucidate the learning opportunities and challenges of pedagogy and technology experienced
when designing online courses. Together, these results and the online learning and music
research literature were used to inform the development of a three-part teaching framework for
online music courses.
The implications from the study suggest that all faculty members should actively
participate in ongoing workshops and mentoring in online music learning and assessment of
learning to keep informed of the new and established learning strategies for teaching music
online. In addition to supporting online learning workshops for faculty, administrators should
look for prospective online music faculty who are open to teaching music online and who
currently incorporate innovative learning technologies in their traditional face-to-face music
courses. As online music learning continues to grow, the investment of institutional supports and
resources becomes essential to maintain quality and to enhance the online music teaching and
learning experience.

204

REFERENCES
Adileh, M. (2012). Teaching music as a university elective course through e-learning. Australian
Journal of Music Education, 1, 71–79.
Akyol, A., & Garrison, D. R. (2008). The development of a community of inquiry over time in
an online course: understanding the progression and integration of social, cognitive and
teaching presence. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks 12, 3–22.
Akyol, Z., & Garrison D. R. (2013). Educational communities of inquiry: Theoretical
framework, research and practice. Hershey, PA: IGI Global.
Alberich-Artal, E., & Sangra, A. (2012). Virtual virtuosos: A case study in learning music in
Virtual Learning Environments in Spain. European Journal of Open, Distance and ELearning 1, 1–9.
Allen, E. I. & Seaman, J. (2010) Learning on demand: Online education in the United States,
2009. Babson Survey Research Group. Retrieved from
http://www.sloanconsortium.org/publications/survey/index
Allen, E. I., & Seaman, J. (2008). Staying the course: Online education in the United States,
2008. Needham, MA: Sloan Consortium.
Allen, E. I., & Seaman, J. (2013). Changing course: Ten years of tracking online education in the
United States. Babson Survey Research Group. Retrieved from
http://www.onlinelearningsurvey.com/reports/changingcourse.pdf
Allen, E. I., & Seaman, J. (2014). Grade change: Tracking online education in the United States.
Babson Survey Research Group. Retrieved from
http://www.onlinelearningsurvey.com/reports/gradechange.pdf

205

Allen, I. E., & Seaman, J. (2013). Tracking MOOCs: Who, what, when, and why? Presentation
at Sloan-C: 19th Annual International Conference on Online Learning, Orlando, FL,
November 19-21, 2013.
Allsup, R. E. & Benedict, C. (2008). The problems of band: an inquiry into the future of
instrumental music education. Philosophy of Music Education Review, 16(2), 157–172.
Alperson, P. (1987). What is music? An introduction to the philosophy of music. New York, NY:
Haven.
Alperson, P. (1991). What should one expect from a philosophy of music education? Journal of
Aesthetic Education, 25(3), 215–242.
Amaral, K. E., Shank, J. D., Shibley, I., & Shibley, L. R. (2011). Designing a blended course:
using ADDIE to guide instructional design. Journal of College Science Teaching, 40(6),
80.
Anderson, D. G. (2011). Taking the ‘distance’ out of distance education: A humorous approach
to online learning. Journal of Online Learning and Teaching 7(1). Retrieved from
http://jolt.merlot.org/vol7no1/anderson_0311.htm.
Anderson, J. E., Schwager, P. H., & Kerns, R. L. (2006). The drivers for acceptance of tablet
PCs by faculty in a College of Business. Journal of Information Systems Education,
17(4), 429–440.
Anderson, L.W. (Ed.), Krathwohl, D.R. (Ed.), Airasian, P.W., Cruikshank, K.A., Mayer, R.E.,
Pintrich, P.R., Raths, J., & Wittrock, M.C. (2001). A taxonomy for learning, teaching,
and assessing: A revision of Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational Objectives. New York:
Longman.

206

Anderson, T. & Kanuka, H. (2003). eResearch: Methods, strategies and issues. Boston, MA:
Pearson.
Andres, L. (2012). Designing & doing survey research. London: SAGE Publications Ltd.
Arbaugh, J. B., Cleveland-Innes, M., Diaz, S. R., Garrison, D. R., Ice, P., Richardson, K., &
Swan, K. P. (2008). Developing a Community of Inquiry instrument: Testing a measure
of the Community of Inquiry framework using a multi-institutional sample. The Internet
and Higher Education, 11(3), 133–136.
Astleitner, H. (2000). Designing emotionally sound instruction: The FEASP-approach.
Instructional Science, 28(1), 169–198.
Astleitner, H. (2001). Designing emotionally sound instruction: An empirical validation of the
FEASP-Approach. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 28(4): 209–219.
Azzara, Christopher D. (2002). Improvisation. In R. Colwell & C. Richardson (Eds.), The New
Handbook of Research on Music Teaching and Learning. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Baggetun, R., & Wasson, B. (2006). Self-regulated learning and open writing. European Journal
of Education, 41(3), 453–472. doi:10.1111/j.1465-3435.2006.00276.x
Baker, S., Wentz, R. & Woods, M. (2009). Using virtual worlds in education: Second Life as an
educational tool. Teaching of Psychology, 36(1), 59–64.
doi:10.1080/00986280802529079
Bamberger, J. (1982) Revisiting children’s drawing of simple rhythms: A function for reflection
in action. In S. Strauss (Ed.), U-shaped behavioral growth (pp. 191–226). New York:
Academic Press.

207

Bamberger, J. & Schön, D. (1991). Learning as reflective conversation with materials. In F.
Steier (Ed.), Research and reflexivity (pp. 186-209). London: Sage.
Bamberger, J., & Schön, D. A. (1983). Learning as reflective conversation with materials: Notes
from work in progress. Art Education, 36(2), 68–73. doi:10.2307/3192667
Bandura, A. (1981). Self-referent thought: A developmental analysis of self-efficacy. In J. H.
Flavell & L. D. Ross (Eds.), Social cognitive development: Frontiers and possible
futures. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.
Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning.
Educational Psychologist, 28(2), 117–148. doi:10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
Barbarian, J. (2002). Blended learning: here’s proof! Online Learning 6, 26–30.
Barthel, R., Ainsworth, S., & Sharples, M. (2013). Collaborative knowledge building with shared
video representations. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 71, 59–75.
doi:10.1016/j.ijhcs.2012.02.006
Bates, T. (2005). Technology, e-learning and distance education. New York, NY: Routledge.
Bates, T. (2008). Transforming distance education through new technologies. In T. Evans, M.
Haughey, & D. Murphy (Eds.), The International Handbook of Distance Education.
Bingley, U.K.: Emerald Press. Retrieved from http://www.tonybates.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2008/07/evans.pdf
Bechky, B. (2003). Sharing meaning across occupational communities: The transformation of
understanding on a production floor. Organization Science, 14(3), 213–330.
Berenson, R., Boyles, G., & Weaver, A. (2008). Emotional intelligence as a predictor of success
in online learning. The International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning,
9(2). Retrieved from http://www.irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/385
208

Bigatel, P. M., Ragan, L. C., Kennan, S., May, J., & Redmond, B. F. (2012). The identification
of competencies for online teaching success. Journal of Asynchronous Learning
Networks, 16(1), 59–78.
Bird, L. (2007). The 3 “C” design model for networked collaborative e-learning: A tool for
novice designers. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 44(2), 153–167.
doi:10.1080/14703290701251231
Blackburn, A. & McGrath, N. (2014). Anytime, anyplace, anywhere: New media and virtual
tools offer constructivist learning in online music education. Paper presentation, e-Learn
2014, October 27-30, 2014, New Orleans, LA.
Blood, A. J., & Zatorre, R. J. (2001). Intensely pleasurable responses to music correlate with
activity in brain regions implicated in reward and emotion. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 98(20), 11818–11823.
doi:10.1073/pnas.191355898
Bloom, B. S. (1976). Human characteristics and school learning. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.
Bloom, B., Englehart, M. Furst, E., Hill, W., & Krathwohl, D. (1956). Taxonomy of educational
objectives: The classification of educational goals. Handbook I: Cognitive domain. New
York, Toronto: Longmans, Green.
Bloomberg, L. D., & Volpe, M. F. (2012). Completing your qualitative dissertation: A roadmap
from beginning to end (2nd edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Bloomberg, L. D. (2012). Completing your qualitative dissertation: A road map from beginning
to end. Second edition. Los Angeles, CA: Sage.
Bold, M. (2006). Use of wikis in graduate course work. Journal of Interactive Learning
Research, 17(1), 5–14.
209

Bond, A. (2002). Learning music online: An accessible learning program for isolated students.
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED476349
Bonk, C. J., & Reynolds, T. H. (1997). Learning-centred web instruction for higher-order
thinking, teamwork and apprenticeship. In B. H. Khan (Ed.), Web-based instruction (pp.
167–178). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Educational Technology Publications, Inc.
Bowen, W. G., Chingos, M. M., Lack, K. A., & Nygren, T. I. (2013). Online learning in higher
education: randomized trial compares hybrid learning to traditional course. Education
Next, 13(2), 58+.
Bowman, J. (2014). Online learning in music: Foundations, frameworks, and practices. Oxford  ;
New York: Oxford University Press.
Branch, R. M. (2009). Instructional design: The ADDIE Approach. New Jersey: Springer.
Brändström, S., Wiklund, C., & Lundström, E. (2012). Developing distance music education in
Arctic Scandinavia: electric guitar teaching and master classes. Music Education
Research, 14(4), 448–456. doi:10.1080/14613808.2012.703173
Bresler, L. (2009). Research education shaped by musical sensibilities. British Journal of Music
Education, 26(1), 7–25.
Brown, A., & Voltz, B. (2005). Elements of effective e-learning design. The International
Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 6(1). Retrieved from
http://www.irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/217/300
Brown, D. J. (2012). The collaborative rehearsal: Blogging as a reflective paradigm for band.
(Doctoral dissertation). Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database.
(UMI No. 1022490299).

210

Brown, J. S. & Adler, R. P. (2008). Minds on fire: Open education, the long tail, and learning
2.0. EDUCAUSE Review, 43(1), 16–32. Retrieved from
http://www.educause.edu/ero/article/minds-fire-open-education-long-tail-and-learning-20
Bruner, J. S. (1960). The process of education. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
Bruns, A. and Humphreys, S. (2005). Wikis in teaching and assessment: the M/Cyclopedia
project. In International Wiki Symposium, 16-18 Oct. 2005, San Diego, CA. doi:
10.1145/1104973.1104976
Burnard, P. (2012). Commentary: Musical creativity as practice. In G. McPherson & G. Welch
(Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Music Education. New York: Oxford University Press.
Burns, A. (2006). Integrating technology into your elementary music classroom. General Music
Today, 20(1), 6–10.
Byrne, C., MacDonald, R., & Carlton, L. (2003). Assessing creativity in musical compositions:
Flow as an assessment tool. British Journal of Music Education, 20(3), 277–290.
Callan, D. E., Kawato, M., Parsons, L., & Turner, R. (2007). Speech and song: The role of the
cerebellum, The Cerebellum 6(4), 321–327. doi:10.1080/14734220601187733
Campbell, P. S., & Hebert, D. G. (2010). World beat. In W. M. Anderson & P. S. Campbell
(Eds.), Multicultural Perspectives in Music Education, Vol. 3. Lanham, MD: RowmanLittlefield Publishers.
Chanda, M. L., & Levitin, D. J. (2013). The neurochemistry of music. Trends in Cognitive
Sciences, 17(4), 179–193. doi:10.1016/j.tics.2013.02.007
Chao, J. T., & Parker, K. R. (2007). Wiki as a teaching tool. Interdisciplinary Journal of
Knowledge and Learning Objects, 3, 57+.

211

Charmaz, K. (2008) Constructionism and the Grounded Theory. In J. A. Holstein & J.F.
Gubrium (Eds.), Handbook of Constructivist Research (pp. 397–412). New York:
Guilford Press.
Chickering, A. W., & Ehrman S. C. (1996). Implementing the seven principles: Technology as
lever. American Association for Higher Education Bulletin, 49(2), 3–6.
Chickering, A. W., & Gamson, Z. F. (1987). Seven principles for good practice in undergraduate
education. American Association for Higher Education Bulletin, 39(7), 3–7.
Chu, S. K.-W., & Kennedy, D. M. (2011). Using online collaborative tools for groups to coconstruct knowledge. Online Information Review, 35(4), 581–597.
doi:10.1108/14684521111161945
Clark, R. C., & Mayer, R. E. (2008). Learning by viewing versus learning by doing: Evidencebased guidelines for principled learning environments. Performance Improvement, 47(9),
5–13.
Clark, R. C., & Mayer, R. E. (2003). E-Learning and the science of instruction: proven
guidelines for consumers and designers of multimedia learning. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.
Coffman, D. (2002). Adult education. In R. Colwell & C. Richardson (Eds.), The New Handbook
of Research on Music Teaching and Learning. New York: Oxford University Press.
Collins, A., Brown, J.S., & Newman, S.E. (1989). Cognitive apprenticeship: Teaching the crafts
of reading, writing, and mathematics. In L. B. Resnick (Ed.), Knowing, learning, and
instruction: Essays in honor of Robert Glaser (pp. 453–494). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

212

Columbus. (2013, September 9). IDC: 87% of connected devices sales by 2017 will be tablets
and smartphones. Forbes.com. Retrieved from
http://www.forbes.com/sites/louiscolumbus/2013/09/12/idc-87-of-connected-devices-by2017-will-be-tablets-and-smartphones/
Colwell, R. (Ed.). (2006). MENC Handbook of research methodologies. New York: Oxford
University Press.
Cox, G. (2006). Transforming research in music education history. In R. Colwell (Ed.), MENC
Handbook of research methodologies. New York: Oxford University Press.
Crawford, R. (2013). Evolving technologies require educational policy change: Music education
for the 21st century. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 29(5), 717-734.
Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, and Evaluating
Quantitative and Qualitative Research (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1988). The flow experience and its significance for human psychology. In
M. Csikszentmihalyi & I. Csikszentmihalyi (Eds.), Optimal experience: Psychological
studies of Flow in consciousness (pp. 15–35). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511621956.002
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow: The psychology of optimal experience. New York, NY:
HarperPerennial.
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1996). Creativity: The psychology of discovery and invention (Reprint
edition). New York: Harper Perennial.
de la Sablonniere, R., Taylor, D., & Sadykova., N. (2009). Challenges of applying a studentcentred approach to learning in the context of education in Kyrgyzstan. Instructional
Journal of Education Development, 29(6), 628–634. doi: 10.1016/j.ijedudev.2009.01.001
213

de Vaney, A., & Butler, R. (1996). Voices of the founders: Early discourse in educational
technology. In D. H. Jonassen (Ed.), Handbook of Research for Educational
Communications and Technology: A Project of the Association for Educational
Communications and Technology. USA: Macmillan Library Reference. Retrieved from
http://www.aect.org/edtech/ed1/pdf/01.pdf
Dewey, J. (1910). How we think. New York, NY: D.C. Heath & Co.
Dewey, J. (1938). Experience & education. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.
Dickey, M. D. (2005). Engaging by design: How engagement strategies in popular computer and
video games can inform instructional design. Educational Technology Research and
Development, 53(2), 67–83. doi:10.1007/BF02504866
Dillenbourg, P., Schneider, D. K., & Synteta, P. (2002). Virtual Learning Environments. In A.
Dimitracopoulou (Ed.), Proceedings of the 3rd Hellenic Conference in Information &
Communication Technologies in Education (pp. 3–18). Greece: Kastaniotis Edications.
Retrieved from http://telearn.archives-ouvertes.fr/docs/00/19/07/01/PDF/DillernbourgPierre-2002a.pdf
Dorfman, J. (2013). Theory and practice of technology-based music instruction. New York:
Oxford University Press.
Dorner, H. (2012). Effects of online mentoring in computer-supported collaborative learning
environments: Mentor presence and cognitive engagement. American Journal of Distance
Education, 26(3), 157–171. doi:10.1080/08923647.2012.692265
Draper, P. (2008). Music two-point zero: Music, technology and digital independence. Journal of
Music, Technology and Education, 1(2-3), 137–152.

214

Dye, K. (2007). Applied music in an online environment using desktop videoconferencing.
(Doctoral dissertation) Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database. (UMI
No.3259242)
Eakes, K. (2009). A comparison of a sociocultural and chronological approach to music
appreciation in face-to-face and online instructional formats. (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Auburn University, United States. (Publication No. AAT 3365532)
Eddy, P. L., & Lawrence, A. (2013). Wikis as Platforms for Authentic Assessment. Innovative
Higher Education, 38(4), 253–265. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-012-9239-7
El-Gayar, O., Moran, M., & Hawkes, M. (2011). Students’ acceptance of tablet PCs and
implications for educational institutions. Journal of Educational Technology & Society,
14(2), 58+.
Elliott, D. (2009). Introduction. In D. Elliott (Ed.), Praxial music education: Reflections and
dialogues. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Entwistle, N. (2010). Taking stock: An overview of key research findings. In J. C. Hughes and J.
Mighty (Eds.), Taking Stock: Research on Teaching and Learning in Higher Education.
Kingston, Ontario, Canada: School of Policy Studies, Queens University.
Ericsson, K. A., & Charness, N. (1994). Expert performance: Its structure and acquisition.
American Psychologist, 49, 725–747.
Ericsson, K. A., Krampe, R. T., & Tesch-Römer, C. (1993). The role of deliberate practice in the
acquisition of expert performance. Psychological Review, 100, 363–406.
Faiola, A., Newlon, C., Pfaff, M., & Smyslova, O. (2013). Correlating the effects of flow and
telepresence in virtual worlds: Enhancing our understanding of user behavior in game-

215

based learning. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(3), 1113–1121.
doi:10.1016/j.chb.2012.10.003
Finkelstein, A., Winer, L, Buddle, C & Ernst, C. (2013). Tablets in the forest: Mobile technology
for inquiry-based learning. Educause Review Online, November 4, 2013. Retrieved from
http://www.educause.edu/ero/article/tablets-forest-mobile-technology-inquiry-basedlearning?utm_source=Social%20Media
Fleming, N. D., & Mills, C. (1992). Not another inventory, rather a catalyst for reflection. To
Improve the Academy 11, 137-149.
Gagné, R. (1985). The conditions of learning (4th ed.). New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart &
Winston.
Gagné, R., & Driscoll, M. (1988). Essentials of learning for instruction (2nd ed.). Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Gall, M.D., Gall, J.P., & Borg, W.R. (2007) Educational research: An introduction (3rd ed.).
Boston: Pearson Education, Inc.
Gardner, H. (1993). Multiple intelligences: the theory in practice. New York: Basic Books.
Gardner, H. (2000). Intelligence reframed: multiple intelligences for the 21st century. Toronto,
ON: HarperCollins Canada/Basic Books.
Gardner, H. (2006). Five minds for the future. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School.
Garrison, D. R. (2011). e-Learning in the 21st-century: A framework for research and practice.
New York, NY: Routledge.
Garrison, D. R., & Cleveland-Innes, M. (2005). Facilitating cognitive presence in online
learning: Interaction is not enough. American Journal of Distance Education, 19(3),
133−148.
216

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T. Archer, W. (2000). Critical inquiry in a text-based environment:
Computer conferencing in higher education. The Internet and Higher Education, 2: 87–
105.
Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2001). Critical thinking, cognitive presence, and
computer conferencing in distance education. American Journal of Distance Education,
15(1), 7–23. doi:10.1080/08923640109527071
Gerring, J. & McDermott, R. (2007). An experimental template for case study research.
American Journal of Political Science, 51(3), 688–701. Retrieved from
http://sws.bu.edu/jgerring/documents/Experimental.pd
Gibson, D. (2012). Game changers for transforming learning environments. In F. S. Miller (Ed.),
Transforming learning environments: Strategies to shape the next generation (Vol. 16,
pp. 215–235). Bradford, GBR: Emerald Group.
Gikandi, J. W., Morrow, D., & Davis, N. E. (2011). Online formative assessment in higher
education: A review of the literature. Computers & Education, 57(4), 2333–2351.
Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 78(6),
1360–1380. doi:10.2307/2776392
Green, L. (2014). Hear, listen, play! How to free your students’ aural, improvisation and
performance skills. Oxford University Press.
Groulx, T. J., & Hernly, P. (2010). Online master’s degrees in Music Education: The growing
pains of a tool to reach a larger community. Update Applications of Research in Music
Education, 28(2), 60–70. doi:10.1177/8755123310361765
Guba, E. G. and Lincoln, Y. S. (1983). Epistemological and methodological bases of naturalistic
Inquiry. In G. F. Madaus, M. Scriven, M. & D. L. Stufflebeam, (Eds.), Evaluation
217

Models: Viewpoints on Educational and Human Services Evaluation (pp. 311–334).
Norwell, MA: Kluwer.
Guiller, J., Durndell, A., & Ross, A. (2008). Peer interaction and critical thinking: Face-to-face
or online discussion? Learning and Instruction, 18(2), 187–200.
doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2007.03.001
Gunawardena, C. N., & McIsaac, M. S. (2004). Distance education. In D. H. Jonassen (Ed.),
Handbook of Research in Educational Communications and Technology, 2nd ed. (pp.
355-395). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Haggard, S. (2013). The Maturing of the MOOC: Literature review of Massive Open Online
Courses and other forms of distance learning. London: Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills. Retrieved from
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/240193/13
-1173-maturing-of-the-mooc.pdf
Hammond, J. & Davis, B. (2005). The creative use of music technology to develop and enhance
critical listening skills in music. Hemsworth, West Yorkshire, UK: Hemsworth Arts and
Community College/iCi-Arts.
Hammond, M. (2005). A review of recent papers on online discussion in teaching and learning in
Higher Education. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 9(3). Retrieved from
http://sloanconsortium.org/jaln/v9n3/review-recent-papers-online-discussion-teachingand-learning-higher-education
Hampton, L. F., Anderson, C., & Sigman, D. (2002). Impact on student academic achievement
using an online process provided to students and parents. San Antonio, Texas: National

218

Educational Computing Conference. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED475933)
Hanley, B., & Montgomery, J. (2002). Contemporary curriculum practices and their theoretical
biases. In R. Colwell & C. Richardson (Eds.), The New Handbook of Research on Music
Teaching and Learning. New York: Oxford University Press.
Hannafin, M. J., & Land, S. M. (1997). The foundations and assumptions of technologyenhanced student-centred learning environments. Instructional Science, 25(3), 167–202.
Harasim, L. (2000). Shift happens: online education as a new paradigm in learning. The Internet
and Higher Education, 3(1–2), 41–61. doi:10.1016/S1096-7516(00)00032-4
Heafner, T. (2004). Using Technology to motivate students to learn social studies. Contemporary
Issues in Technology and Teacher Education [Online serial], 4. Retrieved from
http://www.citejournal.org/vol4/iss1/socialstudies/article1.cfm
Hebert, D. G. (2007). Five challenges and solutions in online music teacher education. Research
and Issues in Music Education, 5(1), 1–10.
Hebert, D.G. (2008). Reflections of teaching the aesthetics and sociology of music online.
International Review of the Aesthetics and Sociology of Music, 39, 93-103.
Herrington, J., Reeves, T. C., & Oliver, R. (2014). Authentic Learning Environments. In J. M.
Spector, M. D. Merrill, & J. Elen (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational
communications and technology (4th ed., pp. 401–412). New York, NY: Springer.
Hesser, E. (1936). Music in the new social order. Music Educators Journal, 22, 21-23.
Higgins, M. C., & Kram, K. E. (2001). Reconceptualizing mentoring at work: A developmental
network perspective. Academy of Management Review, 26(1), 264–288.

219

Himonides, E. (2012). Commentary: Music learning and teaching through technology. In Gary
McPherson and Graham Welch (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Music Education. New
York: Oxford University Press.
Holtslander, L., Racine, L., Furniss, S., Burles, M., & Turner, H. (2012). Developing and
piloting an online graduate nursing course focused on experiential learning of qualitative
research methods. Journal of Nursing Education, 51(6), 345–348.
Huck, S. (2012). Reading statistics and research (6th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.
Hudson, S., & Hudson, R. (2013). Engaging with consumers using social media: a case study of
music festivals. International Journal of Event and Festival Management, 4(3), 206–223.
Hunter, T. (2011). Learning in an online jazz history class. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database. (UMI No. 3482765)
Johnson, C., & Hawley, S. H. (in press). Online music learning: Informal, formal and STEAM
contexts. International Journal of Innovation in Online Learning, 1(2).
Johnson, J., & Pratt, D. D. (1998). The apprenticeship perspective: Modelling ways of being. In
D. D. Pratt (Ed.), Five Perspectives on Teaching in Adult and Higher Education, (pp. 83–
101) Malabar, FL: Krieger.
Johnson, L., Adams, S., & Cummins, M. (2012). The NMC Horizon Report: 2012 Higher
Education Edition. Austin, Texas: The New Media Consortium.
Johnson, L., Adams, S., Becker, S., Cummins, M., Estrada, V., Freeman, A., & Ludgate, H.
(2013). NMC Horizon Report: 2013 Higher Education Edition. Austin, Texas: The New
Media Consortium.

220

Jonassen, D. H. (1991). Objectivism versus constructivism: Do we need a new philosophical
paradigm? Educational Technology Research and Development, 39(3), 5–14.
doi:10.2307/30219973
Jonassen, D. H. (1992). Evaluating constructivistic learning. In T. M. Duffy & D. H. Jonassen,
(Eds.), Constructivism and the Technology of Instruction: A Conversation (1st ed.). New
York, NY: Routledge.
Jonassen, D. H. (1999). Designing constructivist learning environments. In C. M. Reigeluth
(Ed.), Instructional design theories and model: A new paradigm of instructional theory
(Vol. III, pp. 215–241). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Jonassen, D. H. (2013). First principles of learning. In J. M. Spector, B. B. Lockee, S. E.
Smaldino & M. C. Herring (Eds.) Learning, problem-solving and mindtools: Essays in
honor of David H. Jonassen (pp. 287-297). New York, NY: Routledge.
Jonassen, D., Davidson, M., Collins, C., Campbell, J., & Haag, B.B. (1995). Constructivism and
computer-mediated communication in distance education. The American Journal of
Distance Education, 9(2), 7–26. Doi:/10.1080/08923649509526885
Jones, P. M. (2005). Music education and the knowledge economy: Developing creativity,
strengthening communities. Arts Education Policy Review, 106(4), 5–12.
Kanuka, H. & Smith, E. (2013). Questioning teaching and technology beliefs. Paper presented at
the meeting of Society for the Research into Higher Education, Newport, Wales.
Retrieved from www.srhe.ac.uk/conference2013/abstracts/0122.pdf
Kanuka, H., Rourke, L., & Laflamme, E. (2006). The influence of instructional methods on the
quality of online discussion. British Journal of Educational Technology, 38(2), 260–271.

221

Kaufman, D. (1989). Third generation course design in distance education. In R. Sweet (Ed.),
Post-secondary Distance Education in Canada: Policies, Practices and Priorities.
Athabasca: Athabasca University/Canadian Society for Studies in Education.
Keast, D. A. (2009). A constructivist application for online learning in music. Research Issues in
Music Education, 7(1), 1–8.
Keegan, D. (1990). Foundations of distance education. London: Routledge.
Keller, C. (2005). Virtual learning environments: three implementation perspectives. Learning,
Media and Technology, 30(3), 299–311. doi:10.1080/17439880500250527
Keller, J. M. (1983). Motivational design of instruction. In C. M. Reigeluth (Ed.), Instructional
design theories and models: An overview of their current status. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.
Keller, J. M., & Kopp, T. (1987). Application of the ARCS model of motivational design. In C.
M. Reigeluth (Ed.), Instructional theories in action: Lessons illustrating selected theories
and models. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Kirkman, P. (2009). Embedding Digital technologies in the music classroom: An approach for
the new music National Curriculum. Retrieved from
https://www.learntogether.org.uk/Resources/Documents/Digital technologies.pdf
Kirschner, P., Sweller, J., & Richard, E. (2006). Why minimal guidance during instruction does
not work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist, discovery, problem-based,
experiential, and inquiry-based teaching. Educational Psychologist, 41(2), 75-86.
Koehler, M. J., Mishra, P., Bouck, E. C., DeSchryver, M., Kereluik, K., Shin, T. S., & Wolf, L.
G. (2011). Deep-play: developing TPACK for 21st-century teachers’. International
Journal of Learning Technology, 6(2), 146–163.
222

Kozma, R. (2003). Technology and classroom practices: an international study. Journal of
Research on Technology in Education, 36, 1–13.
Kupczynski, L., Ice, P., Wiesenmayer, R., & McCluskey, F. (2010). Student perceptions of the
relationship between indicators of teaching presence and success in online courses.
Journal of Interactive Online Learning, 9, 23–43.
Lai, C., Wang, Q., & Lei, J. (2012). What factors predict undergraduate students’ use of
technology for learning? A case from Hong Kong. Computers & Education, 59(2), 569–
579. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2012.03.006
Lancaster, H. (2007). Music from another room: Real-time delivery of instrumental teaching.
Retrieved from http://www.nactmus.org.au/PDF/Lancaster.pdf
Lave, J. & Wenger, E. (1991): Situated learning: legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Legutko, R. (2007). Face-to-face or cyberspace: Analysis of course delivery in a graduate
educational research course. Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 3(3), 288–294.
Leonhard, C. (2003). Toward reform in music teacher education. Bulletin of the Council for
Research in Music Education, 157, 83–88. doi:10.2307/40319189
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic Inquiry. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
López-Pérez, M. V., Pérez-López, M. C., & Rodríguez-Ariza, L. (2011). Blended learning in
higher education: Students’ perceptions and their relation to outcomes. Computers &
Education, 56(3), 818–826. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2010.10.023
Mackrill, D. (2009). The integration of ICT in the music classroom. In J. Evans & C. Philpott
(Eds.), A practical guide to teaching music in the secondary school (pp. 54–62). London:
Routledge.
223

Macon, D. K. (2011). Student satisfaction with online courses versus traditional courses: A metaanalysis. Available from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database. (UMI No.
858611481
Madrell, J., Morrison, G., & Watson, G. (2011). Community of Inquiry framework and learner
achievement. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Association of Educational
Communication & Technology, Jacksonville, FL.
Maki, J. (2001). Is it possible to teach music in a classroom from a distance of 1000 km?
Learning environment of Music Education using ISDN-videoconferencing. Retrieved
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED466191
Mao, J., & Peck, K. (2013). Assessment strategies, self-regulated learning skills and perceptions
of assessment in online learning. Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 14(2), 75–95.
Mark, M. L. (1999). A historical interpretation of aesthetic education. [Special Issue: Musings:
Essays in Honor of Bennett Reimer]. Journal of Aesthetic Education, 33(4), 8. Retrieved
from http://www.jstor.org/stable/3333718
Mark, M. L., & Gary, C. L. (2007). A history of American Music Education (3rd. ed.). Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littlefield.
McCarthy, M., & Goble, J. S. (2005). The praxial philosophy in historical perspective. In D.
Elliott (Ed.) Praxial music education: Reflections and dialogues. Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press.
Means, B., Toyama, Y., Murphy, R., Bakia, M., & Jones, K. (2010). Evaluation of evidencebased practices in online learning: A Meta-Analysis and Review of Online Learning
Studies. Report by U.S. Department of Education, Office of Planning, Evaluation, and

224

Policy Development: Policy and Program Studies Service. Retrieved from
www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/reports.html.
Merriam, S. (1988). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Merriam, S. (1998). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation (2nd ed.). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Merrill, M. D. (2002). First principles of instruction. Educational Technology Research and
Development, 50(3), 43–59. doi:10.2307/30220335
Merrill, M. D. (2012). First principles of instruction. San Francisco, CA: Pfeiffer.
Mertens, D. M. (2010). Research and evaluation in education and psychology: Integrating
diversity with quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications.
Meyer, K. A., & Jones, S. J. (2012). Do students experience “social Intelligence,” laughter, and
other emotions online? Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 16(4), 99–111.
Retrieved from http://jaln.sloanconsortium.org/index.php/jaln/article/view/283
Miles, M. B., Huberman, A. M., & Saldaña, J. (2014). Qualitative data analysis: A methods
sourcebook (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.
Miller, D. (2013). Apple revenues up but net profits down in fourth quarter. Oct 28, 2013.
MacWorld.com. Retrieved from http://www.macworld.com/article/2058332/applerevenues-up-but-net-profits-down-in-fourth-quarter.html
Mishler, E. G. (1986). Research interviewing. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

225

Mishra, P., Koehler, M. J., & Henriksen, D. (2011). The seven trans-disciplinary habits of mind:
Extending the TPACK framework toward 21st century learning. Educational Technology,
11(2), 22-28.
Molenda, M. (2003). In search of the elusive ADDIE model. Performance Improvement, 42(5),
34–36. doi:10.1002/pfi.4930420508
Molenda, M. (2015). In search of the elusive ADDIE Model. Performance Improvement, 54(2),
40–42. http://doi.org/10.1002/pfi.21461
Molenda, M. & Boling, E. (2009). Creating. In A. Januszewski & M. Molenda (Eds.),
Educational technology: A definition with commentary (pp.81–139). New York: Taylor
& Francis.
Moore, D., Bates, A., & Grundling, J. (2002). Instructional design. In K. Arun, P. Mishra, & J.
Bartram (Eds.), Perspectives on Distance Education: Skills development through distance
education [on̤̤line]. Vancouver, BC: The Commonweath of Learning. Retrieved from
http://www.col.org/PublicationDocuments/pub_PS_SkillsDevelopment.pdf
Moore, J. L., & Marra, R. M. (2005). A comparative analysis of online discussion participation
protocols. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 38(2), 191–212.
Moore, J., Dickson-Deane, C., & Gaylen, K. (2011). e-Learning, online learning, and distance
learning environments: Are they the same? The Internet and Higher Education, 14(2),
129–135. doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.10.001
Moore, M., & Kearsley, G. (2005). Distance education: A systems view. Toronto, ON: Nelson.
Morton, D. (2000). Off the record: The technology and culture of sound recording in America.
New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

226

Mota, P., & Coutinho, C. (2009). Podcasting: Report of an experience in Music Education. In T.
Bastiaens et al. (Eds.), Proceedings of World Conference on E-Learning in Corporate,
Government, Healthcare, and Higher Education 2009 (pp. 1374-1382). Vancouver, BC:
AACE.
Neo, M., Neo, T. K., Teoh, B., & Yap, W. L. (2010). Using multimedia and Gagné's
instructional design to enhance teaching and learning in a student-centred environment: a
Malaysian experience. International Journal of Instructional Media, 37(4), 365+.
Ng’ambi, D., & Lombe, A. (2012). Using podcasting to facilitate student learning: A
constructivist perspective. Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 15(4).
Orcher, L. T. (2005). Conducting research: Social and behavioral science methods. Glendale,
CA: Pyrczak Publishing.
Orman, E. K., & Whitaker, J. A. (2010). Time usage during face-to-face and synchronous
distance music lessons. American Journal of Distance Education, 24(2), 92–103.
doi:10.1080/08923641003666854
Osguthorpe, R. T., & Graham, C. R. (2003). Blended learning environments: Definitions and
directions. Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 4(3), 227–233.
Palloff, R. M., & Pratt, K. (2007). Building online learning communities: Effective strategies for
the virtual classroom (2nd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Palloff, R. M., & Pratt, K. (2007). Building online learning communities: Effective strategies for
the virtual classroom (2nd ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Palloff, R. M., & Pratt, K. (2011). The Excellent Online Instructor: Strategies for Professional
Development. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

227

Pantev, C. (2009). Musical training and induced cortical plasticity. Annals of the New York
Academy of Sciences, 1169(1), 131–132. doi:10.1111/j.1749-6632.2009.04867.x
Park, J. Y., & Bonk, C. J. (2007). Is online life a Breeze? A case study for promoting
synchronous learning in a blended graduate course. MERLOT Journal of Online Learning
and Teaching, 3(3), 1–14.
Penalba, F. A., Rojas-Rajs, T., Lorente, P., Iglesias, F., Fernandez, J., & Monguet, J. (2011). A
telepresence learning environment for opera singing: distance lessons implementations
over Internet2. Interactive Learning Environments, 21(5), 438–455.
doi:10.1080/10494820.2011.584322
Peretz, I. (1990). Processing of local and global musical information by unilateral brain-damaged
patients. Brain, 113(4), 1185–1205. doi:10.1093/brain/113.4.1185
Peretz, I., & Zatorre, R. J. (2005). Brain organization for music processing. Annual Review of
Psychology, 56(1), 89–114. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070225
Peretz, I., Gosselin, N., Belin, P., Zatorre, R. J., Plailly, J., & Tillmann, B. (2009). Music lexical
networks. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1169(1), 256–265.
doi:10.1111/j.1749-6632.2009.04557.x
Perkins, D. (1999). The many faces of constructivism. Educational Leadership, 57(3), 6–11.
Persson, R. (1996). Brilliant performers as teachers: a case study of commonsense teaching in a
conservatoire setting. International Journal of Music Education, 28(1), 25–36.
doi:10.1177/025576149602800103
Perves, R. (2012). Technology and the educator. In G. McPherson and G. Welch (Eds.), The
Oxford Handbook of Music Education. New York: Oxford University Press.

228

Pew Internet Project. (2014). Mobile Technology Fact Sheet. Pew Research Centre’s Internet &
American Life Project. Retrieved from http://www.pewinternet.org/fact-sheets/mobiletechnology-fact-sheet/
Phillips, K. H. (2008). Exploring research in music education and music therapy. New York:
Oxford University Press.
Phillips, K. H. (2008). Graduate music education. Research and Issues in Music Education, 6(1).
Retrieved from http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/detail?accno=EJ819199
Piaget, J. (1970). Piaget’s theory. In P. Mussen (Ed.), Carmichael’s manual of child psychology
(vol. 1). New York, NY: Wiley.
Piaget, J., Gruber, H. E., & Vonèche, J. J. (1977). The essential Piaget: [an interpretive reference
and guide]. New York: Basic Books.
Picciano, A. (2002). Beyond student perceptions: Issues of interaction, presence, and
performance in an online course. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 6(1), 21–
40.
Pitts, A. & Kwami, R.M. (2002). Raising students’ performance in music composition through
the use of information and communications technology (ICT): A survey of secondary
schools in England. British Journal of Music Education, 19(1), 61–71.
Polit, D. F., & Beck, C. T. (2010). Generalization in quantitative and qualitative research: Myths
and strategies. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 47(1), 1451–1458.
Prosser, M., Martin, E., Trigwell, K., Ramsden, P., & Middleton, H. (2008). University
academics’ experience of research and its relationship to their experience of teaching.	
  
Instructional	
  Science,	
  36(1),	
  3–16.	
  doi:10.1007/s11251-‐007-‐9019-‐4	
  

229

Pye, J., & Sullivan, J. (2001). Use of computer-based instruction in teaching middle school social
studies. International Journal of Social Education 15, 92–104.
Rees, F. (2002). Distance learning and collaboration in music education. In R. Colwell & C.
Richardson (Eds.), The New Handbook of Research on Music Teaching and Learning.
New York: Oxford University Press.
Regelski, T. (1982). Teaching music. New York: Schirmer, Books.
Regelski, T. (1996). Prolegomenon to a praxial philosophy of music and music education.
Finnish Journal of Music Education, 1(1), 23–39.
Reigeluth, C. M. (1983). Instructional design theories and models: An overview of their current
status. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Reigeluth, C. M. (Ed.). (1999). Instructional design theories and models: A new paradigm of
instructional theory (Vol. II). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Reigeluth, C. M., & Carr-Chellman, A. A. (2009). Understanding instructional theory. In C. M.
Reigeluth & A. A. Carr-Chellman (Eds.), Instructional design theories and models (Vol.
III, pp. 3–26). New York, NY: Taylor & Francis.
Reimer, B. (2003). A philosophy of music education: Advancing the vision (3rd ed.). Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.
Reiser, R., & Dempsey, J. V. (2007). Trends and issues in instructional design and technology.
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.
Rideout, R. R. (2002). Psychology and music education since 1950. Music Educators Journal,
89(1), Special Focus: Changing Perspectives in Music Education), 33–37.
Roberts, R. M. (2011). Best instructional practices for distance education: A meta-analysis.
(Doctoral dissertation). Available from UNLV Theses/Dissertations/Professional
230

Papers/Capstones (Paper 1240.) Retrieved from
http://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/thesesdissertations/1240
Robertson, J. S., Grant, M. M., & Jackson, L. (2005). Is online instruction perceived as effective
as campus instruction by graduate students in education? The Internet and Higher
Education, 8(1), 73–86. doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2004.12.004
Robinson, R., & Burk, M. (2013). Tablet computer use by medical students in the United States.
Journal of Medical Systems, 37(4). doi:10.1007/s10916-013-9959-y
Robinson, R., Molenda, M., & Rezabek, L. (2007). Facilitating Learning. In A. Januszewski &
M. Molenda (Eds.), Educational Technology: A Definition with Commentary (pp. 15–46).
Bloomington, IN: Association for Educational Communications and Technology.
Rodrigues, K. (2009). Do learning styles, learning strategies, and student's preference for
teacher's teaching philosophy predict student preference for online or in-class courses.
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Proquest Dissertation and Theses..(UMI No. AAT
3358879).
Root-Bernstein, R. S., & Root-Bernstein, M. (2001). Sparks of genius: The thirteen thinking
tools of the world’s most creative people. New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.
Rose, D., & Meyer, A. (2002). Teaching every student in the digital age: Universal Design for
Learning. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision & Curriculum Development.
Rourke, L., & Kanuka, H. (2009). Learning in communities of inquiry: A review of the literature.
The Journal of Distance Education, 23(1), 19–48.
Roxå, T., & Mårtensson, K. (2012). How effects from teacher training of academic teacher
propagate into the meso level and beyond. In E. Simon & G. Pleschova (Eds.), Teacher

231

development in Higher Education: Existing programs, program impact and future trend.
London: Routledge.
Running, D. J. (2008). Creativity research in music education: A review (1980-2005). Update
Applications of Research in Music Education, 27(1), 41–48.
doi:10.1177/8755123308322280
Ruthmann, S. A., & Hebert, D. G. (2012). Music learning and new media in virtual and online
environments. In G. McPherson & G. Welch (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Music
Education (Vol. 2, pp. 567–583). Oxford University Press. Retrieved from
http://www.academia.edu/671729/Music_Learning_and_New_Media_in_Virtual_and_O
nline_Environments
Salavuo,	
  M.	
  (2006).	
  Open	
  and	
  informal	
  online	
  communities	
  as	
  forums	
  of	
  collaborative	
  
musical	
  activities and learning. British Journal of Music Education 23, 253–271.
Saldana, J. (2013). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (2nd ed.). Los Angeles: Sage
Publications.
Savage,	
  J.	
  (2005).	
  Working	
  toward	
  a	
  theory	
  for	
  music	
  technologies	
  in	
  the	
  classroom:	
  how	
  
pupils	
  engage	
  with	
  and	
  organize	
  sounds	
  with	
  new	
  technologies.	
  British	
  Journal	
  of	
  
Music	
  Education,	
  22(2),	
  167–180.	
  doi:10.1017/S0265051705006133	
  
Savage, J. (2007). Reconstructing music education through ICT. Research in Education, 78, 65–
77.
Savage, J. (2012). Driving forward technology’s imprint on music education. In G. McPherson &
G. Welch (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Music Education (Vol. 2, pp. 492–511).
Oxford University Press.

232

Schunk, D., & Zimmerman, B. J. (Eds.). (1998). Self-regulated learning: from teaching to selfreflective practice. New York: Guilford Press.
Schwadron, A. (1988). Of conception, misconceptions, and aesthetic commitment. In J. T. Gates
(ed.), Music education in the United States, Contemporary issues, pp. 85–110.
Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press.
Scott, S. (2006). A constructivist view of Music Education: Perspectives for deep learning.
General Music Today (Online), 19(2), 17–21.
Seidman, I. E. (1991). Interviewing As Qualitative Research: A Guide for Researchers in
Education and the Social Sciences. New York: Teachers College Press.
Senge, P. M. (2006). The fifth discipline: the art and practice of the learning organization. New
York: Doubleday/Currency.
Shaffer, B. A. (2011). Graduate Student Library Research Skills: Is Online Instruction Effective?
Journal of Library & Information Services in Distance Learning, 5(1–2), 35–55.
doi:10.1080/1533290X.2011.570546
Shea, P., & Bidjerano, T. (2009). Cognitive presence and online learner engagement: a cluster
analysis of the community of inquiry framework. Journal of Computing in Higher
Education, 21(3), 199–217.
Sherbon, J. W., & Kish, D. L. (2005). Distance learning and the music teacher. Music Educators
Journal, 92(2), 36–41. doi:10.2307/3400195
Shi, S., Mishra, P., Bonk, C.J., Tan, S., & Zhao Y. (2006). Thread theory: A framework applied
to content analysis of synchronous computer-mediated communication data.
International Journal of Instructional Technology & Distance Learning, 3(3).

233

Sichivitsa, V. O. (2007). Audacity in vocal improvisation: Motivating elementary school
students through technology. Teaching Music, 14(3), 48–51.
Silvern, L. C. (1964). Designing instructional systems. Los Angeles, CA: Education and Training
Consultants.
Sim, R. (2013). What makes dissertation writing good? Presentation at the meeting of EdMedia
2013, Victoria, BC.
Sinclair, D. R. (2004). The effect of synchronous and asynchronous online communication on
student achievement and perception of a music fundamentals course for undergraduate
non-music majors. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Proquest Dissertations &
Theses. (UMI No. 3132257)
Smith, H. (2009). Asynchronous online instruction: Generation and validation of a program
evaluation instrument. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Pepperdine University,
United States..
Smith, P. L., & Ragan, T. J. (1999). Instructional design (2nd ed.). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.
Spector, J., Merrill, M. D., Merriënboer, J.V., & Driscoll, M. P. (2008). Handbook of research
on educational communications and technology (3rd ed.). New York, NY: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.
Stake, R. E. (1995). The art of case study research. New York: Sage Publications.
Statistics Canada. (2005). Data from 2005 Canadian Internet Use Survey (CIUS). Retrieved from
http://www.statcan.gc.ca.
Straumshein, C. (2013). Going (further) online. Inside Higher Ed. October 31, 2013. Retrieved
from http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2013/10/31/berklee-college-music-launchesfirst-accredited-bachelors-degree-programs-music
234

Studer, K. (2005). Maximum technology in the music classroom: Minimum requirements.
Teaching Music, 13, 44–47.
Swan, K., Shea, P., Richardson, J., Ice, P., Garrison, D. R., Cleveland-Innes, M., & Arbaugh, J.
B. (2008). Validating a measurement tool of presence in online communities of inquiry.
E-Mentor, 2(24), 1–12.
Tallent-Runnels, M., Thomas, J., Lan, W., Cooper, S., Ahern, T., Shaw, S., & Liu, A. (2006).
Teaching courses online: a review of the research. Review of Educational Research 76,
93–135.
Tam, M. (2000). Constructivism, instructional design, and technology: Implications for
transforming distance learning. Educational Technology & Society, 3(2), 50–60.
Taras, M. (2005). Assessment – Summative and formative – Some theoretical reflections. British
Journal of Educational Studies, 53 (4), 466-478.
Taras, M. (2010). Back to basics: Definitions and processes of assessments. Práxis Educativa,
5(2), 123–130.
Taylor, C., Zeng, H., Bell, S., & Eskey, M. (2010). Examining the do’s and don’ts of using
humor in the online classroom. TCC 2010 Proceedings, 31–46. Retrieved from
http://etec.hawaii.edu/proceedings/2010/Taylor.pdf
Taylor, J.C. (1999). Distance education: The fifth generation. Proceedings of the 19th ICDE
World Conference on Open Learning and Distance Education, Vienna, Austria.
Taylor, P., Morin, R., Cohn, D., Kochhar, R., & Clark, A. (2008). Inside the Middle Class: Bad
times hit the good life. Washington: PewResearch Centre. Retrieved from
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2008/04/09/inside-the-middle-class-bad-times-hit-thegood-life/
235

Tobias, E. S. (2013). Toward convergence adapting music education to contemporary society
and participatory culture. Music Educators Journal, 99(4), 29–36.
doi:10.1177/0027432113483318
van Merriënboer, J. J. G. & Kester, L. (2005). The four-component instructional design model:
Multimedia principles in environments for complex learning. In R. E. Mayer (Ed.), The
Cambridge handbook of multimedia learning (pp. 71–93). New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. In
M. Cole, V. John-Steiner, S. Scribner, E. Souberman (Eds.), Mind in society: The
development of higher psychological processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Press.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1981). The genesis of higher mental functions. In J.V. Wertsch (ed.), The
Concept of Activity in Soviet Psychology (pp.144−188). Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe.
Waldron, J. (2011). Locating Narratives in Postmodern Spaces: A Cyber-Ethnographic Field
Study of Informal Music Learning in Online Community. Action, Criticism & Theory for
Music Education, 10(2), 32–60.
Waldron, J. (2013). User-generated content, YouTube and participatory culture on the Web:
music learning and teaching in two contrasting online communities. Music Education
Research, 15(3), 257–274.
Walls, K. C. (2008). Distance Learning in Graduate Music Teacher Education: Promoting
Professional Development and Satisfaction of Music Teachers. Journal of Music Teacher
Education, 18(1), 55–66.
Warren, S. J., Lee, J., & Najmi, A. (2014). The Impact of Technology and Theory on
Instructional Design Since 2000. In J. M. Spector, M. D. Merrill, J. Elen, & M. J. Bishop
236

(Eds.), Handbook of Research on Educational Communications and Technology (pp. 89–
99). New York: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-1-4614-3185-5_8
Webster, P. (2007). Computer-based technology and music teaching in learning: 2000-2005. In
L. Bresler (Ed.), International Handbook of Research in Arts Education (pp. 1311–1328).
Dordrecht: Springer.
Wiggins, G., & McTighe, J. (2005). Understanding by design (2nd ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.
Williams, D. (2011). The elephant in the room. Music Educators Journal, 98(51), 51–57.
Winkelmans, T., Anderson, B., & Barbour, M. (2011). Distributed learning in British Columbia:
A journey from correspondence to online delivery. Journal of Open, Flexible and
Distance Learning, 14(1), 6–28.
Winzer, M. (1992). Educational psychology in the Canadian classroom. Second Edition.
Scarborough, ON: Ally & Bacon Canada.
Wolsey, T. D. (2008). Efficacy of Instructor Feedback on Written Work in an Online Program.
International Journal on E-Learning, 7(2), 311–329.
Woody, R. H. (1999). The relationship between explicit planning and expressive performance of
dynamic variations in an aural modelling task. Journal of Research in Music Education,
47(4), 331–342. doi:10.2307/3345488
Yin, R. K. (1984). Case study research: Design and methods. Los Angeles, CA: Sage.
Yin, R. K. (2008). Case study research: Design and methods (4th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.
Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.
Zatorre, R. J. (2013). Predispositions and plasticity in music and speech learning: Neural
correlates and implications. Science, 342(6158), 585–589. doi:10.1126/science.1238414

237

Zatorre, R. J., Halpern, A.R., Perry, D.W., Meyer, E. & Evans, A.C. (1996) Hearing in the
mind's ear: A PET investigation of musical imagery and perception. Journal of Cognitive
Neuroscience, 8, 29–46.
Zhu, C. (2012). Student satisfaction, performance, and knowledge construction in online
collaborative learning. Educational Technology & Society, 15(1).	
  

238

APPENDIX A: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STUDENT
PARTICIPANTS
1) Have you recently completed an online music course?
2) What was the course topic?
3) How long was the online music course?
4) How did the content of your online course develop your skills as a musician?
5) How did the online environment challenge your learning needs?
6) How were you able to demonstrate your content knowledge and understanding in your
online music course?
7) Have you had other online music courses before? If so, what were the most effective
ways you were able to demonstrate your musical knowledge and understanding?
8) Can you recall a learning experience in your online music course that you would describe
as exceptionally helpful for your learning? If so, what made it helpful for your learning?
How could this be modelled in other online music courses?
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APPENDIX B: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR FACULTY	
  
PARTICIPANTS	
  
1) Have you recently completed teaching, designing or administering an online music
course?
2) What was your specific course topic?
3) How long was the online music course?
4) Describe your background in teaching/designing/administering online music courses.
5) Did any of your teaching/design/administration background influence your decisions for
teaching/designing/administrating the course? If so, how?
6) Would it have been helpful to have a practical guide on how to design/develop an online
music course prior to your first experience? If so, what would that guide contain?
7) What do you consider are effective concepts for teaching/designing/administering online
music courses?
8) Can you explain how you may have modelled this in your teaching/design/administrative
experience?
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APPENDIX C: FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS
1) How does this framework respond to your current faculty needs?
2) Can you give a specific example of how you foresee using a framework like this?
3) What elements in the framework are familiar to your faculty?
4) What elements in the framework are not familiar to teaching faculty?
5) What essential elements are missing from this framework? Can you provide an example
of why this is an essential element?
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APPENDIX D: SAMPLE OF FIRST AND SECOND CYCLE CODING
Table D.1
Example of First Cycle and Second Cycle Coding
Original Quote

First Cycle Coding

Second Cycle Coding

Resulting Theme

“But, I don’t teach it like I
was taught ‘cause I think
that half of that course was
almost a… well, we moved
too slow, kind of a waste of
time, and didn’t cover
nearly enough that I want to
give my students”

Slow use of time
Instructor teaching
during his learning approach
was seen as
unproductive;
previous learning
influences teaching
style

Pedagogy

“So if it’s all I never hear
from the teacher, they just
send assignments, even if
they send a PowerPoint but
I never hear from them, it
just feels very distant and I
struggle to learn.”

Student-teacher
connection is
important for
learning

Communication
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Communication goes
beyond grading work

