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The purpose of this study was to examine the working relationships between instrumental 

music team teachers through the lens of self-determination theory and how their individual 

philosophies impacted their working relationships. I focused on how instrumental music team 

teachers experienced the basic psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness as 

outlined in Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 2011), and the alignment or misalignment 

of personal philosophies within team teaching pairs. Using a multiple instrumental case study 

design (Stake, 1995), I interviewed two different pairs of team teachers. I analyzed the data 

within each case before conducting a cross-case analysis. In the cross-case analysis, I identified 

three themes: co-leadership of the program, personal compatibility, and mentorship. I conclude 

with implications for team teachers, music teacher educators, and administrators along with 

recommendations for future research on the practice of team teaching in the music classroom. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 In music classrooms across the United States, music educators facilitate their students’ 

music-making and learning. For many music educators, this task is a solitary endeavor. A single 

music teacher writes lesson plans, grades, and conducts concerts, and may be the only person 

responsible for teaching music in their building—or even their district. Even when there are 

other music educators in the same school or district, teachers may be siloed into their areas of 

expertise, left alone to determine how best to teach a flute embouchure or the International 

Phonetic Alphabet. Several studies have examined the phenomenon of music teacher isolation, 

through music teacher perceptions (Sindberg, 2011; Sindberg & Lipscomb, 2005), its impact on 

teacher attrition (Krueger, 2000; Miller, 2025), and potential policy remedies (Bautista et al., 

2021), though few have looked at the ways in which music teachers work and collaborate with 

other music educators on a daily basis.  

In large music programs, particularly at the secondary level, a single school could have 

upwards of four teachers in the same content area. Allen High School in Texas employed eight 

full-time staff members for their band program at the time of this study (Allen Band Booster 

Association, n.d.). Much more common is a group of 2-3 teachers who share responsibility for 

different aspects of the program, with duties allocated based on experience level, area of 

expertise, district need, or personal preference (R. Shaw, 2022). These teachers may teach 

classes individually or together, depending on the class size, but all share responsibility for the 

success of their program. 
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Despite the prevalence of this teaching structure, researchers have conducted relatively 

few studies on co-teaching or team teaching1 in music education. Nápoles et al. (2024) examined 

the experiences of associate choir directors in Texas, while R. Shaw (2022) looked at the 

professional networks and experiences of a single teaching dyad. Additionally, Nápoles (2025) 

published a literature review on the topic of co-teaching in music education, and Kim (2019) 

published a literature review on co-teaching within the context of student teaching. Team 

teaching has shown promise as a tool for effective initiation and an informal professional 

development tool, particularly for early-career teachers and student teachers (Kim, 2019; R. 

Shaw, 2022; Smith et al., 2020). Continued research, particularly qualitative work, may help 

practitioners and Music Teacher Educators to better understand how team teaching functions as a 

practice (Nápoles et al., 2024; R. Shaw, 2022). 

Terms and Language 

The terms and language used to describe team teaching in the literature are varied and 

contradictory. Historically, the special education community adopted the general education 

practice of team teaching during the 1970s and 80s, renaming the practice “co-teaching” (Friend 

et al., 2003). In this structure, a classroom teacher would work together with a special education 

teacher or aide to plan lessons, deliver instruction, and assess students in a singular classroom, 

some of whom had special needs (Friend & Reising, 2003). “Team teaching” referred to two or 

more teachers sharing responsibilities for a class or program, either in elementary, secondary, or 

post-secondary education, without the expectation that this specifically accommodated students 

with special needs, though these students were still presumably in the classroom (Brenan & 

 
1 Team teaching is defined as “a group of instructors working purposefully, regularly, and cooperatively to help a 

group of students learn” (Buckley, 2000, p. 4). 
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Witte, 2003; Norton, 1960; Purrington, 1967). Team teaching has also described the same 

phenomenon in an interdisciplinary setting, where each instructor held expertise in a different 

area, and the content of the course reflected the different perspectives of the instructors 

(Sandholtz, 2000; Stewart & Perry, 2005). More recently, music education researchers have used 

the term co-teaching without the connotation of special education to refer to the practices of 

teacher pairs or groups who work closely together (Nápoles, 2025; Nápoles et al., 2024; R. 

Shaw, 2022). Throughout this paper, I will use “team teaching” when I am writing in my own 

voice and use the term of the author(s) in question when referring to a particular source. In 

practice, the terms can be read as synonyms, and in the context of this paper, both refer to two or 

more music teachers who share responsibility for a secondary music program, including lesson 

planning, classroom instruction, assessment, and administrative tasks. 

Team Teaching in Research and Practice 

Particularly effective team teaching pairs are likely to learn from each other, plan lessons 

together, collaborate, and provide diverse perspectives that could lead to improved student 

outcomes (Brenan & Witte, 2003; Nápoles et al., 2024; R. Shaw, 2022). Music educators in a 

variety of settings could use these tools in novel ways, furthering pedagogical innovation. Co-

teachers could further leverage the advantage of having two or more instructors by splitting 

classes or assigning duties based on specific skills that each teacher possesses. Solo teachers 

could bring in guest lecturers from the community to co-teach with them for a short time, or 

delegate certain tasks to particularly responsible student leaders.  

Conversely, a team teaching pair lacking internal cohesion or shared respect could have 

disastrous effects on the culture of a broader program. Conducting research that facilitates the 

field’s understanding of developing and maintaining functional team teaching relationships could 



 

 

4 

 

improve the health and well-being of team teachers, the culture of their programs, and ultimately 

lead to improved learning outcomes for students. Outlining the potential benefits of this practice 

could aid in advocacy for a fully staffed music department and in the successful implementation 

of team teaching structures in programs traditionally led by a single music teacher. 

Job Satisfaction and Well-Being 

Another research topic of interest is the job satisfaction and well-being or ill-being of 

music educators, something associated with feelings of connectedness or isolation, respectively 

(Matthews & Koner, 2016; B. Shaw, 2025). The concept of psychological well-being is a 

particularly intriguing perspective on job satisfaction and is based in the meta-theory of self-

determination theory (Assaf & Antoun, 2024; Kang & Yoo, 2019; Nunes et al., 2024; Ryan & 

Deci, 2003). Throughout this paper, I frame concepts of job satisfaction and well-being through 

the lens of self-determination theory (SDT) and its three basic psychological needs of 

relatedness, competence, and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2011). 

 Within the frame of SDT’s three basic psychological needs, autonomy refers to one’s 

sense of willingness and freedom, competence refers to one’s ability to be successful in a role or 

at a given task, and relatedness refers to one’s sense of connection to others in a given 

environment or culture (Deci & Ryan, 2011; Nunes et al., 2024). Basic psychological needs 

theory has many applications in the field of organizational psychology, the process of culture 

building, and assessing individual well-being or ill-being. For example, studies have found that 

the satisfaction of one’s three basic psychological needs at the interpersonal and individual level 

predicts improved performance and greater psychological health in the workplace (Baard et al., 

2004; Nunes et al., 2024).  
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Numerous studies examine the motivation of music students using SDT and the general 

use of SDT in music education (Bonneville-Roussy & Evans, 2024; Evans, 2015; MacIntyre et 

al., 2017; Sanguinetti, 2023; Shaheen, 2021;Virkkula, 2020; Wieser & Müller, 2024), but there 

are very few studies examining music teacher motivation and well-being through the lens of self-

determination theory (Angeline, 2014; Kang & Yoo, 2019). At the time of this study, no peer-

reviewed studies specifically examining music team teachers through the lens of self-

determination theory have been published in major journals. By better understanding how team 

teaching structures can aid or harm music teachers’ well-being and motivation, team teachers, 

administrators, music teacher educators, and pre-service music teachers may gain insight on how 

to best navigate this situation. Kang and Yoo (2019) found that the satisfaction of music 

teachers’ psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness are predictors of their 

well-being, though they perceived different needs to be more important at different career stages. 

By looking at team teaching relationships through the lens of self-determination theory, I hope to 

provide insight into how these relationships function to provide support for each teacher to reach 

their full potential, and to identify ways of supporting well-being within the team teaching 

relationship. 

Reflexivity and Position Statement 

My interest in this topic was informed by my professional experiences and personal 

orientation. In all stages of my teaching career, from student teaching to my work in high school 

and middle schools to graduate school, I have worked alongside one or more experienced music 

educators. These experiences provided me with invaluable resources and improved my teaching 

through constant access to informed feedback and the opportunity to observe master teachers. 

Team teaching has also frustrated me at times, as I have felt my ability to pursue certain courses 
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of action limited by my junior status. My selection of this topic was driven in large part by my 

desire to better understand team teaching dynamics and to provide resources to other teachers in 

this situation. Through the course of this study, my experiences informed my collection and 

analysis of the data, as well as my positions in this manuscript. At the same time, I have made a 

conscious effort to question my assumptions about team teaching through this process, and I 

hope my perspective adds nuance and depth to this study.  

 I also recognize my identity as a white, cis-het man may limit my perspective on issues of 

identity in the team teaching setting. While I can present, empathize with, and be cognizant of 

the issues faced by teachers from marginalized populations, my presentation of this subject 

matter may lack the depth and texture regarding issues of gender, race, or class compared to 

someone who is a woman, person of color, queer, or from another marginalized population. 

Further research on team teaching and teacher well-being with a focus on intersectionality would 

yield valuable information on the experiences of underrepresented populations and future 

researchers should pursue these topics in more depth. 

Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to examine the working relationships between instrumental 

music team teachers through the lens of self-determination theory and how their individual 

philosophies impacted their working relationships. I developed the following research questions 

to guide my research: 

1. In what ways do team teachers experience personal levels of autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness within the team teaching structure? 

2. How do team teachers describe the alignment or misalignment of personal philosophy 

and values, and how do they navigate personal differences?   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 In this chapter, I outline findings from the research and practitioner literature surrounding 

team teaching, team teaching in music education, and self-determination theory, which I used as 

my theoretical framework for this study. I cover the history of team teaching, including the 

evolution of the practice as one intended to adjust for the teaching shortage of the 1960’s, to 

being used to accommodate students with disabilities, to the use of team teaching in general 

education classrooms. I then review team teaching in the modern classroom, in both general 

education and musical settings. Finally, I outline how self-determination theory is applicable to 

the work environment and musical contexts. 

Team Teaching 

Buckley (2000) defined team teaching as “a group of instructors working purposefully, 

regularly, and cooperatively to help a group of students learn” (p. 4). Team teaching can occur in 

many educational settings, including higher education, elementary and secondary education, 

special education, and music education. Team teaching is defined by the collaborative nature in 

which teachers share responsibility for instruction, planning, and relevant administrative tasks. 

Buckley (2000) continued, “As a team, the teachers work together in setting goals for a course, 

designing a syllabus, preparing individual lesson plans, actually teaching students together, and 

evaluating the results” (p. 4). While the terms co-teaching or team teaching imply a group of 

teachers working together in a traditional classroom today, these terms evolved to represent 

different forms and modes of instruction at different times. 

History of Team Teaching 

The history of team teaching in the United States is murky. Research and practitioner 
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literature from the 1960s shows that groups such as the Ford Foundation and the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals viewed team teaching as a promising educational 

trend (Meyer, 1969; Norton, 1960; Pitruzzello, 1962; Purrington, 1967; Trump, 1966). The trend 

of team teaching grew out of a push to use technological advances, reduced staffing, larger class 

sizes, and differentiated roles to adapt to the teaching shortage of the 1960s. The National 

Association of Secondary School Principals, directed by Dr. J. Lloyd Trump, published a bulletin 

calling for instruction to be divided up into lectures with class sizes of over 100 students, 

discussions of around a dozen students, and individual or paired study (Trump, 1958). These 

courses were staffed by a reduced number of professional teachers who would collaborate on the 

large group lectures, supported by part-time employees who would work 10-20 hours a week 

(Trump, 1958).  

 This method of instruction spread across the country quickly, with an estimated 22 

percent of schools in the United States utilizing some form of team teaching by 1964, increasing 

to over 41 percent by 1969 (Meyer, 1969). In 1961, physical education, health, English, and 

social studies were the most common subjects to have team teachers, with mathematics, foreign 

languages, and the fine arts the least likely to be team taught (Pitruzzello, 1962). In addition to 

serving a potential solution for the teaching shortage crisis of the 1960s, experts saw team 

teaching as a method of induction to the profession and on-the-job training, as well as an early 

form of cross-disciplinary education for students (Pitruzzello, 1962).  

By the late 1960s, team teaching had become controversial amongst administrators, 

researchers, and educators. Though team teaching spread across the country quickly, it also had a 

relatively high rate of abandonment. By 1969, over 4 percent of all secondary schools in the 

country had implemented some form of team teaching before abandoning the practice (Meyer, 
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1969). Many educators opposed team teaching in this form because: (a) it harmed interpersonal 

relationships between students and teachers, (b) the challenges of using technology to deliver 

instruction were too great, and (c) it deprofessionalized teaching (Douglass, 1962). This form of 

team teaching, with class sizes of over one hundred, multiple assistants, discussion groups, and 

the use of audio-visual technology, bears a striking resemblance to the modern lectures found in 

freshman-level courses at state higher education institutions, rather than the English or Algebra 

courses found at a local high school. 

In part due to the criticisms outlined above, team teaching continued to evolve as a 

pedagogical practice through the 1970s and beyond. Team teaching became an established 

practice in different grade levels, subjects, countries, and teaching environments. The range and 

extent of different versions of team teaching makes it difficult to measure the effectiveness or 

even describe the nature of team teaching during this time (Friend et al., 1993).  

In 1975, Congress passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA), 

which guaranteed a free and appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment and 

mandated the development of an Individual Education Plan (IEP) for all students with a 

disability. Congress reauthorized the EAHCA in 1990, 1997, and 2004 as the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Special educators viewed co-teaching as a strategy to 

mainstream students with disabilities into general education classrooms (Friend et al., 1993). The 

adoption of co-teaching by special educators coincided with a shift in language. Co-teaching now 

referred to the practice of special education teachers working with general education teachers to 

meet the needs of students with disabilities, while team teaching referred to general education 

teachers sharing instructional responsibilities (Cook & Friend, 1995; Friend et al., 1993). The 

evolution of co-teaching and team teaching as a practice contributed to the difficulty in defining 
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and distinguishing different forms of team teaching in the literature. Other related terms include 

syndicate teaching (Martin & Williams, 2012), parallel or paired teaching (Hallam, 2011), and 

collaborative teaching (Bingham, 2025). Team teaching continued to evolve, and the reciprocal 

relationship between the general education and special education practitioners has shifted, with 

each area borrowing techniques from the other. 

Team Teaching in the 21st Century 

Though schools have implemented team teaching for decades, only recently has our 

modern conception of the practice become a focus of experimental educational research. De 

Weerdt et al. (2025) conducted a systematic review of the conceptual and methodological tools 

used in experimental research on team teaching. De Weerdt et. al (2025) found that the number 

of experimental studies examining team teaching has increased since 2015, though experimental 

studies in other areas of educational research were even more prevalent since 2009. De Weerdt et 

al. (2025) recommend the design of studies with an appropriate sample size, the proper 

application of statistical tools, and the proper use of control groups to improve the quality of the 

data to properly inform stakeholders about the effectiveness of team teaching. Additionally, De 

Weerdt et al. (2025) recommend more studies be conducted with team teaching dyads as the 

units of study. Most of the studies that De Weerdt et al. (2025) included in the meta-analysis had 

students as the units of study, with cognitive outcomes as the primary focus.  

With mostly the same research team as the 2025 study, De Weerdt et al. (2024) looked at 

teachers’ attitudes toward team teaching. On average, teachers perceived team teaching as 

beneficial to students, particularly because it allowed for students to receive support in a more 

timely manner (De Weerdt et al., 2024). While teachers perceived team teaching to be beneficial 

for their students on average, this did not apply to all potential advantages. Teachers were neutral 
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about whether team teaching allowed them to lead rich and varied lessons or led to higher 

learning outcomes among students (De Weerdt et al., 2024). The authors also found that teachers 

who have high levels of self-efficacy, recognize and experience the benefits of collaboration with 

colleagues, and experience high similarity between team members tend to have more positive 

attitudes about team teaching (Bandura, 1977; De Weerdt et al., 2024). The authors recommend 

future research exploring the effects of team teaching on student outcomes in an empirical 

manner (De Weerdt et al., 2024). 

There are several different models of team teaching, though the different ways of 

categorizing the strategies largely agree with each other (Baeten & Simmons, 2014; Cook & 

Friend, 1995). Baeten and Simmons (2014) outline five different models of team teaching, 

involving varying levels of collaboration: 

1. Observation: Characterized by one teacher leading instruction and one teacher 

passively observing. 

2. Coaching: One teacher leads instruction while the other observes, supports, and 

assists when necessary. The observing teacher also gives feedback to the lead 

teacher. 

3. Assistant: One teacher leads instruction and the other supports and assists as 

necessary. The assisting teacher also circulates through the classroom, providing 

feedback and help for students. 

4. Equal Status: Split into three different subcategories. Instructors have equal 

responsibility for planning and delivering instruction, though they do not do so at 

the same time.  

a. Sequential: Each teacher takes the lead at different points during the 
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lesson 

b. Parallel: Students are divided into groups and each teacher covers the 

same content with their group concurrently 

c. Station-based: Students are divided into groups and rotate to different 

teachers who cover different content.  

5. Teaming: Both teachers are leading instruction and planning of the class. This 

model is characterized by interaction and dialogue between instructors and is 

considered one of the more difficult models to implement due to the familiarity 

and respect teachers need to have for each other to use this model effectively. 

Baeten and Simmons (2014) suggest that, in practice, these models are not fixed or static. Team 

teachers can transition between different models over the course of a semester, week, or a class 

period. What each team teaching dyad is comfortable with is dependent on experience level, 

familiarity with one another, familiarity with students, and personal preference, among other 

factors.  

Figure 1: Different Team Teaching Models (Baeten & Simmons, 2014). 
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DeCuyper et al. (2025) found that the use of observation, coaching, parallel, and station 

teaching models as defined in Baeten and Simmons (2014) were all associated with higher levels 

of team teacher self-efficacy in varying areas, including overall self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), 

instructional strategies, and classroom management. When the researchers controlled for types of 

team teaching, there were no significant relationships between the dimensions of teachers’ self-

efficacy and specific team teaching models (DeCuyper et al., 2025). This outcome suggests the 

unique interpersonal dynamics and relationships between team teachers may have more of an 

impact on the self-efficacy of teachers than the specific model of team teaching, though certain 

models may lend themselves to positive relationships more than others. 

Due to the importance of interpersonal relationships between team teachers, scholars 

have also looked at how administrators can best support co-teachers (McTigue et al., 2023). 

While some administrators might look to co-teaching as a magic pill, McTigue et al. (2023) 

found that administrators who were cautiously optimistic about co-teaching as a pedagogical tool 

were more likely to offer thoughtful support than administrators who were uncritical adopters of 

the strategy. McTigue et al. (2023) include recommendations based on self-determination theory 

(Deci & Ryan, 2011) for administrators seeking to create an environment supportive of co-

teachers. Recommended strategies include examples listed in the table below.  

Figure 2: Form of Teacher Support Organized by Dimensions of SDT (McTigue et al., 2023). 
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While external support can aid co-teachers in the classroom, Pratt (2014) contends this 

external support is not necessarily predictive of success and that co-teachers must learn from and 

depend upon each other’s strengths and differences. This distinction adds nuance to the view that 

team teachers should have aligned philosophies (Brenan & Witte, 2003; De Weerdt et al., 2024; 

Nápoles et al., 2024). While having similar perspectives can simplify decision-making processes 

and make it easier for co-teachers to relate to one another, effective co-teaching pairs find ways 

to use personal differences to strengthen their practice and relationship (Pratt, 2014). 

Team teaching can be an effective professional development strategy for educators, 

particularly when participants engage in reflective practice (Smith et al., 2020). While “official” 

professional development may be limited to a lab setting or a documented interaction such as 

reciprocal peer coaching (West et al., 2021; Zwart et al., 2007), team teaching may be 

particularly effective for music educators looking for an informal mode of professional 

development (Conway, 2007). 

Team Teaching in Secondary Music Education 

Though the practice of having multiple teachers for large ensembles is relatively 

common, there are only two empirical research studies on the topic (Nápoles et al., 2024; R. 

Shaw, 2022). Both studies found themes of hierarchical structures, the importance of positive 

interpersonal relationships between team teachers, and the mentor/mentee dynamic (Nápoles et 

al., 2024; R. Shaw, 2022). R. Shaw (2022) described the difficulties of shared control and a lack 

of clarity in expectations. He also examined professional networks of co-teachers as part of his 

study. 

Nápoles et al. (2024) conducted their phenomenological study of the experiences of 
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associate choir directors in Texas. The setting of this study may have led to the observation of 

more severe hierarchical structures than are present in other parts of the country. Texas is known 

for its ultra-competitive state adjudication system, which puts an intense amount of pressure on 

students and teachers to produce results, quantified by ratings at festivals, number of students 

selected for honor groups, and competitive success. While highly effective at some objectives of 

music education, there can be unintended consequences of such a regimented system (Powell, 

2021; Tucker, 2022). While the context of this study impacts the specific kinds of issues that 

associate directors deal with, many of the issues presented are faced by teachers across the 

country and can be helpful for the field's conception of co-teaching. 

Nápoles et al. (2024) found the alignment of pedagogy and philosophy between co-

teachers is important in creating a positive working environment for participants. Conversely, 

when teaching pairs had differing priorities or philosophies, their disagreements led to tension 

within the pair, or the more experienced teacher took action that reinforced hierarchical 

structures. The collaborative dynamic is important for associate directors feeling respected, 

valued, and autonomous (Nápoles et al., 2024). The participants of R. Shaw’s (2022) study 

utilized a “close planning” approach for instruction, which contributed both to their informal 

professional development and ensured at least a functional alignment across philosophies.  

Co-teachers may feel more comfortable falling into established hierarchical roles, such as 

a head director and assistant director, due to an imbalance in experience or other factors (R. 

Shaw, 2022). It is common for team teachers to divide duties based on experience level, 

administrative aptitude, and the head director’s preferences. Nápoles et al. (2024) found a trend 

of the head director delegating and the associate director following instructions. Additionally, 

associate directors were less likely to work with auditioned groups and less likely to oversee 
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administrative tasks than their head director colleagues. In R. Shaw’s (2022) case, the 

inexperienced teacher had responsibilities at the middle school for part of the year, and her 

responsibilities grew throughout her first year as the head director became more comfortable 

with her leading classes. 

Even for co-teachers with positive relationships, less experienced co-teachers may have 

reservations about appearing vulnerable or inexperienced in front of students or coworkers. 

Regardless of whether the division of labor and responsibility is equal or not, there is often an 

implicit hierarchy between co-teachers based on experience or role in the program (Nápoles et 

al., 2024; R. Shaw, 2022). How this hierarchy is expressed can be varied and fluid, both in the 

degree to which power is unequally distributed and the nature in which power is articulated. This 

hierarchy can make some topics of discussion taboo, such as an inexperienced teacher giving 

advice or feedback to a senior teacher (R. Shaw, 2022). Additionally, some administrative or 

instructional tasks may be designated for the “head director,” at the expense of the younger 

teacher gaining valuable experience in areas such as budgeting, parent relations, working with 

auditioned ensembles, or assessment (Nápoles et al., 2024; R. Shaw, 2022). 

 A particularly common relationship model for co-teachers is the mentor/mentee. This 

may be due to the familiar nature of this relationship structure or a difference in experience 

between co-teachers (R. Shaw, 2022). Associate directors often view working with another 

colleague as an opportunity to learn from a more experienced educator and to improve as a 

practitioner (Nápoles et al., 2024). While they look to the head director as a mentor, they also 

desire to be viewed as an equal part of the team. The establishment of mutual trust and respect 

between the head director and other staff members helped facilitate associate choir directors’ 

willingness to receive feedback, as did the alignment of philosophy about the direction and 



 

 

17 

 

climate of the program (Nápoles et al., 2024). Due to the possibilities for mentorship, R. Shaw 

(2022) recommended co-teaching as an ideal strategy for inducting new teachers into the 

profession, particularly surrounding the micropolitics of working in a school. 

Regarding future research agendas, Nápoles et al. (2024) recommended focusing on the 

experience of head directors, instrumental teachers, and more complicated teaching teams, such 

as those with three or more educators or student teachers. R. Shaw (2022) recommended future 

studies on co-teaching to investigate issues of intersectionality, the power dynamics at play in 

co-teaching relationships, and sustained qualitative inquiries into the experiences of co-teachers. 

Bingham’s (2025) literature review on collaborative teaching in music education 

specifically looked at team teaching relationships through the lens of Nodding’s (1984, 2005, 

2013) care theory. This perspective reminds us that though the interpersonal relationships 

between teachers are important, a positive relationship does not guarantee quality instruction 

(Bingham, 2025). Bingham (2025) also recommended collaborative teachers explore and 

experiment with different models of co-teaching, particularly if there are external obstacles such 

as funding limitations or scheduling concerns. 

Co-teaching is a potentially effective method of induction and a source of mentorship 

(Nápoles, 2024; R. Shaw, 2022) for early career teachers and an effective method of structuring 

preservice music teaching experiences. Kim’s (2019) literature review on the implementation of 

co-teaching for music student teachers recognizes this structure limits the problematic 

master/apprentice hierarchy by allowing student teachers more agency. Additionally, by 

engaging with student teachers in the planning and instruction process, cooperating teachers can 

simultaneously model and provide feedback in these areas (Kim, 2019). Music teacher educators 

have implemented co-teaching in pre-service music teaching experiences even before student 
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teaching. Kerin and Murphy (2015) observed greater professional agency in first-year 

undergraduate preservice teachers when they had co-teaching experiences with a general 

education teacher. This situation allowed preservice teachers to act as musical experts though 

they were pedagogical novices, functioning as teacher and learner simultaneously (Kerin & 

Murphy, 2015). 

In addition to the research literature, educators have published many practitioner articles 

on the topic of team teaching. Articles dating back to the 1960s address team teaching in the 

original sense in the music classroom (Buechner, 1963; Purrington, 1967). The perspectives of 

Brenan and Witte (2003) will be more recognizable to the modern music educator and 

researcher, as they describe two instrumental music teachers collaborating closely in all aspects 

of the job. Brenan and Witte (2003) argue that by drawing on each teacher’s strengths, 

personalized instruction can enhance student achievement, and successful co-teachers must have 

an equal say in the curriculum, administration, and discipline of the program. To sustain such 

collaboration, effective and clear communication between team members is essential (Brenan & 

Witte, 2003). Additionally, Brenan and Witte (2003) posit that it may be desirable for teachers of 

different instrumental backgrounds to be paired together, provided they share other personality 

traits such as work ethic, sense of humor, or other outside interests. In short, the success of a 

team teaching pair is as dependent on the relationship between the individuals as it is on their 

abilities as musicians or instructors. 

Self-Determination Theory 

Self-determination theory (SDT) is a psychological macro-theory of human motivation 

and personality situated within social contexts (Deci & Ryan, 2011). While SDT is empirically 

rooted in social psychology, it has philosophical and theoretical roots in other traditions that 
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focus on the “importance of human experience and meaning in the determination of action, and 

the biologically inherent tendencies toward integrated functioning” (Deci & Ryan, 2011, pp. 

428-429). SDT has many applications to social issues, including the development of beneficial 

extrinsic motivational tools and as a theoretical framework for why controlling interpersonal 

relations undermine intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2011). 

While perhaps best known for its differentiation between autonomous and controlled 

motivation, this study relies on one of SDT’s mini-theories, the Basic Psychological Needs 

Theory (BPNT, Deci & Ryan, 2011). BPNT holds there are at least three universal psychological 

needs humans have across different settings and contexts: competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2011). In this framing, people need to feel they are competent at a 

given task or role, have a level of choice and freedom within the role they take on, and feel 

socially supported by others in the group to function and develop at their optimal level (Deci & 

Ryan, 2011).  

Under BPNT, competence, autonomy, and relatedness are classified as needs rather than 

simply desires because the empiric literature have shown that the satisfaction of these three needs 

is associated with people’s psychological growth and health (Baard et al., 2004). Satisfaction of 

each of the three basic psychological needs correlates significantly with work performance and 

psychological adjustment (Baard et al., 2004). In this same study, where women made up 

approximately one third of employees and an even lower proportion of management, women 

participants tended to perceive managers as less autonomy-supportive, had less satisfaction of 

the need for relatedness, received lower performance evaluations, and had lower levels of well-

being (Baard et al., 2004) This suggests that in future research, special attention needs to be paid 

to well-being of and support for women and gender non-confirming employees, particularly in 
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environments that tend to be male-dominated, such as secondary instrumental music education 

(Elpus, 2016; Shouldice & Eastridge, 2020). 

Gagné and Deci (2005) used SDT as a theory of work motivation, looking particularly at 

the distinction between autonomous and controlled motivation, rather than the simplistic 

categories of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Both intrinsic and integrated forms of extrinsic 

motivation can be categorized as autonomous motivation, while totally extrinsic motivation or 

introjected regulation, where a person has not fully accepted a regulation, would qualify as 

controlled motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005). SDT predicts when people’s psychological needs 

of relatedness and competence are satisfied, they will internalize the value and regulation of a 

behavior. However, the degree of internalization is dependent on the fulfillment of one’s need for 

autonomy (Gagné & Deci, 2005). SDT claims that work climates that promote the satisfaction of 

autonomy, relatedness, and competency will yield (1). Persistence and maintained behavior 

change (2). Effective performance (3). Job satisfaction (4). Positive work-related attitudes (5). 

Organizational citizenship behaviors, and (6). Psychological adjustment and well-being (Gagné 

& Deci, 2005). 

SDT in Music Education 

Due to its association with motivation, music education researchers have used SDT to 

examine student motivation in music education settings. Evans (2015) provides a conceptual 

overview of SDT, including examples of psychological needs supporting and thwarting 

behaviors music educators can adopt or avoid. Importantly, SDT is not a how-to guide for 

motivating students to take specific actions, but rather a lens through which to think about 

creating social environments where students are more likely to have their basic psychological 

needs met and integrate music learning into their sense of self (Evans, 2015). Others have looked 
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at motivating students in a distance learning environment (Shaheen, 2022), the motivations of 

musicians (MacIntyre et al., 2018), higher education student experiences of individual practice 

(Bonneville-Roussy & Evans, 2024; Valenzuela et al., 2018), and the general music classroom 

(Sanguinetti, 2024) through the lens of SDT. The applications of SDT in the music classroom are 

broad and varied, though there are many areas yet to be examined by research. One understudied 

area is music teachers’ well-being and the satisfaction of their basic psychological needs through 

the lens of SDT. 

Drawing on SDT, Kang and Yoo (2019) investigated whether music teachers’ 

psychological needs and work engagement predicted their well-being. For early career (0-9 years 

of experience) and very late career (30-plus years), relatedness was the strongest predictor of 

well-being, but for teachers of 10-19 or 20-29 years experience, competence was a stronger 

predictor of well-being. Kang and Yoo (2019) did not find work engagement to be a predictor of 

well-being for music teachers, perhaps due to the qualitative differences between work as a 

music educator and other professions. The need for relatedness in early career teachers points 

toward the value of mentorship and induction, something team teaching is uniquely suited to 

provide (R. Shaw, 2022). 

West et al. (2021) used SDT as a lens for examining attrition from a promising 

professional development program. Reciprocal peer coaching is a model of professional 

development in which music teachers of similar career stage, domain of teaching, and district 

collaborate to give each other feedback and support (West et al., 2021). Participants indicated 

that they were motivated by the potential for student growth and collaboration with colleagues 

while they were demotivated by issues of scheduling, conflict with administrator priorities, and 

other factors outside of their control (West et al., 2021). In other words, their psychological 
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needs of relatedness and competency were met, but the need for autonomy was not, leading to 

demotivation and eventually attrition from the professional development program. As R. Shaw 

(2022) notes, the co-teaching may be an ideal approach for the kind of professional development 

described by West et al. (2021). The close-knit nature of team teaching would ameliorate the 

issues of scheduling meetings outside of the school day and offer the opportunity for informal 

professional development as well as more formalized coaching practices. The elementary 

teachers in this study had the most trouble with scheduling meetings due to the limitations of 

their schedule, including traveling between buildings and classrooms, only seeing students once 

a week, and having to cover other duties in the school (West et al., 2021).  

 For teachers looking to continue to improve professional practice, SDT can be a valuable 

tool in understanding the motivation to grow as an educator. Traditional professional 

development pathways, even those designed to be engaging, can be demoralizing, particularly if 

they are perceived as unrelated to one’s content area (Conway, 2007; West et al., 2021). One of 

the benefits of SDT is the flexibility it provides in analyzing motivational factors at different 

career stages (Angeline, 2014; Kang & Yoo, 2019). Late career teachers may seek out informal 

professional development opportunities because they better satisfy their needs for autonomy and 

competence when compared to formal professional development pathways intended for early 

career teachers or general education teachers (Angeline, 2014; Conway, 2007).    
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine the working relationships between instrumental 

music team teachers through the lens of self-determination theory and how their individual 

philosophies impacted their working relationships. I developed the following research questions 

to guide my research: 

1. In what ways do team teachers experience personal levels of autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness within the team teaching structure? 

2. How do team teachers describe the alignment or misalignment of personal philosophy 

and values, and how do they navigate personal differences?  

I used a multiple instrumental case study design for this study, with the bounded case of the 

secondary instrumental music team teaching dyad (Creswell & Poth, 2023; Stake, 1995). 

Case Definition 

I examined the bounded cases (Stake, 1995) of team teaching pairs in secondary-level 

instrumental music programs. These pairs work closely together in all aspects of their jobs, 

particularly in planning and instruction of instrumental music classes. While they may have 

different responsibilities designated to them by the school administration, they share 

responsibilities for most areas of the program. I examined two cases in this multiple-instrumental 

case study. 

The cases I selected were limited to the interactions between participants and individual 

actions of the participants as well as external factors that may have impacted the relationship 

between the participants. While worthy of investigation, student achievement, pedagogical 
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effectiveness, and other topics concerning in-class instruction are unrelated to the team teaching 

pair and were outside the scope of this study. Limiting the boundaries of the selected cases 

allowed me to focus on the constitutive parts of team teaching relationships in my collection and 

analysis of these data. When I perceived different avenues of investigation relevant or 

contradictory to the research questions, I considered all angles to develop a full understanding of 

the case, as dictated by the multiple instrumental case study design (Stake, 1995). 

Case Selection and Description 

In this study, I examined the relationship between co-teachers and how the basic 

psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness are addressed within co-teaching 

pairs. I used purposeful sampling to select two bounded cases (Creswell & Poth, 2023; Stake, 

1995) that matched the definition of the bounded case: secondary instrumental music teachers 

who share responsibilities for a program and work closely together in most aspects of planning, 

instruction, and administration. Based on prior interactions and informal observations of each 

pair, I believed that both teaching pairs had positive working relationships. I selected these 

specific pairs to gain an understanding of how functional teaching pairs work together to create a 

positive work environment for each other. 

Case One 

The first pair, Thomas and Sarah (both pseudonyms), worked in a suburban district in the 

Midwest. This year was their first working together, and both were in new teaching positions this 

year. Both Sarah and Thomas’ primary instrument is the clarinet, and they both have primarily 

classical backgrounds. Thomas is a white man in his twenties. He recently became a father and 

cites the psychologist David Yeager and music pedagogue Shinichi Suzuki as his greatest 
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teaching influences. Sarah, in her twenties, is an Asian American woman who loves listening to 

country music, and discussing drum corps. Before this year, Thomas worked at a Title I charter 

school in an urban location. At his former school, music program enrollment doubled under his 

leadership, he established an extra-curricular jazz program, and he organized free private lessons 

for his students. Thomas was nominated for his district’s educator of the year award three times 

in his first four years of teaching and has participated in prestigious conducting workshops 

around the country. During marching band camp this past summer, Thomas met with every 

student individually throughout the week while delegating the teaching and rehearsal of 

marching fundamentals to Sarah, an important task for a competitive marching band. Sarah spent 

the first three years of her career as a co-director of bands at a rural public high school. At her 

previous job, she co-taught grades 5-12 with two other teachers, including a competitive 

marching band, beginning band, and several concert bands. During her time at her previous job, 

she and her colleagues took their groups on a trip to Los Angeles to participate in workshops and 

perform at several prestigious venues. She is on the board of the state Bandmaster’s Association 

and sponsors the Tri-M Honors Society club at her current school. Under Thomas and Sarah’s 

leadership, their program has placed near the top of several marching band competitions, while 

also raising the level of performance for the concert and jazz bands. Thomas and Sarah both play 

the clarinet and have their backgrounds in classical music. Importantly, they both attended the 

high school where they currently work, with Thomas graduating a year ahead of Sarah. 

Case Two 

The second pair, Simon and Josh (both pseudonyms), work at a middle school in a suburb 

of an eastern city. Simon is a white man in his twenties and in his fifth year at the middle 

school—his first job out of college. Simon is an accomplished performer and conductor, having 
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attended prestigious conducting clinics and holding degrees in music performance and music 

education. His ensembles regularly earn superior ratings at regional festivals and perform 

throughout the community. Simon is always impeccably dressed, sporting white Italian leather 

sneakers and a fitted button-up shirt. Josh is a white man in his fifties. He is later in his career 

than Simon, but this was his second year working with Simon at the district’s middle school. He 

also served as the Performing Arts Curriculum Coordinator for the district and previously served 

as the band director for the district’s high school. Josh has a doctorate in music education, 

previously served on faculty at a small private university, presented at state music education 

association and the Jazz Education Network conferences, received awards from the National 

Band Association, and has performed alongside the likes of Chuck Mangione, Bobby Shew, and 

Jaime Aebersold. In previous positions, his jazz and marching ensembles have placed highly at 

national and regional competitions. Simon was a brass player and has a background primarily in 

classical music, while Josh was a saxophone player with experience in jazz and classical music. 

Simon and Josh both attended the same university; Simon for his bachelor’s degree and Josh for 

his doctorate. Josh selected Simon as a candidate for his current position because of connections 

through their shared institution. 

My Relationships with the Participants 

 

I had a pre-existing personal relationship with three of the four participants in this study. 

Simon, Thomas, and I attended the same undergraduate institution and were in the same cohort, 

taking formative courses together such as instrumental methods, instrumental conducting, and 

large ensembles. We continued to stay in touch as friends and professional colleagues after 

graduation. The summer before I conducted this study, I was on staff for Thomas and Sarah’s 



 

 

27 

 

marching band, where I observed the two teach together during band camp and gave feedback 

throughout the season. My pre-existing relationships with the participants was beneficial during 

data collection and analysis due to the established level of trust and respect between participants 

and myself. My relationships with the participants may have also led to bias, blind spots in my 

analysis of the data, and preferential treatment for Simon and Thomas in particular. 

Timeline and Process 

I conducted preliminary research, including the literature review and development of 

interview questions in the fall of 2025. I submitted to the University of Maryland Institutional 

Review Board for approval in November of 2025 and they granted approval in December of 

2025. I contacted participants in December of 2025 to schedule interview times during January 

or February of 2026. I conducted interviews with each group and participant in January and 

February, and I analyzed the data in February and March. The write-up of the final project took 

place in February and March, with submission to the thesis committee by the end of March 2026. 

Data Collection 

Each participant took part in two recorded, semi-structured interviews, each lasting up to 

an hour. All interviews were conducted within three weeks of each other. I conducted the first 

interview as a group interview with each pair, and the second as an individual interview with 

each participant (see Appendix B). I chose this interview structure to minimize the risk of harm 

to participants. By having individual interviews after group interviews, any potentially sensitive 

topics that came up in the group interview could be addressed in the individual interview, 

avoiding the difficult situation of discussing sensitive topics in front of a close colleague. 

Additionally, the group interview helped me develop rapport and familiarity with participants 
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prior to the individual interview, when I asked participants deeper questions about the nature of 

their work environment and working relationships. 

I developed interview questions for both the group and individual interviews to 

correspond with the two research questions guiding the study. I addressed both research 

questions in the group and individual interviews, and questions relating to each research question 

are dispersed throughout the order of the interview questions. Experts in the field, including 

members of the thesis committee and doctoral students in music education reviewed the 

interview protocols to ensure relevance to the topic and research questions prior to the first 

interview. 

In addition to interview data, I collected artifacts relating to participants’ shared 

responsibilities for their program. Specifically, I asked participants for their daily schedule, 

shared lesson planning documents, shared administrative documents such as calendars or 

budgets, or any other artifacts participants deemed relevant to the study. I factored evidence from 

these artifacts into the overall analysis and presentation of the case and in the triangulation and 

verification of interview data. 

Data Analysis 

Following each interview, I entered the audio recording into Microsoft Word for 

transcription and reviewed the generated transcript alongside the audio recording to ensure 

accuracy. Once I completed each transcription, I analyzed the data via a two-cycle coding 

process. I used inductive concept coding for the first cycle (Miles et al., 2020), and I used an a 

priori coding scheme (Miles et al., 2020) informed by self-determination theory, including 

competency, relatedness, and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2011) for the second cycle. Through the 
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analysis process, I identified themes within each case before looking for themes across cases 

through the multiple exemplars strategy (Denzin, 2001; Miles et al., 2020).  

Throughout my analysis and writing process, I used multiple data validation strategies, 

including triangulation and member checking (Denzin, 1978; Motulsky, 2021). I analyzed 

artifacts, including teaching schedules and planning documents to augment interview data, and I 

compared data from each interview to other interviews from each case. Each participant had the 

opportunity to go through a member checking process regarding any direct quotes in the final 

manuscript, and could offer clarification or corrections, though no participants did so. 
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Chapter 4: First Case Results 

The purpose of this study was to examine the working relationships between instrumental 

music team teachers through the lens of self-determination theory. In chapters four and five, I 

present findings from each case, organized by research question. Chapter four focuses on Sarah 

and Thomas, while chapter five focuses on Josh and Simon. In chapter six, I place the two cases 

in relation to one another and draw insights from the relevant literature. 

Self-Determination Theory and Team Teaching 

My first research question explores how team teachers’ basic psychological needs are met 

in the workplace using the framework of self-determination theory (SDT).  

Research Question 1: In what ways do team teachers experience personal levels of 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness within the team teaching structure? 

Though the basic psychological needs outlined in SDT (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) 

are interrelated, I have chosen to address each psychological need separately for analytical 

clarity. 

Autonomy 

The autonomy that Thomas and Sarah experienced in the workplace facilitated their 

shared responsibility for the band program, with each taking a leadership role in different aspects 

of the program. As the head director, Thomas was the primary instructor for the top concert band 

(the “Wind Ensemble”), jazz band and music theory courses. Sarah, as the assistant director, was 

the primary instructor for the second concert band, (the “Symphonic Band”), and assisted with 

the 6th and 8th grade bands at the nearby middle school. Thomas and Sarah co-directed the 
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marching band. While both Thomas and Sarah had input and shared responsibility for the 

program, this arrangement allowed them to focus more of their attention on certain aspects of 

their jobs. Sarah described a benefit of this delegation of responsibilities:  

Thomas and I try to collaborate as much as possible, but I don’t always have to know 

what he’s doing for rehearsal for Wind Ensemble, unless he’s expecting me to help run a 

sectional or something. And I don’t have to do everything with him all the time. 

(Individual Interview) 

Even though Thomas and Sarah had been designated by school administration as the 

primary instructors of separate ensembles, they chose to conduct pieces with both ensembles at 

different times and share podium time with each other. This delegation of duties runs counter to 

the leadership structures of some programs, where the head director is solely responsible for 

auditioned groups, while associate directors are responsible for non-auditioned groups (Nápoles 

et al., 2024). The structure Thomas and Sarah operated within not only reduced the head 

director’s workload but also required that the assistant director take on a more active, and 

potentially more fulfilling, role than they would have in a more hierarchical structure. 

The splitting of responsibilities also extended to administrative issues. Sarah and Thomas 

delegated these responsibilities based on their personal skills and preferences. Sarah mentioned, 

“Thomas took charge a lot on finances. That’s something that I did a lot [in a previous job] and 

no longer want to be in charge of. So it’s kind of nice not having that on my plate” (Group 

Interview). Thomas viewed budgetary issues as one of his skills, while he recognized that “Sarah 

[could] organize forms and whip up forms like no one’s business” (Group Interview). While 

Thomas took on a large share of the administrative duties due to the amount of planning time in 
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his schedule compared to Sarah’s, they both had input on which administrative duties they would 

take on, rather than Thomas picking and choosing which tasks to delegate to Sarah.  

Many of Sarah and Thomas’ job requirements, such as which ensembles they directed, 

Sarah’s responsibilities at the middle school, and Thomas’ responsibilities with Music Theory 

and jazz band, were predetermined by district administration. However, the way they shared 

responsibilities within these duties and worked together to productively approach administrative 

tasks is an example of them acting with volition within their job requirements, fulfilling their 

sense of autonomy. The work of Gagné and Deci (2005) predicts that the satisfaction of the three 

basic psychological needs will lead to enhanced intrinsic motivation and the internalization of 

extrinsic motivation that will lead to improved performance outcomes. 

Thomas and Sarah’s team teaching situation was not without challenges to autonomy. For 

instance, Sarah’s schedule included less planning time than Thomas’, which she said limited her 

“time to sit and discuss plans with Thomas and… the middle school director” (Individual 

Interview). Both Thomas and Sarah’s daily schedule was pre-determined by the school 

administrators, and were based on the schedules of the previous band directors. Sarah’s lack of 

planning time resulted in her not having the chance to adequately plan for sectional rehearsals, 

something she would have felt more confident about if she had a chance to prepare. Even though 

Sarah and Thomas reviewed their plans regularly, the structural barrier of not having shared 

planning time during the school day delayed communication and limited Sarah’s ability to 

control her level of preparation for a given lesson. While Thomas and Sarah both indicated 

feelings of autonomy in their positions as music educators broadly, the limitations placed on 

them by their daily schedule constrained Sarah’s personal sense of autonomy and negatively 

impacted her ability to prepare to her preferred level. 
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Sarah and Thomas’ feelings of autonomy were enhanced by their ability to split 

responsibilities between themselves and hindered by limitations in planning time. They split both 

administrative and instructional duties within their pre-determined job descriptions, but did not 

have full control of their schedule, especially since this was their first year teaching together and 

they had not had the chance to adjust their schedule based on their preferences. 

Competence 

In relation to team teaching, Thomas and Sarah experienced feelings of competence by 

accomplishing shared goals. Like many music educators, Thomas and Sarah defined their shared 

goals in terms of the achievement level of their program and students, rather than their individual 

abilities as teachers. Conversely, the challenges to competence that Sarah and Thomas 

experienced were more related to their ability to teach or lead an ensemble, resulting in an 

internalization of failure and an externalization of success. 

Thomas felt that the musical achievement level of the program had an impact on his 

sense of job satisfaction, especially compared to previous positions: “I think the level of 

achievement is higher at this job, which I suppose makes it more satisfying for me as a musician, 

right? We get to perform higher quality rep, and we get to do it at a higher level” (Group 

Interview). Though the difficulty repertoire does not necessarily correlate with its quality, for 

Thomas, working on challenging repertoire was more inherently interesting as an educator and 

musician than the repertoire he felt he could program at his previous position due to the 

limitations of rehearsal time and resources his disposal. 

The marching band’s development was a source of pride, as Sarah said: 

Through the end of marching season, it was nice to know that we were progressing every 

single time we had a football game or a competition. It was also nice to kind of reflect on, 
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oh, doing this extra rehearsal or having this extra sectional really paid off, and here’s 

why. (Group Interview) 

Thomas and Sarah valued both the final product and the process it took to get there, a trend 

present in their goals relating to concert ensembles as well as the marching band. 

Thomas described a shared goal they had for the Wind Ensemble in preparation for the 

winter concert, when they prepared and performed Joseph Schwantner’s ... and the mountains 

rising nowhere.  

We looked at old programs, and we were both like, we don’t want to just play Jingle 

Bells and Sleigh Ride. We want to play hard music. And so we really pushed the 

students, and they survived. And I think we’re going to be better for pushing them here in 

the spring semester. (Group Interview) 

Later, Thomas continued on the topic of selecting challenging repertoire for the concert 

ensembles (see Appendix C):  

I kind of have the belief that maybe it shouldn’t be 100%. You know, I told you we did 

the Schwantner. There’s just no band except for the Marine Band, maybe, that’s going to 

play that 100%. So that was a huge, not even a musical challenge, just a mental challenge 

for [the students] because they had to accept the fact that they’re going to walk on stage 

and fail on a majority of the music. But there was an expression, an aesthetic that they 

could still achieve at 100% if they were mentally engaged in it. (Group Interview) 

For Thomas, both producing the musical aesthetic of the Schwantner and the student’s ability to 

grapple with the mental challenge of pushing their musical skills were indicative of success, 

rather than the accuracy of every individual pitch and rhythm. Sarah framed the success of the 

winter concert in a more blunt, but humorous fashion: “just being able to say that we played 
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through our winter concert and nobody died is also at the top of my list [of accomplishments]” 

(Group Interview). 

 In addition to performance-related goals, Thomas and Sarah both valued the progress 

they had made regarding the culture of the band program. Sarah, in particular, experienced 

success in this area with the Symphonic Band:  

I like the foundation that I’ve built for Symphonic Band. It was one of those things that it 

had the reputation of it’s the lower band, or the kids that aren’t as good, and I feel that I 

have encouraged them to not think that way… and that’s one of the things that I’m proud 

about. (Individual Interview) 

Notably, as Sarah was the primary instructor for the Symphonic Band, she experienced 

competence in an area where she had more autonomy than the Wind Ensemble or marching 

band. It is possible that achieving a similar culture-based goal with the Wind Ensemble, while 

still gratifying, may not have risen to the same level of significance in her mind. 

Thomas and Sarah also described challenges they felt affected their feelings of 

competence, especially their early-career status, with Thomas in his fifth year and Sarah in her 

fourth year at the time of this study. This self-perceived lack of experience posed a challenge to 

their feelings of competence as professionals. Thomas struggled with navigating issues of 

mentorship as a young teacher: 

I’ve never had, since beginning my professional teaching, a mentor, really, in music 

education. My first job, I was one of three music teachers in the district. And so my 

mentor was the PE teacher, another elective teacher. And I was the only band director in 

that district, right? … So I feel like because we’re both young directors, it also puts me in 

a situation of having to try to be that person for maybe Sarah, or for the staff, and 
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definitely for the students, even though I haven’t, at least in my professional career… 

I’ve not had that type of person for myself, which is just another piece of the puzzle. 

(Individual Interview) 

Navigating issues of leadership and hierarchy as a young professional in a high-demand job 

amplified the pressure Thomas felt in his position, particularly as he lacked a personal reference 

point for what mentorship looked like. 

There were several instances during our interviews where Thomas outlined the pressure 

he felt as the head director of the program:  

I want the achievement to be higher. And so I guess the frustration of that is that I’m the 

director technically, like on paper, right? And so I am of the belief that, like it all comes 

back to me, right? So, if I’m not seeing the things I want to be seeing, then maybe I'm not 

implementing the change that I think I am, or maybe I’m not providing the students or the 

staff with the knowledge or skills that they need to reach my aspirations. (Individual 

Interview) 

Though the belief of “it all comes back to me” can be admirable in some instances, the reality is 

one person—even the director—cannot be solely responsible for the success of a program. In 

practice, Thomas and Sarah were collectively responsible, though only Thomas indicated feeling 

this amount of pressure.  

Thomas attributed at least part of the pressure he felt to “imposter syndrome” and he 

acknowledged, “maybe we both struggle with that” (Individual Interview). Imposter 

phenomenon is prevalent among music student-teachers (Sorenson, 2024) and undergraduate 

music education students (Nápoles et al., 2023), it is likely that this is a common experience for 

early career music teachers. Indications of doubt regarding their personal competence as teachers 
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were evident in side comments as well as explicit comments on imposter phenomenon. Sarah 

revealed she thought, “I’m sure anybody would be great at this [job]” (Individual Interview), 

potentially indicating she was not yet experiencing feelings of mastery in her job, which can 

undermine intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Similarly, Thomas made a few self-

deprecating remarks, including, “there’s got to be hundreds of things” he struggled with that 

Sarah excelled at.  

 Thomas and Sarah were not immune to feelings of imposter phenomenon or inadequacy, 

which challenged their feelings of competence. However, the team teaching structure may have 

allowed them to capitalize on each of their strengths in ways solo teachers cannot, enhancing 

their feelings of competence in the workplace. For example, both Thomas and Sarah described 

instances where they learned from each other and used each other’s strengths to make up for 

areas they felt weaker in.  Finally, working in a team teaching setting allowed Thomas and Sarah 

to work together towards shared goals regarding culture and musicality more effectively than if 

just one instructor were responsible for these goals. This impacted their feelings of competence 

as it facilitated the achievement of these goals with greater ease than if they were not in a team 

teaching setting. 

Relatedness 

Sarah and Thomas’ perceived lack of experience helped them relate to one another, partly 

because of the challenges they faced as early career teachers. When addressing how they 

navigated the difficulties of learning how to best rehearse a marching band, Thomas said, “the 

fact that we’re both young teachers… it’s not embarrassing at all” (Group Interview). He 

believed this openness comes from “starting mostly on the same plane in our conversations… 

We have similar points of reference” (Group Interview). As stated previously, Thomas had 
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limited mentorship from music educators in his previous position, while Sarah worked with two 

other teachers in a previous position, both of whom had worked in the same school district for 

many years. For both Thomas and Sarah, working closely with a peer was a welcome change of 

pace compared to previous positions.  

Thomas and Sarah’s “long-standing musical relationship,” having gone to high school 

together at the same school where they currently work, facilitated their trust in each other. 

Thomas described the nature of their relationship from back in high school:  

We were always in Wind Ensemble together… solo and ensemble, clarinet quartet for 

three years straight, state performances, honor bands, all sorts of things. We were just 

always in that little niche group of band kids. So yeah, it's just really cool to continue our 

longstanding musical relationship as directors now. (Group Interview) 

For Sarah, her pre-established relationship with Thomas helped ease some of her concerns 

surrounding potentially having a contentious relationship with a co-teacher: 

I don’t like conflict. That’s something that I try to avoid a lot of the time. Being here and 

having a set foundation with Thomas, especially, I didn’t come into this job working with 

a stranger. I knew a little bit about him already. That definitely helps where I feel 

comfortable, where I could have a conversation where he wouldn’t just come up to me 

and be like, ‘Your idea is stupid, next.’ I don't feel that way. And I feel comfortable being 

like, ‘Hey, this is a problem. Here’s what we should do.’ And most of the time, he’ll 

agree, and he’ll say, ‘Yes, I see this problem.’ And if he doesn’t agree with it, he’s like, 

‘That’s a good start. Why don’t we try this?’ And we’ll just bounce different ideas back 

and forth with each other. (Group Interview) 
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Sarah’s established rapport with Thomas facilitated her improved confidence in suggesting 

adjustments.  

 Thomas was intentional about structuring conversations between himself and Sarah to 

facilitate productive communication. He thought of these situations in terms of whether Sarah 

was looking to vent or looking for solutions. While this strategy may seem simplistic, Sarah 

viewed this approach as a way that Thomas effectively facilitated self-reflection about her 

teaching: 

A lot of the time, after classes, I do a lot of self-reflection… Because I’ll usually come 

into the office either thrilled because rehearsal went the way that I wanted it to go, or bad 

because somebody wouldn’t stop talking, or they couldn’t play a line. And so [Thomas] 

would always ask questions like, ‘Did rehearsal go this way because of X, Y, and Z?’ 

And it would cause me to think about how much I really paid attention to the little details 

that made me get emotional about something. (Group Interview) 

Regarding the balance of venting and solutions in their post-rehearsal conversations, Sarah 

continued, “Most of the time it’s both… rant first and then we’ll be like, okay, so this didn’t go 

this way because this happened. How do we solve this for next time?” (Group Interview). By 

explicitly addressing whether either one of them needed to vent their frustrations or were looking 

for pathways toward a solution, Thomas and Sarah avoided the miscommunication that could 

result in tension between them. 

 More concretely, Sarah and Thomas viewed teaching in their hometown as a source of 

relatedness. For Thomas, working in his hometown was an important source of job satisfaction: 

“This is the community I grew up in. So, I really know how it operates. It feels like home. This is 

the way I was basically taught, right?” (Group Interview). Issues of family and community were 
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important for Sarah: “Just growing up here, it’s nice to know that I have this community that 

supports me, not only just like the people here that already know me, but my family’s here” 

(Group Interview). While one’s hometown is not specifically related to team teaching, there may 

be benefits to both teachers having similar levels of connection to the setting in which they teach, 

rather than a large imbalance, which could be a source of misunderstanding or frustration, 

depending on the strength of the relationship and philosophies of each educator. Having attended 

the same high school also impacted Thomas and Sarah’s philosophies of music education, as 

one’s high school music experience is a formative experience. 

 Finally, Sarah believed the reason she and Thomas work well together is that “we trust 

each other, and because we always make sure that we communicate with each other before we do 

anything” (Individual Interview). The threads of trust and communication were evident to me in 

nearly every instance regarding curricular or philosophical issues in their band program. The 

trust Thomas and Sarah have in each other is fundamental to their feelings of relatedness in their 

positions and ultimately, their success as music educators. As Sarah and Thomas continue to 

grow as teachers, their trust in each other and ability to support each other in informal 

professional development may be a unique strength made possible by the team teaching 

structure. 

Values and Working Relationships 

My second research question explores topics of educational philosophy, approaches to 

music teaching and learning, and the navigation of personal differences among co-teachers.  

Research Question 2: How do team teachers describe the alignment or misalignment of 

personal philosophy and values, and how do they navigate personal differences?  
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For Sarah and Thomas, I identified two themes relating to research question 2: Shared goals 

with different pathways, and communication as a guiding principle. 

Shared Goals, Different Pathways 

Thomas and Sarah repeatedly emphasized the importance of their shared goals regarding 

how they work together. While they shared overarching goals, Sarah and Thomas had different 

approaches and experiences of achieving them. This structure allowed for individuality in style 

while maintaining a unified front on the priorities of the program. 

Thomas and Sarah emphasized the importance of developing student leadership and 

agency for their long-term goal of having a student-driven culture of growth. Earlier in the year, 

Sarah noticed many members of the Symphonic Band had a negative perception of their 

importance and ability in relation to the Wind Ensemble. In response, Sarah outlined a personal 

goal she had for the Symphonic Band: 

…to make sure they didn’t feel lesser compared to Wind Ensemble. And so one of the 

things that I’ve done is I’ve asked them a lot about what they want to do. Do you want to 

participate in this festival? Do you want to go to this clinic? And having a lot of student 

involvement in their choices. (Individual Interview) 

Thomas’ goals were more related to the development of student leadership skills for the 

marching band. On the topic of student leadership, he said: 

I need to make the time where especially my upperclassmen, juniors this year, seniors 

next year, future drum majors, can sit down, and we can talk about goal setting, which 

we’re starting to do… It’s going to be some of that culture building, goal setting. So that 

we can, you know, make them have some ownership of their learning. (Individual 

Interview) 
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While both Thomas and Sarah had goals related to student agency, the way they framed these 

goals differed: Sarah’s were specific to Symphonic Band, and Thomas’s related to the marching 

band, thus allowing them to pursue the same goal in different ensembles and individualize a 

shared goal.  

Thomas and Sarah recognized their different perspectives aided them in achieving their 

shared goals, particularly around how they think about teaching and learning music. When 

discussing their differing perspectives, Thomas said, “Sarah’s definitely like type-A. I think we 

balance each other very well, which is nice. Like if I’m some erratic artist… then Sarah is very 

well-managed and organized and can keep us moving in a positive direction” (Individual 

Interview). Later in the interview, he continued: 

Sarah has… very strong teaching fundamentals… So I think her contribution is she can 

really grind and really make sure that [our goals] are getting done. I think she can over-

grind herself, which is where my perspective is more useful too, because it’s like, okay, 

remember what our big picture is. (Individual Interview) 

Sarah noted that Thomas excels at pushing students to think about outside the box: “He is very 

good at making the students think abstractly. It’s not just about can you play these notes and 

rhythms. How would this sound if we shaped it this way? What kind of emotional impact do you 

think this piece has?” (Individual Interview). The balance of technician and artist is an apt 

metaphor for the different roles a music educator takes on during the course of a lesson, and 

having both Sarah’s technical detail and Thomas’ big picture thinking is a unique benefit of the 

team teaching structure. 

 Instead of leading to disagreements, Thomas and Sarah’s varying perspectives helped 

them find different areas for growth and alternative avenues for achieving stated goals. 
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Additionally, they both recognized their own strengths and the strengths of their co-worker, often 

defining the other’s strength as something that “balanced” their own weaknesses.   

Communication as a Guiding Principle 

 Above all else, Sarah and Thomas’ working relationship was guided by clear 

communication. While Sarah and Thomas don’t have a detailed lesson planning system, they try 

to set aside time each day, typically before school, to discuss the agenda for the day. These quick 

check-ins could result in shifts in the plan for the day, one of which Sarah described: 

This morning, before I left for the middle school, he’s like, ‘What do you need for 

Symphonic Band?’ I said, ‘We’re gonna warm up, we’re going to do this piece, we’re 

gonna do this piece.’ And then he said, ‘Okay, I have a piece I want to do with 

Symphonic Band that I haven’t passed out yet, can we flip-flop that?’ (Individual 

Interview) 

The regular informal meetings about goals for the day or week allowed them to structure their 

rehearsals and planning time in productive ways, facilitating quality teaching and learning. On 

the topic of lesson planning, Sarah said, “We always talk about what goals we have in mind for 

what we want to accomplish for the week” (Group Interview). Thomas continued, saying, 

“almost one hundred percent of the time we are talking directly to each other after school or 

before school about what we’re going to do and how we can support each other to meet the goals 

for the next class” (Group Interview). For them, working productively as a team depended on 

their goal-oriented communication, which facilitated their student’s skill development.  

Sarah and Thomas’ communication was not always formal and often relied on 

understanding the situation in the moment. Thomas described a moment during marching band 

season where “I could tell Sarah was done and needed a break, right? Or Sarah could tell I was 
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terrible at drill setting” (Group Interview). Thomas and Sarah’s ability to see when the other was 

struggling relies on small, often subverbal cues, which enhanced their ability to work together in 

different settings, even during the first weeks of co-teaching together.  

Sarah and Thomas’ goal-oriented communication relied on their openness to different 

strategies and taking one’s ego out of the conversation. As the head director, Thomas prioritized 

creating an environment where Sarah, the students, and the other staff members could freely 

share their thoughts: 

I have to value what Sarah thinks isn’t going well. And same with the students, when 

they know something is not going well, it probably is true that it’s not going well. And so 

I… make sure it’s a priority that everyone feels like they can share that and we can 

address it in some way, sometimes more successfully than others. (Group Interview) 

Sarah chimed in later, “We’re both very open-minded about change if we really need to. And we 

ultimately just want to see the program be successful, and it’s not about us” (Group Interview). 

For both Sarah and Thomas, finding strategies that helped students be successful was more 

important than proving their individual philosophies correct. 
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Chapter 5:  Second Case Results 

This chapter focuses on the case of Josh and Simon, who taught middle school band in a 

wealthy suburb of an eastern city. The first section will focus on research question one, followed 

by a section on research question two. 

Self-Determination Theory and Team Teaching 

My first research question explores how team teachers’ basic psychological needs are met 

in the workplace using the framework of self-determination theory (SDT).  

Research Question 1: In what ways do team teachers experience personal levels of 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness within the team teaching structure? 

Though the basic psychological needs outlined in SDT (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) 

are interrelated, I have chosen to address each psychological need separately for analytical 

clarity. 

Autonomy 

 The primary way Simon and Josh experienced autonomy as team teachers was their 

method of splitting responsibilities based on their complementary musical, pedagogical, and 

administrative skillsets. The most prominent challenge to autonomy for Josh and Simon was 

their idiosyncratic school day schedule that they dealt with daily. 

 Josh and Simon described two areas where they split responsibilities: administrative and 

pedagogical. In the administrative realm, Josh served as the curriculum leader for the performing 

arts across the district. Simon humorously noted that Josh’s administrative position was a 

“luxury” since it limited how much Simon needed to think about budgetary and administrative 

concerns. Simon described how this arrangement functioned regarding capital needs for the 
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program: “Right now, we’re working through budget things, but I get to just say, ‘we need this.’ 

And then I get to look for instruments and things. And then [Josh] gets to do all the paperwork” 

(Group Interview). For Simon, this division of labor allowed him to focus on other priorities 

rather than the minutiae of budgetary issues.  

Conversely, Josh valued his role as an administrator. In our individual interview, Josh 

said his administrative role was, “a real opportunity to help other people… You can really use 

your voice to enact change and to make sure that the arts are a pivotal part of what’s going on in 

school.” For Josh, providing targeted support for his arts education colleagues in the district was 

the “major focus” of his administrative role. For someone who has a doctorate in music 

education and came back to the classroom after spending time in academia, acting as the 

curriculum leader for the performing arts in addition to his teaching responsibilities may have 

challenged him in a positive way. 

 Though Simon was less involved in budgetary decisions, he took a more active role in 

designing the printed programs for concerts, and they shared responsibility for emails and parent 

communication. Josh summarized the way they divided responsibilities, “I think we have a good 

relationship in the sense that we just work on whatever needs to be done” (Group Interview). 

Simon continued,  

We’ll sit down, typically at the beginning of every day or during the pre-plan period, 

whatever it is, and we’ll kind of go through our list of things that need to get done for the 

day or for the week… So sitting down and then we just say, ‘Oh yeah, I can take care of 

this’ or ‘I'll get this.’ So it's just these natural conversations… you can make the 

determination [based on] what your strengths are in particular areas. (Group Interview) 
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Simon and Josh had a matter-of-fact attitude about whatever task needed to be taken care of, but 

splitting responsibilities based on interest and skillset only works if the individuals in question 

are able to and interested in completing all necessary tasks. One way Josh and Simon took 

advantage of their individual pedagogical skills is how they each took a special interest in one 

part of the program, even though they shared responsibility for all the large ensembles in the 

program. 

 Josh displayed a particular interest in the jazz ensemble, in part due to his background as 

a jazz saxophonist and personal musical tastes. In our individual interview, Josh said; 

I think Simon is fine with the fact that I want to run the jazz program…I think Simon 

likes jazz music, and would be willing to teach it. But I think he recognizes that’s 

something that I really enjoy doing. (Individual Interview) 

Simon also recognized Josh’s jazz background as a reason for Josh to take control of the jazz 

program: 

He knows jazz inside and out, he lives it. That's also something I don’t have a whole lot 

of experience with… I like jazz and I know the general aspects of it and I can get by, but 

it’s his main area of background… I kind of let him do the jazz, that’s his thing. And of 

course I can step in when needed and I always play, but that’s his thing. (Individual 

Interview) 

Josh noted that Simon had a particular passion for the auditioned concert band group: 

Simon is very interested in our… Symphonic Winds group… I think that’s definitely the 

ensemble that excites him. He enjoys that repertoire a little bit more… We’re able to kind 

of share strengths in that sense and continue to capitalize and help each other in those 

areas. (Individual Interview) 
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Josh and Simon’s complementary strengths and interests allowed for them to find areas to 

balance leadership and support in different ways. Through this approach, they developed a 

comprehensive program that was strong on many fronts, rather than especially strong in some 

areas and weak in others.  

Simon and Josh’s complementary skillsets extended to pedagogical expertise as well as 

genre. On this topic, Josh said:  

I immediately would go to the fact that Simon’s a brass player. We heavily rely on that 

while I’m a woodwind specialist… When it comes to even curriculum… I respect 

Simon’s opinions. I really want him to feel like he has a lot of leeway in what he wants to 

do, and knows that I support him. (Individual Interview) 

While Josh recognized Simon’s brass experience and deferred to him on brass issues, he also 

outlined the benefits of his background with woodwinds, “I think [Simon] does the same for me 

with the woodwinds, because that’s my area. You know, for example, we’re starting a new 

bassoon player or something like that, that’s my thing” (Individual Interview). The recognition 

that regardless of age or experience, both educators brought unique skills to the table is 

indicative of a respectful working relationship between Josh and Simon, one where they can 

capitalize on their complementary skillsets. 

 The biggest challenge to autonomy Josh and Simon felt in their positions related to issues 

stemming from the school and district administration, particularly their complicated daily 

schedule that shifted each week (see Appendix D). The three primary ensembles of the program 

(Concert Band, Symphonic Winds, and Honors Jazz) met once a week each during the last 

period of the day, which functioned as a school-wide homeroom or study hall period. The 

Symphonic Winds and Honors Jazz groups had an additional rehearsal once per week before 
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school. Instead of leading large ensemble rehearsals, Simon and Josh spent most of their school 

day leading small-group pull-out lessons, typically seeing each instrument group once per week 

for a pull-out lesson.  

Simon and Josh said that their administration and colleagues were accommodating of 

students missing class time to go to pull-out lessons, but they individually expressed that their 

schedule was the greatest obstacle to achieving their goals. On the topic of moving to a schedule 

with more regular rehearsals, Simon said: 

It would allow us, I feel like, to really perform at our—even as teachers—our fullest 

potential. Because I feel like a lot of things we don’t even get to because of the 

constraints we have schedule-wise. I mean, for as great as things are now already, 

relatively, they could be even better, if we had that structure for students and for 

ourselves. (Group Interview) 

On the difficulties of having such a limited rehearsal time, particularly with factors like 

inclement weather—they missed several days of school the week after our interview due to a 

blizzard—Josh said: 

I think the frustrating part is that when we start making a lot of progress, there’s only so 

much time in a week, you know, or like what we’re about to go through this week or 

what it seems like they’ve forecasted is, you start missing school. (Individual Interview) 

Even beyond instruction time, Josh and Simon identified that the flexible schedule posed 

challenges to their students because it required them to navigate a constantly shifting schedule 

and limited their ability to get into a structured routine, which Josh viewed as especially 

important for middle school students from a “developmental standpoint.” For Josh and Simon, 

the schedule was a constant source of frustration in their attempts to build a strong program. 
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While they recognized the many other advantages they had, the inability to instantiate a 

permanent, regular rehearsal schedule was something they had to work around to the best of their 

abilities. 

 Team teaching together provided Simon and Josh with support they would not have had 

otherwise when confronting administrators about the challenges they faced, particularly with 

their schedule. Prior to working together, both Josh and Simon had advocated for a more regular 

rehearsal schedule, but to no avail. Once they were together at the middle school, the 

administration agreed to work Band into the Elective Arts rotation, which gave Josh and Simon 

six weeks of daily rehearsal at the beginning of the school year. Josh outlined the process of 

getting band in the Elective Arts Rotation:  

So I think it was the first time in that summer [before they worked together] where they 

sat us down. I had talked about it. I know Simon had talked about it. And then when we 

finally had a chance to work together, all of a sudden the administration agreed to this 

new process.” (Group Interview) 

This is an example of how team teaching can create an autonomy-supportive environment in 

which teachers are empowered to advocate for themselves and act with more volition in the work 

environment (Gagné & Deci, 2005) 

Administrative issues also limited Josh and Simon’s autonomy regarding Josh’s transition 

from teaching at the high school to joining Simon at the middle school. When Josh started at the 

middle school, he didn’t have access to the learning management system (LMS) used for grading 

and communicating with parents because the district had not classified him as an instructor of 

record for the class in the LMS. Even though Simon is primarily responsible for entering grades 
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for students, small issues like this limited Josh’s autonomy to perform basic administrative and 

instructional tasks. 

Simon and Josh experienced autonomy in the workplace through their splitting of 

responsibilities and capitalization on each other’s musical strengths. Additionally, the support 

offered by having two band directors made their advocacy for more rehearsal time during the 

school day more effective. This was important as the schedule constraints they faced were the 

major challenge to their senses of autonomy in the workplace. 

Competence 

Prior to teaching together at the middle school, both Josh and Simon worked at their 

current middle school as the sole band director at different times. Simon taught for three years by 

himself before Josh joined him, while Josh occupied the middle school position several years 

before Simon started. This experience gave them a unique perspective on the benefits and 

potential challenges of team teaching when compared to solo teaching. For Josh and Simon, team 

teaching allowed them to pursue new opportunities within the program with greater ease, 

including extracurricular ensembles, an increased number of performances, and more 

individualized instruction for students. 

With all the difficulties related to the schedule, having two instructors in the room 

allowed rehearsals to run as smoothly as possible. With all the distractions that happen during 

middle school band lessons—chipped reeds, stuck valve slides, lost music, behavioral issues, etc. 

—having one person there who could take care of immediate needs while the other continued to 

lead the lesson was extremely helpful. Josh recognized, “the silver lining in all this is having 

Simon and I together I think that’s really helped. Because I think when I did this by myself, it’s 

really hard to manage all those things” (Group Interview). Having two full-time instructors 
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allowed for more individualized instruction, which is especially important when students miss 

valuable rehearsal time. Josh outlined how team teaching can facilitate pull-out lessons to assist 

with individual issues: 

Certain kids miss lessons for two or three weeks, that just inherently happens. They’re 

trying to get the music… I think it helps that the class doesn’t have to feel like it’s pulling 

back. If one teacher’s there and you got one person that they’re just not sure where they 

are, at least now with two people you can split the class. Things can keep moving and 

you feel like we’re doing what we need to get done. (Group Interview) 

Team teaching allowed for a flexibility of instructional methods that Simon and Josh could use 

in response to what would best help the students in the moment. The inherent difficulties of their 

schedule required them to make the most of their limited rehearsal time, and having an extra 

instructor mitigated some of the challenges they faced. 

 From Simon’s perspective, team teaching opened the door to new opportunities for 

students that he would have struggled to provide without Josh’s help. After a few years of only 

ever having regular pull-out lessons during the school day and limited full-ensemble rehearsals, 

Simon managed to convince the building administrators to include band class as part of the 

students’ elective rotation for the first six weeks of the school year, which they first implemented 

when Josh and Simon started teaching together. The transition from small group lessons to 

having a full rehearsal every day challenged the students. Simon believed having Josh in the 

room was crucial to the success of this new process: 

[The students] have not been used to having band every single day. Truly that would not 

have been possible to do without a team teaching situation because the students have no 
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idea how to kind of conduct themselves in a large group, heterogeneous setting. (Group 

Interview) 

Simon’s relative inexperience leading full rehearsals was another challenge, as most of his 

teaching experience was in the group-lesson setting. While many music educators run multiple 

full rehearsals by themselves every day, the novelty of this experience for both the students and 

Simon made Josh’s experience invaluable for the success of this new arrangement. 

 With the increased number of full rehearsals at the beginning of the year, Simon and Josh 

decided to start having more regular performances, including an “informance2” in early October. 

Simon described how this new event came to be: 

So typically in this district, the middle schools don’t have their first performance until 

mid-December, which is just a marathon… We decided that after six weeks of 

instruction, you should know how to play something at least. We decided this year was a 

great way to kind of show parents what is possible with daily instruction… So we put on 

a concert in the beginning of October and we were like, ‘look, this is what the kids have 

done these past six weeks.’ (Group Interview) 

Simon continued, outlining how the team teaching structure made the new events possible: 

[The new informance] probably would not be possible without a set of team teachers 

because handling all those logistics of getting a whole new event off the ground. And 

then for us, we have to move all of our equipment downstairs for this event… It’s a lot 

more feasible when you have the extra brain power of another full-time faculty. (Group 

Interview) 

 
2 An informance is an educational, informal performance opportunity that showcases the learning process 

rather than the end result (Boler, 2021). Informances typically showcase the warmup, the rehearsal process, 

and pieces that are not as refined as they would be for a typical performance, accompanied by commentary 

from students or the instructor. 
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Like the increased number of full-ensemble rehearsals, many individual teachers institute new 

events, but the addition of another full-time instructor lessened the amount of individual effort 

that went into establishing a new tradition. 

 Josh’s experience of teaching middle school by himself prior to working with Simon 

gave him a unique perspective on the benefits of having an extra instructor: 

I just had to do a lot more on my own… For example, before Simon came, we were 

rehearsing five days a week before school, and I was here after school most nights just to 

try to get things going and to meet with kids because there was no time… So it was a lot 

more of a lift, I guess I should say, just in making the programs work and providing the 

opportunity for the ensembles, because it was a one-man show… I think it’s really helped 

now in the sense that now we’re able to do these things, but we’re able to kind of work 

together, we’re able to strategize, we’re able to take and work on each other’s strengths. 

(Individual Interview) 

For both Josh and Simon, team teaching allowed them to expand the opportunities 

available to students while simultaneously reducing the workload that they had when they taught 

as individuals. Team teaching facilitated their feelings of competence by enabling greater 

individualization of instruction, mitigating the issues related to limited rehearsal time, and 

making new performance opportunities more feasible. 

Relatedness 

As soon as Josh and Simon sat down for our group interview, their level of comfort 

around each other struck me as unique. Their relationship was that of a friend in addition to a 

colleague, with instances of humor and levity mixed into our discussion about their teaching 

practices. Their senses of humor were evident in jokes about Simon’s refusal to have an 
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additional chair in his office, the chaotic nature of their 7th grade percussion rehearsals, or the 

motion-activated overhead lights repeatedly turning off during our interview. Josh summarized 

the benefits of their friendship to their working relationship: “I really enjoy talking to Simon 

about a lot of things… you’re friends outside of what goes on. I think that's a core part of it. The 

level of trust is there” (Group Interview). Simon and Josh’s friendship outside of work facilitated 

their trust in each other, despite Josh being several decades older than Simon. 

Simon and Josh’s team teaching structure facilitated a system of mutual support between 

the two of them, ranging from complementary pedagogical knowledge to personal 

encouragement after a difficult lesson. On this topic, Simon said, “whenever we need something 

… the other person’s always been kind of there to lean on or be a guide or resource for 

navigating that situation or circumstance” (Group Interview). Josh continued; “I think we 

encourage each other… Everybody has challenging days. And I think it’s great to have the other 

person there because they bring about another perspective” (Group Interview). In this way, 

Simon’s more laid-back personality and broad perspective complemented Josh’s “type A” 

personality. Josh said, “Simon can walk out of rehearsal and he's a whole lot better about, ‘It’s 

going to be okay.’ He doesn’t own as much of it. But for me, I’m thinking, ‘What in the world 

am I doing wrong?” (Individual Interview).  

For Simon, the support Josh provided was a welcome change after working alone for the 

first three years of his career:  

I’ve had a much better time having a co-teaching situation. I remember my first few years 

it was like, you are on your own little island at times… it can feel very isolating. So I feel 

like having that extra person, not only to just work with and share responsibilities with, 
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but also to talk with, bounce ideas off of, it leads to, at least for me, a much higher level 

of job satisfaction and just enjoying what I do more. (Group Interview)  

Josh served as a mentor figure for Simon, which provided support for him in areas he wanted to 

improve as an early-career teacher such as classroom management. On this topic, Simon said, 

“having that kind of mentor figure in my day-to-day has been really beneficial… just navigating 

all the different things that come with being a band director and a teacher in public school” 

(Group Interview). 

 Josh and Simon’s friendship and mentor-mentee relationship were important factors to 

their working relationship built on trust and dialogue. Their working relationship was 

fundamental to their feelings of relatedness in the workplace, made possible by their unique team 

teaching situation. 

Values and Working Relationships 

 My second research question explores topics of educational philosophy, approach to 

music teaching and learning, and the navigation of personal differences among co-teachers.  

Research Question 2: How do team teachers describe the alignment or misalignment of 

personal philosophy and values, and how do they navigate personal differences? 

For Simon and Josh, I identified three themes relating to research question two: Shared 

philosophy, adjustment over time, and intentional hiring practices. 

Shared Philosophy 

Throughout our group interview, Simon and Josh described their similar philosophies of 

music education, which prioritized a variety of performance experiences for students, teaching 

life skills that were applicable outside of music, and keeping the student’s best interest at the 
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heart of what they do. Their ideal band program would be similar to what they called the 

“Midwest model.” While not exclusive to the Midwest, Simon and Josh believed that daily 

rehearsal during the school day, abundant extracurricular musical opportunities, student identity 

based in music, instances of co-teaching, and ambitious performance goals, were not present in 

their current school or district culture.  

Simon perceived the incorporation of band into the elective courses rotation and co-

teaching as things they had brought over from their midwestern backgrounds.  

We talked about when we got those six week classes at the beginning of the school year, 

that was something I kind of took from a Midwestern model, trying to find those ways to 

get instruction on a daily basis… To [others around the district] too, that is so outlandish. 

‘Holy cow, band every single day?’ That is unheard of. And the two band director 

thing… That’s crazy, two people teaching that. But these are all ideas that are just 

commonplace in the Midwest. (Individual Interview) 

Josh was influential in getting the district to implement team teaching for band teachers in the 

first place. When the district switched from starting band in fourth grade to starting in fifth grade, 

the band teacher who traveled between the K-4 schools moved into the 5th and 6th grade 

building, joining the pre-established 5-6 band teacher. Simon said, “It was their first sense of 

team teaching, and that was a curriculum recommendation that Josh put in, following a 

midwestern model. Like, ‘Hey, you can have two people teaching, it makes it a very efficient 

process” (Individual Interview). Josh and Simon’s shared perspective was especially important 

for achieving their goals as they were teaching in a district which had a different framework for 

how music education should function. 
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Adjustment Over Time 

Though Simon and Josh rarely had any “concrete disagreements,” there were a few 

instances when their perspectives didn’t align. Josh outlined one such example:  

I think I have a much higher level of expectation about where the students would be. That 

doesn’t discount Simon in any sense. I just think for him, there’s just a different level of 

that… But I think that’s something that the longer we work together, the more it’s kind of 

coming towards the mean for both of us… We both are changing our perspective, but 

also have that realistic output that together we can gain this shared goal. (Individual 

Interview) 

Josh contributed his higher expectations compared to Simon to his teaching experience and 

“type-A personality.” While Josh and Simon’s expectations may have varied initially, they 

gradually moved towards consensus as they adjusted to each other’s teaching style. 

Intentional Hiring Practices 

Though Simon and Josh continually engaged in discussion about certain strategies to 

achieve their goals for the program, they rarely had substantial disagreements about what course 

of action to pursue, in part due to their shared educational background. Simon said: 

I don’t feel like it comes up often where we’ll have disagreements, because again, we 

come from the same background, pretty much the same training, and he hired me. So he 

was looking for those philosophical things where you hope they align for a variety of 

reasons. (Group Interview) 

Josh and Simon’s shared training contributed to their alignment of philosophies, with Simon 

receiving his bachelor’s degree from the same university where Josh did his doctoral work. This 

shared educational training was an important factor in Simon’s hiring process. Josh said: 
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I was looking for somebody with that [State University] experience. We know the kind of 

people that we’re going to get that graduate from that school. For us, as we were going as 

a team looking for somebody, I think the more targeted the approach, the better it was. I 

mean, not to say from a research perspective, you only hire from one school, but what 

I’m saying is I think you need to know the type of candidate that you really want to hire 

because every school, not only has the reputation, but also the training is going to be 

different. The philosophical perspective of the school is going to be different. When 

you’re building a program, you have to know that from the get-go. It’s not one of those 

things you can look in hindsight and say, oh, well, we really wanted that person. (Group 

Interview) 

Simon and Josh’s shared outlook was an important factor in the decision to shift Josh’s teaching 

responsibilities to the middle school from his former position at the high school. Josh described: 

That’s something as a curriculum leader that… I advocated for because I knew that 

Simon and I had a very similar philosophy, both with training as well as outlook… that 

really, I think, helped propel where we are now, given the inherent challenges within the 

program itself. (Individual Interview) 

Josh’s influential position as the curriculum leader for the performing arts combined with his 

well-defined vision for the program resulted in a more selective hiring process than many 

schools would conduct. In addition to the candidate’s philosophy and training, Josh had specific 

criteria for any potential candidates regarding their musical background and skillset. 

 When conducting the search for Simon’s position, Josh had to find someone who could 

fill a lot of roles in addition to the middle school band requirements, including someone who 
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could teach music theory, music technology, and assist with the marching band. Josh described 

the process: 

We went through and identified all those specific areas that we could possibly need… We 

really wanted somebody with drum corps experience. We wanted to make sure that [they 

were] a brass player… We wanted a very specific candidate. I mean, we identified every 

weakness, if you want to use that term, that any of the other people on the staff had. And 

that’s what we wanted to see in the new person. (Group Interview) 

Josh and Simon work well together in part because of the targeted and thorough hiring process 

Simon went through to get the position. Like any other coworking situation, there were still 

instances of friction between them, but their shared background and complementary skillsets 

typically led them to consensus on consequential decisions. 
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Chapter 6:  Cross-Case Analysis and Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the working relationships between instrumental 

music team teachers examined through the lens of self-determination theory and how their 

individual philosophies impacted their working relationships. I developed the following research 

questions to guide my research: 

1. In what ways do team teachers experience personal levels of autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness within the team teaching structure? 

2. How do team teachers describe the impact of the alignment or misalignment of personal 

philosophy and values on their working relationships?  

In chapters four and five, I presented findings from each case. In chapter six, I will outline the 

themes I identified across cases, followed by a discussion of each theme in relation to the extant 

literature. I found three themes across cases using inductive coding: co-leadership, personal 

compatibility, and mentorship. Participants had converging experiences and views on the first 

two themes of co-leadership and personal compatibility. For the third theme of mentorship, 

participants had divergent experiences across cases. 

Co-Leadership 

Across both cases, I identified the theme of co-leadership, as all participants were 

responsible in some way for all or most parts of the program. There were two primary ways in 

which participants divided the workload amongst themselves: splitting responsibilities, where 

one person takes the lead in one area while the other assists or is not involved; and sharing 

responsibilities, where both teachers assume leadership in a given area.  
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Josh and Simon split the primary teaching responsibilities of different classes, as Josh 

took the lead with teaching the jazz band and woodwind group lessons, and Simon had more of 

an interest in the auditioned concert band group and the brass classes. Josh took on more 

administrative tasks due to his role as the curriculum leader for the performing arts in the district. 

Simon and Josh’s complementary skillsets surrounding their musical background influenced the 

ways in which they split curricular responsibilities: Simon has a classical low-brass background, 

while Josh is a jazz saxophonist.  

Simon and Josh’s complementary skillsets extended to building relationships with 

students and the interpersonal side of teaching. Simon believed that Josh was much better at 

classroom management and leading large rehearsals, which he attributed to Josh’s extensive 

teaching experience and “old school approach.” Meanwhile, Simon acknowledged that he had a 

much easier time relating to students due to his youthfulness relative to his older colleagues, and 

Josh commented that Simon “has a very good take on the students and their approach since he 

was here before I was here” (Individual Interview). Despite Josh’s advantage in overall teaching 

experience, Josh recognized Simon's more recent work at the middle school level and personal 

knowledge of individual students as unique assets, creating an area where Josh deferred to 

Simon’s expertise. 

Thomas and Sarah both played the clarinet as their primary instrument, so their splitting 

of responsibilities depended less on their musical backgrounds and more on their individual 

strengths as teachers. For example, Thomas led most of the marching band music rehearsal 

blocks, but Sarah led the group in setting and cleaning drill. This split related to their personal 

teaching styles and personalities as well. Thomas excelled at getting students to think about 

music in abstract terms, while Sarah could focus on the details of teaching rhythm, pitch, 
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intonation, choreography, and visual effects. In the administrative area, Sarah took care of 

distributing and collecting forms and registering for festivals while Thomas took on budgetary 

responsibilities.  

Across both cases, participants described they shared the day-to-day administrative tasks 

of answering emails addressed to both of them, lesson planning, and grading in addition to 

shared instructional responsibilities. Josh said despite all the challenges he and Simon faced 

regarding their limited rehearsal time, team teaching together was the “silver lining” of their 

situation. He continued: “When I did this by myself, it was really hard to manage all those 

things” (Group Interview). For administrative tasks, Thomas said, “whoever has the time to do it 

knocks it out” (Group Interview) between Sarah and himself. This process helped them discover 

each other’s strengths as they acclimated to each other’s unique skillsets and preferences on both 

the administrative and curricular sides of the job. 

 Sarah and Thomas each co-taught all the large ensembles except for jazz band, even 

though one of them took the role of primary instructor for each group. Sarah said they 

“collaborate as much as possible, but I don’t always have to know what [Thomas] is doing for 

rehearsal for Wind Ensemble, unless he’s expecting me to help run a sectional or something” 

(Individual Interview). Later in the interview, Sarah continued:  

Yes, there is a Wind Ensemble, yes, there is a Symphonic Band, but neither of us just 

teach one. We both want to see both groups succeed and figure out how we can use our 

strengths to make sure rehearsal is successful. (Individual Interview) 

Though Thomas and Sarah worked in a hierarchical structure, with Sarah the assistant and 

Thomas the head director, both felt responsible for the success of the program. On the topic of 

hierarchical structure, Thomas said, “I think there is something to having someone who can 
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make the final decision… But like, other than that, I really don’t think the hierarchy matters” 

(Individual Interview).  

 As teachers, very little hierarchy existed between Josh and Simon. Josh had a role as the 

Performing Arts Curriculum Leader and directed Simon’s hiring process several years ago, but 

their instructional responsibilities were even, particularly in large ensemble settings and 

percussion group lessons. Regarding lesson planning and making sure routine tasks were taken 

care of, Simon explained, 

We’ll kind of go through our list of things that need to get done for the day or for the 

week. Or if it’s a concert, it’s like, this is our list that needs to get done two weeks ahead. 

So sitting down and then we’re just like, ‘Oh yeah, I can take care of this’ or ‘I'll get 

this.’ So it’s just these natural conversations that we decide, you know, you can make the 

determination what your strengths are in particular areas. (Group Interview) 

Simon said most of their rehearsals “follow that same pattern where there’ll be times where I'll 

take the lead in some things, he’ll take the lead in other things… So it’s just whoever’s on the 

podium at the time, they just kind of take over” (Group Interview). This process was “pretty easy 

to do” because their middle school groups were playing literature that both Simon and Josh 

“could sight-read.” Though some teachers may find this lack of structure daunting, this tag-team 

approach to planning and teaching worked for Josh and Simon due to their communication skills, 

musicianship, and willingness to be flexible and take on the task at hand. 

Co-Leadership Discussion 

In chapters four and five, I discussed how co-leadership of programs facilitated feelings 

of autonomy and competence among the participants. Each teacher had decision-making power 

within the program and had primary responsibility for some aspect of their job promoted feelings 
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of autonomy. The ability to accomplish more by having two band directors instead of one in a 

classroom promoted feelings of competence. The participants’ beliefs that team teaching 

facilitated better instruction in some areas aligns with De Weerdt et al.’s (2024) findings 

surrounding teacher attitudes towards team teaching. Additionally, while I did not explicitly 

focus on self-efficacy and team similarity in this study, Simon’s description of having more 

confidence in his teaching ability after working with Josh and the shared backgrounds within 

each pair align closely with the findings of De Weerdt et al. (2024). 

According to Gagné and Deci (2005), who used SDT as a theory of work motivation, the 

psychological needs of competence and relatedness are especially important for maintaining 

one’s intrinsic motivation to do a given behavior, while the degree of autonomy one experiences 

while doing so relates to the degree to which the behavior is internalized and identified with. The 

specific structures of team teaching described in this study may model particularly effective 

forms of autonomy-supportive work environments, which promote basic need satisfaction, with 

long-term effects of effective performance, job satisfaction, positive work attitudes, 

organizational commitment, and psychological well-being (Baard et al., 2004; Gagné & Deci, 

2005). 

 The distinction between the different structures of co-leadership or hierarchy within team 

teaching is an important one, though one that may often contain gray areas. Baard et al. (2004) 

found when subordinates perceived their managers as autonomy-supportive, and subordinates 

had a stronger autonomous causality orientation, subordinates were more likely to experience 

greater intrinsic need satisfaction. If the manager-subordinate hierarchical relationship flattened 

to a co-working relationship, or a head and assistant director with equal levels of responsibility, 

it is possible the satisfaction of basic needs for both employees is more likely than in a 
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hierarchical structure, provided both subjects are invested in creating an autonomy-supportive 

environment for the other. 

For Josh and Simon, who operated without an observable hierarchy, most of the 

challenges to autonomy they experienced came from outside the team teaching structure, rather 

than from their interactions with each other. Sarah and Thomas operated within the 

head/assistant director paradigm but still shared responsibility for the program, and challenges to 

autonomy came from district-determined duties and schedules based on what previous directors 

had done (such as Sarah having less planning time), rather than Thomas and Sarah’s decisions. 

 Thomas and Sarah pointed out their pre-determined roles also had benefits, as the defined 

roles allowed them to jump into working with students without having to focus on who would 

take on which responsibilities. The benefits of defined roles relate to R. Shaw’s (2022) insight 

that a clear demarcation of authority may be desirable, partly due to the norms of teaching and 

need of mentorship for early-career teachers. For Josh and Simon, the defined roles of the 

mentor/mentee relationship were more prevalent (discussed later in the chapter). Sarah and 

Thomas’ experiences aligned with Nápoles et al.’s (2024) findings regarding the pervasiveness 

of hierarchical structures between head and associate choral directors, though Thomas and 

Sarah’s relationship was more collaborative and autonomy-supporting than the experiences of 

some participants in the Nápoles et al. study.  

 Participants in the present study described moving fluidly between the assistant, equal-

status, and teaming models of team teaching, as described by Baeten & Simons (2014). Within 

the equal-status model, participants in my study described using the sequential teaching model, 

where each instructor acts as the lead teacher for a period of time before turning things over to 

their peer, as well as the parallel teaching model, where the class is split into groups and each 
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instructor takes part of the class. All of the models used by participants in the present study 

required more collaboration than the coaching or observation models described by Baeten & 

Simons (2014). Participants tended to employ collaborative models (such as equal-status 

teaching) more frequently than less collaborative models (such as assistant teaching). The 

collaborative teaching methods described by the participants of this study depend on a high level 

of communication and trust between team teachers. 

Personal Compatibility 

The theme of personal compatibility between co-teachers was prevalent across both 

cases. For the purposes of this study, I defined personal compatibility as the alignment and 

balance of personality, skillsets, philosophy, and mutual respect between team teachers. The 

participants experienced personal compatibility with their coworkers in the following ways: 

shared backgrounds and institutions, shared philosophies, mutual respect, friendship, and the 

balance of their personalities. 

 In both cases, the participants had shared backgrounds that influenced their philosophical 

outlooks. Thomas and Sarah attended the same high school and were students at the same time 

for three years. They now teach at that same high school and they both viewed teaching in their 

hometown as a source of job satisfaction. Sarah said, “I was looking for a way to make it back to 

my hometown” (Group Interview) when asked about how she got her current position. For 

Thomas, his familiarity with the school district made it easier to start in his new position; “I 

really know how it operates. It feels like home. This is the way I was basically taught, right?” 

(Group Interview). For Sarah, the pre-existing peer relationship she had with Thomas helped her 

“feel comfortable” in a new position because she trusted he would respect her ideas without 

being overly confrontational.  
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Simon attending the same university where Josh did his doctoral work factored into 

Josh’s decision to hire Simon several years ago, not just because of the reputation of the school, 

but because he valued the training and philosophical outlook of members of the institution. For 

Simon, the shared background with Josh facilitated trust between them. They shared a similar 

philosophy of music education, while working in a district that had different traditions 

surrounding what music education should look like. 

Beyond their training and philosophy, Simon and Josh were friends as well as colleagues. 

This friendship and trust facilitated their work together in the classroom. Simon commented that 

when either of them are struggling with something in the classroom, “the other person’s always 

been kind of there to lean on or be a guide or resource for navigating that situation or 

circumstance.” (Group Interview). Their approach to the group interview highlighted their 

friendship, as they made jokes and asides throughout the hour-long conversation.  

In our group interview, Simon and Josh highlighted the counterfactual of the difficulty of 

two team teachers not having a functional working relationship, including their knowledge of 

other teaching pairs who barely talked to each other. Simon connected the relationship between 

team teachers to a hiring process involving the staff members who will work with the new hire: 

You have to involve them in the process of selecting and making sure that trust and that 

cohesion exists. Otherwise, you’re going to have disasters take place and things are 

definitely not going to be performing at their fullest potential. Because… you’re almost 

in different worlds and you don’t see eye to eye and you could have some resentment in 

there. (Group Interview) 

Though it would be difficult to prevent every instance of clashing personalities, Simon and 

Josh’s strong preference for intentional hiring practices may point to a strategy that could 
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mitigate personality mismatches and include the perspectives of those who will work closely 

together. 

Thomas and Sarah’s compatibility related more to their skillset and personalities than 

their friendship, though this may be due to the fact that I conducted interviews during their first 

year teaching together—in contrast to Josh and Simon, who had worked together in some 

capacity for over four years at the time of the study. Thomas and Sarah said that they “balanced” 

each other out in several ways, including Sarah’s ultra-organized “type-A” personality meshed 

with Thomas’ more relaxed approach, and Sarah’s ability to teach fundamentals complimented 

Thomas’ focus on abstract musical thinking. Thomas noted that Sarah tended to say, “the 

students are not behaving professionally versus, I’m like, ‘Everyone just wants to have fun, 

right?” (Group Interview). These two perspectives may both be advantageous at different time. 

Knowing when to require professionalism and when to let kids be kids is a delicate balance to 

strike, particularly when working with adolescents as school plays an important part in 

adolescent identity development (Verhoeven et al., 2019). Sarah and Thomas’ different 

approaches gave them tools to differentiate instruction, find different problems and solutions the 

other may not think about, and cover all the departmental responsibilities throughout the year. 

Personal Compatibility Discussion 

 The personal compatibility of the participants in this study most closely relates to their 

psychological need for relatedness in SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2011). Though a close friendship such 

as Josh and Simon’s may not be necessary for a highly functioning team teaching pair, a certain 

level of mutual respect and trust is desirable for any peers who work so closely together. One 

participant in Nápoles et al.’s (2024) study compared the relationship between a head and 

associate director to “a marriage” due to the level of trust and respect required. SDT holds that 
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feeling autonomous within a relationship is an important aspect of a strong and healthy 

relationship (Deci & Ryan, 2011). For the participants in this study, their sense of autonomy was 

not only important for their occupational duties—selecting repertoire, planning lessons, and 

leading rehearsals based on their own free will—but also important within the team teaching 

relationship where they needed to be free to approach each other with concerns and 

disagreements and free to act without consulting their coworker in every instance. An effective 

team teaching pairing requires regular, clear communication between team members to continue 

to operate smoothly. Participants in this study displayed the habits described in the literature as 

constant communication (Brenan & Witte, 2003), close planning (R. Shaw, 2022), and direct 

communication (Nápoles et al., 2024). 

The results regarding personal compatibility, which align with Nápoles et al. (2024) lend 

credence to the possibility that positive effects of self-efficacy due to team teaching are more 

related to interpersonal dynamics than the specific team teaching models used by teaching pairs 

(Baeten & Simons, 2014; Bandura, 1977; DeCuyper et al., 2025). While some models may be 

more effective than others for specific purposes, future research on team teaching should focus 

on effective hiring practices, communication skills, and compatibility of individuals, in addition 

to which models of team teaching lead to the most benefits for students and teachers alike. 

 For both cases, participants highlighted their complementary strengths in the musical, 

pedagogical, and interpersonal aspects of their jobs. These results align with the opinions of 

Brenan and Witte (2003), who argue team teaching allows for greater differentiation of 

instruction. Josh and Simon had the additional benefit of having diverse musical backgrounds, as 

recommended by Brenan & Witte (2003), though Thomas and Sarah shared the clarinet as their 

primary instrument and similar musical backgrounds.  
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 Participants also highlighted how their shared philosophical alignment, influenced by 

shared backgrounds, facilitated their positive experiences working together. This result aligns 

with Nápoles et al.’s (2024) finding that alignment of pedagogy and philosophy tended to lead to 

greater job satisfaction and improved personal relationships. The participants’ experiences also 

align with De Weerdt et al.’s (2024) findings that the subjective experience of team similarity, 

along with teacher’s self-efficacy and a recognition of the benefits of collaboration, were 

associated with teacher’s positive attitudes towards team teaching. 

Mentorship 

The theme of mentorship was not as prevalent in these data as the other themes I 

identified, but I found the divergent ways participants experienced mentorship intriguing enough 

to warrant discussion. The experience gap within team teaching pairs varied greatly between 

cases, as Josh had over twenty more years of experience than Simon, while Thomas and Sarah 

were both in the early stages of their careers.  

Of all the participants, Simon described mentorship as a benefit of team teaching the 

most, particularly after working alone for the first three years of his career. When asked what he 

had learned from working with Josh, Simon said: “The experience that comes with teaching for 

many, many years, I think I picked up a lot on that and just, what are those habits and things you 

should be focusing on as a seasoned teacher” (Individual Interview). Josh’s insights and example 

were especially valuable for Simon, who had limited experience with large ensembles as he 

student-taught during the COVID-19 pandemic and had few opportunities to lead full-ensemble 

rehearsals due to the restrictive schedule at his current school. 

 Josh didn’t address his role as a mentor for Simon in detail, but he did reflect on his 

experience as an early-career teacher who started as part of a three-person teaching team. “I 
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loved it… It helped me as a young teacher because everybody who was there, I mean, they were 

a good 15 to 20 years ahead of me. So they had a totally different outlook on teaching” (Group 

Interview). Even years later, Josh still valued the relationships he developed with his colleagues 

during his early career; “We’re still friends. I consider them mentors to me to this day” (Group 

Interview). Josh also recognized that many successful band programs in the Midwest and Texas 

had some sort of team teaching model in place, or at least a mentorship program where new 

teachers, “at least have somebody to reach out to” (Group Interview). He lamented the fact that 

efforts to get similar programs going in his current state of residence, “really [have not] gained a 

lot of traction” (Group Interview). Josh’s mentorship experiences during the early stages of his 

career informed his valuation of team teaching and mentorship as a veteran teacher and informed 

the decisions he made as the performing arts curriculum leader to institute more team teaching 

for his district’s band directors. 

The self-imposed pressure Thomas experienced to mentor Sarah was a challenge he had 

to navigate rather than a clear benefit of team teaching. Much of this related to Thomas’ 

experience of not having a true music educator mentor in his previous position at an urban 

charter school, where he was the only band director in the district. Thomas also felt 

uncomfortable acting as a mentor to someone who had a similar level of experience. Thomas 

described that occupying the role of a peer-mentor was a challenge he enjoyed: 

I’m learning a lot about what it means to be that colleague or a mentor for another 

professional that’s basically in the same spot as me. Because Sarah struggles with things 

that I don’t and I struggle with things that Sarah doesn’t, right? So I think approaching 

the conversations when there is a struggle, and working towards a common solution, not 
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with a kid, but with an adult, is super valuable and something I wouldn’t trade. 

(Individual Interview) 

Thomas sought to learn from these conversations and apply the lessons learned to interactions 

with students and other staff, using this unfamiliar challenge as a way to improve rather than as a 

sign he wasn’t doing something correctly. 

Mentorship Discussion 

 For the participants in this study, particularly Thomas and Simon, mentorship was most 

closely related to the psychological need of competence in SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2011). Simon’s 

experience as a mentee reinforced his feelings of competence in his position as it gave him a 

model for how to deal with the day-to-day challenges of public school teaching, and someone to 

bounce ideas off. For Thomas, the pressure to act as a mentor for Sarah challenged his sense of 

competence, particularly since he had few reference points for how to do so as a co-worker with 

a similar level of experience.  

Simon’s experience of benefiting from working with an experienced educator such as 

Josh aligns closely with R. Shaw’s (2022) findings of co-teaching as a potentially ideal form of 

induction and source of mentorship for early-career music educators, and Nápoles et al.’s (2024) 

finding that the personal relationship between co-teachers is especially important for the 

facilitation of effective mentorship between the pair. Josh and Simon’s experiences closely align 

with the traditional mentorship paradigm, where an experienced teacher is paired with an early-

career teacher. 

Researchers have studied peer mentorship regarding early-career music teachers, 

including early-career preschool teachers (Kupila & Karila, 2019), early-career music education 

professors (Draves & Koops, 2011), and preservice music teachers (Draves, 2017; Goodrich et 
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al., 2018). There is little research regarding peer mentorship between early career music teachers 

such as Thomas and Sarah. While many of the benefits of peer mentoring identified in these 

studies relate to Thomas and Sarah’s experiences, Thomas’ description of struggling in his role 

as a peer mentor are a novel result, pointing towards the need for more research in the area of 

peer mentorship for music educators, particularly in the context of team teaching.  

The challenges Thomas described of mentoring without having experienced effective 

mentorship aligns with Conway and Holcomb’s (2008) finding that mentor teachers need 

mentors themselves, though Thomas’ situation was more informal than the mentorship program 

described by the authors.  

Much of the literature on mentoring in music education focuses either on music-specific 

programs established by state professional organizations (Baumgartner, 2020; Greene et al., 

2020), or school and district-specific programs which may or may not pair music teachers with 

each other (Benson, 2008; Conway, 2003, 2015; Gallo, 2018). Policy recommendations 

surrounding mentorship improvement in music education include (a) greater organization of and 

support for professional organizations; (b) intentional selection of mentors; (c) compensation and 

training for mentors; (d) time reserved for mentor/mentee meetings; and (e) multi-year design 

(Baumgartner, 2020; Conway 2015; Green et al., 2019; Jacobs, 2008). These studies focus on 

formal mentoring programs, rather than the informal mentoring innate to co-teaching (R. Shaw, 

2022). Team teaching, while not the only path towards effective mentorship, may be uniquely 

situated to pair early career teachers with experienced mentor teachers as they may have more 

opportunities for shared planning time as well as time throughout the day where quick check-ins 

can take place in a more informal fashion. Additionally, team teaching offers the benefit of a 

built-in multi-year structure, provided teachers stay in the same position for at least two to three 
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years. Developing strategies to implement intentional hiring practices that pair beginning 

teachers into situations that match their skillsets and personalities as well as policies supporting 

team teachers in mentorship, such as additional stipends for mentor teachers and professional 

development for mentors, would further strengthen team teaching as a possible remedy to the 

issue of mentorship for early career music teachers. 

A literature review by Squires (2019) linked mentorship for early-career teachers to the 

concept of psychological well-being (Seligman, 2011). While not situated in the framework of 

SDT, Seligman’s (2011) concept of psychological well-being has five dimensions: positive 

emotions, engagement, meaning, relationships, and achievement. These relate closely to SDT’s 

basic psychological needs of autonomy (engagement, meaning), competence (achievement), and 

relatedness (positive emotions, relationships). There are also studies on mentorship for early 

career teachers which explicitly use SDT as a theoretical framework, including one on the 

psychological needs of early career teachers (Kaplan, 2022), and autonomy (Mokoena & Tonder, 

2024). Notably, these papers are all from scholars outside of the United States, including Canada 

(Squires, 2019), Israel (Kaplan, 2022), and South Africa (Mokoena & Tonder, 2024). As each of 

these countries have their own unique systems of education and teacher induction, as well as 

unique socio-political environments, the need for such studies conducted in the United States 

remains. 

Implications 

 The personal compatibility between music team teachers may be one of the most 

impactful factors in the job satisfaction of each individual teacher. The closeness with which 

team teachers work, the all-consuming nature of teaching instrumental music, and music’s 
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distinct place in schools as an artform, curricular subject, and activity all make the relationship 

between instrumental music team teachers an interesting and important topic for further research.  

 Music educators who work in team teaching settings should strongly prioritize 

developing and maintaining positive, professional relationships with their close colleagues. This 

can include establishing expectations about communication, the discussion of preferences on the 

delegation of certain job duties, and actively fostering good will with colleagues through 

thoughtful gestures. Hierarchical structures within team teaching should be discussed frankly 

between team members if one exists to avoid confusion or resentment. Additionally, should a 

professional relationship erode, those involved should seek to remedy the situation as soon as 

possible, potentially seeking other employment options for the good of everyone involved, 

including the students if the situation is untenable. 

Regarding the hiring process, the interpersonal skills of candidates as well as the 

compatibility of personalities and professional skills should be taken into consideration in 

addition to traditional qualifications and the interview process. When hiring a new music teacher, 

the opinions of their future co-teacher(s) should be weighed heavily, particularly concerning the 

personal compatibility between teachers. While this may contrast with current guidelines on 

hiring practices, it may be in everyone’s best interest to consider the job satisfaction of both the 

applicants and the current staff.  

Professional organizations, including teacher unions, the National Association for Music 

Education, and state music education associations should advocate to school boards and state 

legislatures that team teaching be instantiated in more music classrooms, particularly those with 

large enrollment numbers. The multi-faceted nature of instrumental music teaching provides a 

rationale for team teaching in this specific context. Having instructors with complementary 



 

 

77 

 

skillsets regarding different instrument families and techniques would benefit individual students 

and large ensembles. Additionally, the administrative duties associated with secondary music 

programs are substantial and could be handled better by having multiple instructors. The benefits 

of the expansion of team teaching could include improved student learning outcomes and 

improved job satisfaction for teachers, particularly those in the early stage of their careers. 

 Team teaching has been identified as a potentially effective induction technique for early 

career music teachers, particularly when paired with experienced teachers (R. Shaw, 2022). 

Additionally, the findings of this study suggest that having two early-career music teachers co-

teach together may limit some of the issues surrounding isolation, burnout, and other issues that 

early career music teachers face (Bautista et al., 2021; Sindberg, 2011; Sindberg & Lipscomb, 

2005). This situation may not have the same benefits as pairing an experienced educator with a 

new one, particularly mentorship and professional connections, but it may offer alternative 

benefits including a supportive environment to develop as an educator and greater connectivity 

between team teachers. 

Limitations and Future Research 

This study focused on the participants’ experiences as team teachers. While I observed 

each participant’s interactions with their co-worker during our interviews, I did not have the 

opportunity to observe each pair teach in person as part of the study. In-person observation and 

interviews would have provided more data on how participants functioned within the classroom 

rather than relying on self-reported data in interviews and artifacts collected from participants.  

 The risk of social-desirability bias among the participants was present, as they may have 

limited their criticism of their coworkers, who may have recognized criticism of themselves in 

the final paper. Future research could circumvent this tendency by focusing on the experiences of 
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one member of a team, rather than the whole group, in a similar fashion to the design of Nápoles 

et al. (2024). 

 The identities and resources available to participants influenced their experiences, which 

are inextricably linked to the norms and idiosyncrasies of their contexts. Three participants of the 

study were white men; one was an Asian American woman. All participants taught in wealthy 

suburban districts where most students had their basic needs met and parental support for 

participating in music. Future research should explore team teaching and the relationships 

between team teachers in different contexts. Though the practice of team teaching may be less 

common in under-resourced communities, special attention should be given to the instances 

where it is taking place, particularly if there is evidence that team teaching leads to more extra-

musical support for students or improved learning outcomes. 

There is a need for future research to examine team teaching through the lens of 

intersectionality, including considerations of the gender, race, class, and sexual orientation of 

team teachers, as well as the demographics of their students and the resources available to them 

through the district or other funding sources. Though the gender roles and dynamics between 

Thomas and Sarah are complex, I refrained from exploring this in depth in this study. Future 

research should focus on the experiences of women or non-binary team music teachers and their 

experiences of gender norms in their professional lives. The issues of informal mentorship and 

professional induction within the context of team teaching are also topics for further 

investigation. Sustained qualitative work focusing on these issues would be invaluable for 

broadening the field’s understanding of the experiences of team teachers of different 

backgrounds, the challenges practitioners encounter, and potential strategies for improving the 

experiences of team teachers. Additionally, basic quantitative work establishing how many 
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music educators across the United States work in team teaching situations, the different ways of 

organizing team teaching, and the effectiveness of team teaching would be beneficial for our 

basic understanding of this practice and potentially for the advocacy for more team teaching 

positions.  

Conclusion 

 Despite the well-established nature of team teaching in secondary music education, it 

remains an understudied topic. This study reinforces previous findings surrounding the potential 

of co-teaching as an effective induction and informal mentoring strategy for early-career teachers 

(R. Shaw, 2022), and the importance of interpersonal relationships between co-teachers (Nápoles 

et al., 2024; R. Shaw, 2022). The findings of this study raise further questions surrounding the 

nature of hierarchy and power imbalance between team teachers and how the presence (or lack) 

of hierarchies facilitates or inhibits effective communication between team teachers and the 

psychological well-being of team teachers. The case of Josh and Simon also points toward the 

effectiveness of intentional hiring practices, where a committee has a specific set of skills or 

characteristics they want to see in potential candidates to find a good fit for a given program, 

rather than the best available candidate who happens to apply, regardless of background. 

 The relative insularity music educators experience is well-documented (Sindberg, 2011; 

Sindberg & Lipscomb, 2005) including concerns about teacher attrition and potential policy 

remedies (Bautista et al., 2021; Krueger, 2000; Miller, 2025). Despite these concerns, the ways 

in which music educators are connected to their school community and to other music educators 

through systems such as team teaching remain understudied. I hope this study provides a model 

for further research using SDT as a theoretical framework for looking at teacher’s psychological 

well-being and social environment, as well as inspiration for future research on team teaching. 
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Appendix A:  Interview Consent Script 

Interview Consent Script 

My name is Evan Bossenbroek and I am a graduate student at The University of Maryland. The 

best way to contact me is via email at ebossen1@umd.edu.  

 

I am inviting you to participate in this interview because you currently work as a secondary 

instrumental music education teacher and you work as part of a team teaching pair where you 

share teaching responsibilities with another music educator. 

  

This project aims to examine the elements of a positive, professional relationship between 

instrumental team teachers through the lens of self-determination theory and how their working 

relationship impacts individual and pairic well-being. Team teacher experiences are an under-

researched area in music education and this study hopes to add to the existing literature on the 

topic. 

  

During the interview, you will be asked questions regarding your experiences as a team teacher.  

  

This interview is designed to last between 60 and 75 minutes. I will audio-record our discussion 

in order to be able to transcribe it for data analysis.  

  

There are no known risks to participating in this study besides the potential for a breach of 

confidentiality. In order to minimize this risk, all data will be stored on a password-protected 

laptop computer and in password-protected cloud storage, accessible only to both researchers. 

Personally identifiable data, including audio-recordings and the key linking participants to their 

pseudonyms, will be destroyed by June 1, 2026, once the project is concluded.  

  

There are no direct benefits from participating in this research. However, possible benefits 

include contributing to the body of research that will support other teachers in a team teaching 

environment, administrators looking to support team teachers, and preservice music teacher 

education programs.  

  

We hope that, in the future, other people might benefit from this study through improved 

understanding of team teacher experiences and strategies for productive and professional co-

working.  
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Your information may be shared with representatives of the University of Maryland, College 

Park or governmental authorities if you or someone else is in danger or if we are required to do 

so by law. 

  

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You may choose not to take part at 

all.  

  

If you decide to participate in this interview, you may stop participating at any time. 

  

IRB Approval Number: 2386366-1 

  

By saying 'I agree', you indicate that you are at least 18 years of age; you have read this consent 

form or have had it read to you; your questions have been answered to your satisfaction, and you 

voluntarily agree to participate in this research study. You have received a copy of this consent 

language. 

  

If you agree to proceed with this interview, please state, “I agree.” 
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Appendix B:  Interview Protocols 

Group Interview Questions 

 

1. What is the story behind how you both got to be in your current positions? 

2. How does your current position compare to any past positions you have held in terms of 

job satisfaction and work engagement? 

a. Have there been any unexpected challenges you have encountered since starting 

your current position? 

3. How are your daily schedules structured, including extracurriculars? 

a. How do you determine who does what in classes you teach together? 

b. Are there any aspects of your program that only one of you is in charge of? 

4. How do you share the responsibilities of lesson planning for co-taught classes? 

5. How do you divide the logistical workload of your jobs, including emails, grading, 

budget issues, and purchase orders? 

6. What are some areas where you have felt particularly successful in your current 

positions? 

7. What do you want students in your program to walk away with once they graduate? 

a. How does this relate to how you plan for the program as a whole? 

8. In the event that something comes up that the two of you disagree on (how to handle a 

situation with a student, rehearsal priorities, pedagogical approaches) how do you handle 

that conversation and come to a resolution? 

9. In what ways do you support each other and help each other become better teachers? 

10. If you could change one thing about the program for the better, what would it be and 

why? 

Individual Interview Questions 

1. What aspects of your job are you the most satisfied with? 

a. Why do these components of your job resonate with you? 

2. Are there aspects of your job that frustrate you? 

a. Why do these components of your job frustrate you? 

3. How would you describe your unique contributions to your music program? 

a. How would the program be different if you were replaced by a generic music 

teacher, all other things being equal? 

b. How would your program be different if (insert coworker) was replaced by a 

generic music teacher? 

4. Are there any ways in which your administration, district, or coworkers facilitate or 

inhibit your ability to innovate or pursue certain goals in your program? 

5. What have you learned from working with (insert coworker)? 
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6. Have you had any personal goals for the program over the past school year? 

a. Have you been successful in achieving these goals? 

b. Do these goals differ in any way with the goals of (insert coworker)? 

i. How do you balance different goals and priorities within the program? 
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Appendix C:  Case 1 Concert Programming 

Thomas and Sarah’s Concert Programming for 2025/26 
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Appendix D:  Case 2 Schedules 

Sample weekly schedules for Josh and Simon 
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