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Entry Level Music Theory Knowledge in First Year Tertiary Students

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the level of music theory preparation students undertake prior to the commencement of their tertiary music studies, and identify students’ perceptions of and attitude towards the study of music theory. 
The research design integrated a mixed approach of qualitative and quantitative methods. The tools used to measure these variables included a survey and four semi-structured interviews. A total of 123 students from six tertiary music institutions participated in this study. 
The findings support the international literature on the three current issues confronting the pedagogy of music theory in both the secondary and tertiary sectors; 1) the pedagogy of music theory in secondary and tertiary sector is in need of reform; 2) the philosophy of music theory teaching needs to adapt to the needs of students and music education with a curriculum that promotes a modern and innovative syllabus; and 3) the tertiary music theory curriculum should be integrated with other subject areas, in particular aural training. Furthermore, the findings revealed two additional issues: 1) the need for students to be able to transfer music theory knowledge to their instrument through practical applications and, 2) that secondary music teachers and the private instrumental teachers play an equal role in the teaching of music theory.
Approval from the standing committee on ethics in research on humans, Monash University

Chapter 1

1.0 introduction To Research Problem
Historically music theory has always been, and still is, a compulsory unit in Australian undergraduate music courses. Whether the language of functional tonality should still be taught in an undergraduate environment has been the centre of much debate amongst academics internationally for the past thirty years as will be discussed in chapter 2. This is because for decades the transition from high school to university has been an imperfect union (Bowman, 1987; and Menchaca, 1998). Too many students do not possess the basic rudiments of music theory and are not fully prepared to deal with the undergraduate music theory curriculum (Hurry, 1997). The consequence of this imbalance is problematic and raises a number of challenging questions. What music theory training have students undertaken prior to the commencement of their tertiary studies? How do students value their music theory studies and is it relevant to their needs? Is a more detailed music theory program required in the secondary curriculum? If so, how much and to what degree? Does the lack of music theory knowledge effect development in other subject areas such as, ear training, composition, analytical skills, improvisation, reading and notation? And does the current music theory curriculum promote the students’ imagination and creativity? These are among some of the issues confronting music educators in the twenty-first century. Opinions and philosophical perspectives must be debated to develop outcomes that will ensure the future prosperity of music education in Australia at all levels.

1.1 The Research

The research involved six higher education music institutions located in Melbourne. Surveys were distributed to all second year Bachelor and Diploma students enrolled in the six participating institutions. The surveys included a mixture of primary, secondary, tertiary and open-ended questions. In addition, participants were given the option to participate in an interview. Only four participants were selected for an interview. 
The aim of the survey and interview was to explore the current level of music theory preparation students undertake prior to the commencement of their tertiary music studies, and identify students’ perceptions of and attitude towards the study of music theory. Both methods of data collection revealed, in the students’ own words, the issues surrounding their music theory studies prior to tertiary studies, their attitude to the study of music theory, and the relevance music theory has to them as musicians. The results gathered from the surveys and interviews present a number of important implications to the pedagogy of music theory in both the secondary and tertiary sector. 
1.2 Contentions
It is the contention of this study that there is a need to establish a structured and sequential music theory program in secondary schools to prepare students for the transition to tertiary music study. Furthermore, this study will investigate past pedagogy in music theory and the relevance it has towards students in the twenty-first century. 
1.3 The Purpose And Aims Of This Study

The aims of this research are to demonstrate the need for a sequential music theory curriculum prior to beginning tertiary music studies; establish students’ prior background knowledge in music theory; identify students’ perceptions of and attitudes to the study of music theory; identify the role of the Australian Music Examination Board (AMEB) music theory syllabus and the music theory components of the Victorian Certificate of Education (VCE) in preparing students for tertiary music theory studies; and to identify resources currently used to assist the teaching and learning of music theory. 

The research hopes to assist tertiary educators understand students’ music theory knowledge and skill prior to beginning tertiary music studies. This inquiry will hopefully be of significance to secondary music teachers by providing an insight into expected level of music theory knowledge in potential first year undergraduates. The research also seeks to identify the inclusion of music theory in a range of educational systems, including the VCE and the AMEB. This study aims to encourage the debate concerning curriculum integration, curriculum reform both secondary and undergraduate, and more importantly the theoretical orientation hopes to establish an Australian opinion of students’ views towards the study of music theory.  The research may well demonstrate a need for curriculum reform and review philosophical developments in music theory pedagogy.

1.4 The Researcher

The researcher is a teacher in the areas of music theory, history, aural, keyboard and organ at three higher education music institutions in Melbourne. He is a thirty-one-year-old male and has been teaching in an undergraduate environment for the past five years. The researcher has completed a performance degree in organ and an honours degree in composition. The inspiration for this research project is a result of witnessing too many first year students being under prepared for the first year music theory curriculum. He began asking students what level of music theory they had completed prior to commencing their undergraduate studies and was surprised at the amount of students that had not studied any music theory, and how many students fell short in the basic rudiments of music. This was alarming and raised a number of curriculum issues within both the secondary and tertiary sector.

From the researcher’s personal experience, the opportunity for prior music theory studies before the commencement of an undergraduate degree was indispensable. Therefore, developing a more structured music theory program in the secondary sector will benefit all prospective tertiary music students. Finally, today more and more, students are not afraid to question what they are learning and why they have to learn it. This has prompted the researcher to question the relevance of the undergraduate music theory curriculum to the twenty-first century music student. 

Chapter 2
2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter will present a literature review of discussions on music theory education outlining the historical perspective; the philosophical orientation; an international perspective on the pedagogy of music theory in higher education; and an Australian perspective on the pedagogy of music theory in higher education.

2.1 Historical Perspective On Music Theory Education

The history of music theory in tertiary education has continuously bestowed profound homage towards the principles outlined in Fux’s treatise on counterpoint, Gradus ad Parnassum (1725) and Rameau’s Traité de l’Harmonie reduite à ses Principes naturels (1722). This is evident through the textbooks employed to teach the study of music theory. Graybill (1993) reviewed six of the most recent textbooks in theory and musicianship most prominent within higher education (Winold, 1986; Piston, 1987; Aldwell and Schachter, 1989; Kostka and Payne, 1989; Russell and Trubitt, 1992; Benward and White, 1993).  Graybill (1993) concluded that although their approaches are broad in their ideology towards harmonic progression, “these texts reflect a powerful tension between a Rameauian view of harmonic structure and a Schenkerian concept...all except for Aldwell/Schachter would be placed closer to the Rameauian end” (259). Rothgeb (1981) extends Graybill’s argument further stating, although Schenker is more distinct from a Rameauian view, “in Schenker’s sense incorporates Rameau’s notion of the generation from a fundamental tone of a triad”. Furthermore, “even Schenker’s own Kontrapunket transmits voice leading approached as formulated by Fux” (144). Bebbington (1982) supports Rothgeb’s view stating, “the way in which Schenker teaches counterpoint is similar to the Fuxian species” (68). 

Although other textbooks and editions have embraced the field (Gauldin, 1997; Aldwell and Schachter, 2003; Gauldin, 2004), the current literature strongly indicates that the undergraduate music theory curriculum appears to be dictated by a Fux/Rameau philosophy and/or the more recent Schenkerian ideology. According to Kohs (1980), “most music theory classes provide little attention to music or theory after 1890. Few of the widely used textbooks go beyond the harmonic style of Brahms” (138). Biringer (1998) suggests that Aldwell and Schachter (1989) pays the least attention to twentieth-century music, and if twentieth-century music is mentioned in any of the textbooks, students often lack the skills and knowledge to comprehend the theoretical vocabulary because of the priority placed on common-practice. A reason, according to Kohs (1980) for the lack of emphasis on twentieth-century composers is a result of teachers being unprepared to deal with post-Romantic music. However, a recent review of Robert Gauldin’s Harmonic Practice in Tonal Music, by Biringer (1998), comments that the text: “promises to breathe new life into an area of much need of periodic resuscitation. Comparing favourably with – and in some way surpassing – both Aldwell and Schachter’s insightful Harmony and Voice Leading as well as Kostka and Payne’s popular Tonal Harmony” (152). The music theory curriculum has for too long been dominated by past historical perspectives. It must no longer be the justification for a curriculum which has little meaning to the twenty-first century student. The twenty-first century music educator must seriously re-assess the role music theory has in the undergraduate curriculum.
2.2 Philosophical Orientation Behind The Music Theory Curriculum

Kohs (1980) believes two important questions need to be addressed in order to establish a modern philosophy in the pedagogy of an undergraduate music theory curriculum; 1) what do we define as music theory? and, 2) what is the purpose of undergraduate music theory instruction? Who is it intended for? (135). A problem when answering the first question is the differing of opinion in the definition of music theory. According to Rogers (1984), “defining music theory is almost impossible” (3); each academic has their own opinion. Kohs (1980) believes “it would be helpful to the profession if this society [Music Theory Spectrum] could attempt to define the term music theory” (135). Although Kohs (1980) presents a number of different assumptions such as, musicology (like Science); harmony (four-part harmony); and musicianship (ear-training, sight-singing, keyboard improvisation); the contention amongst academics concerns the role music theory should encompass in an undergraduate curriculum. Should the curriculum promote an isolated approach, an integrated approach or a combination? Unfortunately, Kohs (1980) believes that “the current trend possesses a danger that educators may be doing little more than turning out clones who repeat the clichés they have learned” (136). 

The philosophical approach to music pedagogy in the last 60 years has seen numerous developments. Psychologists such as Piaget and Bruner’s development of learning theories have played a large influence on the understanding of music education (Piaget, 1952; Bruner, 1960; Bruner, 1996). An answer to the second question will be shaped by an educator’s personal philosophical perspective, based on “what, why, who and how you teach” (Bridges, 1994:52). Hanslick (1974), Metcalfe (1987), Philips (1993), Elliott (1994), suggest undergraduate music education is an aesthetic process. Philosophers such as Reimer, Langer, and Leonhard, maintain music education is the education of feelings (Bentley, 1993; Elliott, 1994). Elliott (1994) goes on to state that music is a form of human activity. More fundamentally, music is something that people do. Music is a process of “1) doer (musicers), 2) doing (musicing), 3) done (music), and 4) the complete context in which doers do what they do” (16). Furthermore, many agree the primary outcome of music education is about creativity, imagination, learning to think, and learning to listen. Sherman (1969) states: 

For decades music theory study has served as a shield to protect the art from the “corruption” of the student’s imagination. Handing the student a group of highly polished prescriptions culled from the magnificence of the past does not contribute to the student’s development; there is a difference between moulding and developing (41).

Kohs (1980) agrees with Sherman stating that past philosophies of music theory instruction do nothing more than simply regurgitate past theories, arguing that this hinders any form of creative and imaginative process. It is imperative that the profession does not lose sight of the philosophical outcomes when debating the above two questions (see previous page). The profession need to examine these outcomes/questions rigorously if past pedagogy in music theory has been at all satisfactory. 
Even though many in the profession agree that past philosophies of Fux and Rameau are regarded as indispensable for every musician, the time it takes to master this knowledge as a practical skill makes heavy inroads into the curriculum (Spies, 1998). Many academics agree that the profession must develop new contemporary methodological approaches towards the pedagogy of music theory. Spies (1998), questions whether past philosophies in music theory are still relevant for the twenty-first century music student. Sherman (1969), Kohs (1980), Bridges (1984; 1994), Graybill (1993), Spies (1998), and others, also ask if the pedagogy of Fux (Species counterpoint) and Rameau (seventeenth-century harmony practices) are still applicable to modern day musicians/composers and have reservations regarding its musical benefit. Fitch (1973) raises the same viewpoint: “Twentieth-Century students should start with Twentieth-Century techniques” (46). Many in the profession question why we still teach common-practice when it has not been the common-practice for at least seventy years (Fitch, 1973). Elliot Carter encapsulates it nicely in his letter to the editor of Journal of Music Theory:

There are many prior or hidden assumptions on which “music theory” is based – I feel that a very thorough examination of these should be undertaken in your magazine. You lean, editorially, rather too heavily on the notion of the “physical” or “natural” basis of music theory as one would expect from the followers of Hindemith. I would like to see other points of view given a fair hearing. It seems also that the notion of “Historicism”, of the university as the magnifier of the “dead” (not always still alive) past and the consequent neglect of the thinking of the present day and particularly the composing of the present, might be a subject (Carter, 1959:170).

Walton (1981) concurs with Carter, Spies and Fitch and is alarmed that current pedagogy in music theory focuses predominantly on the study of eighteenth and nineteenth century techniques. Walton’s belief is identical to Carter stating, students, as a result, have a lack of insight and unfamiliarity with the organization of the music of their own time. Fitch believes this is because the assumption amongst academics is that the study of twentieth-century practices can be attempted only after the student is well-grounded in common-practice theory. This philosophical perspective is probably one reason why the pedagogy of music theory has not moved forward. Kohs (1980) indicates that “after teaching counterpoint from several points of view, it now seems obvious to me that current approaches to pedagogy of this area [music theory] (for all music students) are hopelessly inadequate.” (138). Rogers (1984) believes the problem is that many undergraduate curriculum courses allocate all their time to acquiring the background terminology and labels for doing music theory “but runs out of time just as the topic becomes interesting – resulting in an extended introduction that leads nowhere” (4). This results in many academics’ frustrated questioning why such knowledge is not covered in secondary education.

A reason for the past inadequacies is because for decades, music theory has primarily been taught as an isolated unit of study within the undergraduate curriculum. Bridges (1969), Kohs (1980), Rogers (1984), Payne (1987), Appleton (1989), and Spies (1998), suggest that music theory should be integrated with other subjects such as musicianship, performance, composition, keyboard skills, improvisation, aural training and music history. This would require a re-construction of the current curriculum; Bridges (1969) suggests, for example, that “the best teachers are able to integrate the subject and link together many different aspects of it, and it seems to me that our conservatories and universities should be laying much more stress on the unity of music” (76). Appleton (1989) argues that, "higher education is in pressing need of reform- the way we [educators] teach music theory needs to be brought up to date” (B2).

The reality is that not all students in undergraduate music courses are music theory majors. So why are all students required to take music theory course? Students often protest that all they really want to do is to practice, and they resent the time they must spend “away from their music” (Kohs, 1980). Sherman (1969), Kohs (1980), Appleton (1989), Spies (1998), and others suggest, the biggest problem facing higher education is that students find their music theory studies irrelevant. This is because students are unable to transfer their knowledge and practical skills in music theory to other subject areas. The reason for this is that teachers fail to demonstrate the relevance of their music theory practice and the curriculum does not promote any integration (Kohs, 1980:137). Appleton (1989) suggests that the reason students find their music theory irrelevant is because:

It is meaningless to teach skills such as counterpoint and four-part harmony based on literature few people know. It is absurd to dedicate hours to studying Bach’s harmonisation of chorale tunes when students don’t sing chorale tunes. We should be teaching the practical skills of harmony and voice leading based on the melodies and chords used in the types of music practiced today (B2). 

The opinion Appleton conveys is echoed repeatedly throughout the literature. Odam (1987) reported that, in a dialogue between a teacher and his student, the student was encouraged to express his views on his music education:
I think that the approach to harmony should be much more creative than the approach through stylistic writing. It is totally irrelevant to the songs I’m writing. I’d rather write from my head than from the rules…..I use a greater amount of chords in my pop music than I’ve ever used in my Bach Chorales (31).
Gauldin (1974) extends the argument suggesting another reason why students find their music theory studies irrelevant is because music theory is at times taught by teachers for whom theory holds little interest. Gauldin (1974) further expresses that:

The lack of pedagogical instruction or practical experience in theory is often painfully apparent in the areas of ear training…they [teachers] may have had troubles in their own training and therefore avoid this area [music theory] altogether in their teaching (76/7).

Kteily-O’Sullivan (1996) emphasizes that it is not the music theory curriculum itself or the method by which it is taught, but more so the attitude students and maybe teachers have that studying music theory is irrelevant. Students already perceive themselves as musicians upon entering university and view the formality of music theory classes, the analysis of musical scores as inappropriate to their music careers as performers (Kteily-O’Sullivan, 1996). The current attitude students have towards music theory is because of the monotonous and tedious approach to harmonic exercises. The future of music theory is with the students. Music theory must be relevant to students’ needs and incorporate a curriculum with emphasis on creativity and integration. Implementing such philosophical ideologies will change students’ attitudes and secure the future pedagogy of music theory. Fallen and Garrison (2005) state that regardless of the approach taken, music educators and music faculties must examine ways of changing the profession from the narrow aim of performance perfection for a few to a lifetime of involvement and appreciation for many.

2.3 Music Theory In Higher Education: International Perspective
One of the most common themes throughout the international literature is the lack of basic music theory amongst first year undergraduates. Bowman (1987) states that students continue to leave high school improperly prepared for tertiary music theory subjects. Menchaca (1998) agrees and recommends that students preparing for undergraduate music studies must acknowledge the importance and comprehensiveness of music theory and the significance of music history.  Students must realise that applied lessons are serious groundwork for future growth and all students must develop basic keyboard skills, which are helpful for studying scores, teaching harmony, and providing basic accompaniment.

A survey of opinions from music lecturers in higher education conducted by Hurry (1997) stated that, “the highest area of weakness amongst first year undergraduates was in harmony” (36). One lecturer stated: “The general attainment in this area [music theory] is a disgrace to music education” (36). Other remarks from lecturers in Hurry (1997) expressed, “syllabuses which neglected the study of tonal harmony were unanimously considered unsuitable as a preparation for music degree courses” (30). In addition, lecturers considered it to be important to master tonal harmony for more advanced technical work later. In fact, it was found that the most important areas for preparatory study for degree level music were ability to discuss clearly ideas about music (95%), aural ability (94%), performance (93%), styles and forms of Western music (91%), analysis (84%), keyboard fluency (82%), harmony and counterpoint (79%) (Hurry, 1997:33). It was believed that keyboard musicianship and harmony/counterpoint were interrelated where skills in one complemented proficiency in the other (Hurry, 1997). Botstein (1996) concurs with Hurry (1997) stating that “those who come to college with some competence in musical skills (defined in terms of musical literacy in fundamentals and harmony) or even passing familiarity with a musical instrument (defined as piano or a conventional orchestral instrument) are small” (386).

An American study conducted in 1981 by Livingston and Ackman (2003) attempted to determine where students attained their background in music theory prior to entering college. Their findings indicated that 34% of students obtained their music theory knowledge from their private instrumental music teacher, with 14% of students obtaining their music theory knowledge from high school theory classes. The study was duplicated twenty years later in 2001 indicating a shift where 40% of students felt that the high school band was the primary source of music theory acquisition, whereas 36% acquired their knowledge from their private music teacher and 32% from their regular high school theory classes. Considering this was the only study conducted on student opinion it was interesting to discover, even after twenty years, that the private music teacher continued to play a dominant role in college preparation, with a shift into performance ensembles. 
A 1981 study conducted by Livingston and Ackman (2003) revealed that students felt most prepared in the areas of rhythm counting (78%), ability to hear major and minor triads (71%), knowledge of scales (67%), knowledge of key signatures (66%), keyboard skills (55%), ability to write triads (52%), ability to hear intervals (45%), notation (40%), sight singing (38%), ability to compose a melody (36%), melodic dictation (24%), part writing (16%), and harmonic dictation (10%). A repeated study in 2001 by Livingston and Ackman (2003), indicated the top five areas in which students felt best prepared were: knowledge of key signatures (92%); knowledge of scales (76%); rhythm counting (74%); ability to hear intervals (86%); and ability to hear major/minor triads and ability to write triads (68%).
Harrison (1989a; 1989b) suggests that musical aptitude, pre-college musical experience, private study, ensemble performance, and study of principal performing instrument all contribute to predicting success in undergraduate music theory. In addition, Harrison states that a significant relationship is associated with the Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) scores for mathematics as predictors of grades in freshmen music theory. Furthermore, Harrison (1989a; 1989b) believes that knowledge of students’ SAT scores, high school grade point average, and piano experience could be used by instructors to identify students who might benefit from tutorial assistance. In addition, students who have had little or no piano experience should undertake keyboard skills classes concurrently with the first-semester music theory course.
Consequently, due to the lack of prior music theory knowledge students find music theory difficult, fast-paced and possibly irrelevant. Smith (1992) indicates that most institutions have no prerequisites for beginning theory; however, basic knowledge of the rudiments of notation and aural skills are essential. Smith (1992) suggests, “Students who know the rudiments will survive the course, but such knowledge is not assumed and is often lacking” (64). According to Smith (1992), institutions with no placement procedures have upwards of 30% of matriculants withdraw or fail. McGaughey (1974) concurs with Harrison (1989a), Smith (1992), Hurry (1997), and Livingston and Ackman (2003), further indicating that the current imbalance of knowledge in first-year undergraduate music theory “remains an important consideration in our curriculum planning, relevant not just to the music education majors but to all young people preparing for professional careers in music” (48).
In Britain various investigations have been conducted researching methods of evaluation and preparation of students for tertiary level music theory. Computerised assisted instructions have played a major role in an attempt to develop a systematic approach designed to prepare students for music theory and evaluate their knowledge in the field (Roby, 1962; Douglas, 1965; Maier, 1970; Paul, 1973; Lehr, 1980; Leverett, 1984; Bowman, 1987; Wilder, 1988; Colman, 1992). 

A survey by Spencer (1993) revealed the following: out of five different higher education institution music departments, a high number of undergraduates commented that the study of harmony and counterpoint assisted their development as a musician. According to Spencer (1993) “harmony and counterpoint was the key that unlocked a deeper musical understanding” (82). However, according to Toplis (1995), higher education needs to decide what it expects from students entering into undergraduate music theory studies. Furthermore, universities need to review the textbooks employed in teaching music theory, to weed out those that are ‘out-dated’ and relate music theory to the contemporary needs of students of today.

2.4 Music Theory In Higher Education: Australian Perspective
For almost one hundred years two music education systems have operated in Australia. One, the AMEB, operates outside of the regular school classroom, and is primarily controlled by universities and private practice. The other music education tradition is the mainstream general educational system. Bridges (1984) criticises the AMEB as being too conservative and inadequate concerning contemporary music and developments in modern music education. The mainstream education system is fragmented, inconsistent, dull and inappropriate. Bridges continues to indicate that the point where the AMEB and the secondary school syllabus intersect is in the teaching of basic theory of music. However, data from university lecturers in Australia suggest that the greatest concern was that the level of achievement indicated by the marks students obtained in music examinations (primarily through the AMEB) often gave a false indication of their actual musical abilities (Bridges, 1984). Ten years on, Bridges (1994) advocates that private music teachers are simply servants to the AMEB syllabus and unfortunately employ the AMEB syllabus as a means to justify what they do or teach. Furthermore, “the examinations are used by many ill-equipped teachers as means of reassuring parents they are getting value for money” (Bridges, 1994:54). 
Since the inception of schooling in Australia music education has continuously had to battle for equality within the mainstream curriculum (Stevens, 1998). The divide between the two music education systems in Australia has only added to the lack of priority placed on music in mainstream education. This creates an imbalance and promotes music education as a ‘fee-for-service’ basis. Following this idea further, writers such as Gallagher and Gallagher (1994) indicate that an imbalance in music education tends to be present in lower socio-economic areas. Tellstrom (1971), Elliott (1986), Metcalfe (1987), Plummeridge (1991), and Ferris (1993), agree that the main reason for this imbalance can be narrowed down to three key areas: 1) music is predominantly fee-paying; 2) music education is outsourced by parents from private music teachers; and 3) only high schools in high socio-economic areas were in a position to offer VCE music within the regular curriculum.

This raises the debate concerning the role of secondary music education in Australia. It would be a fallacy to place the sole responsibility on private music teachers. The major concern in doing this is that private music teachers are not required to undergo any special training in music pedagogy. In Australia, anybody can proclaim themselves a music teacher whether they are qualified as either a musician or a teacher because no registration is required to practice this profession (Bridges, 1969). As stated, Bridges (1994) argues that Australian private music teachers are servants of the AMEB and base their philosophy of music education on grade advancement. This is problematic because, according to Bridges, the AMEB does not encourage sight-reading and improvisation skills and the theory syllabus continues to be based on 18th and 19th century harmony despite the inclusion of 20th century repertoire. This would question if creativity and imagination is at all a priority in the pedagogy of music education in Australia. Bridges (1994) argues that “the AMEB has certainly not yet caught up with current philosophies and implications of ‘Comprehensive Musicianship’ in its fullest sense” (54). Amazingly, Bridges has been voicing her views on the lack of development in music pedagogy in Australian for over 25 years. It is unfortunately that even since Bridges last publication in 1994 the situation has still not improved.
These concerns are of the highest priority in Australia because, for too long, music students have been inadequately prepared for the current undergraduate music theory curriculum. However, Smith (1992) argues that private music teaching is an essential ingredient in the music education scene as it meets the demonstrated need for in-depth music learning in ways which cannot be provided in most schools, whether primary or secondary. 
In Australia, music institutions indicate a prerequisite of at least Grade 4 or Grade 5 AMEB music theory as the benchmark for entry into their courses (Bridges, 1994). However, due to the large number of students that do not fulfil this requirement most institutions accommodate this by conducting introductory music theory courses, such as foundation courses and summer courses, prior to the commencement of the academic year.  This is often simply information overload for many students, and, in the opinion of this researcher, there is no simple answer. The obvious solution is that students should be stimulated in the rudiments and language of music theory while in secondary school. Furthermore, music theory education should be sequential, but this is currently not always the case. Constable (1984) advocates that, the purpose of undergraduate studies is to encourage our students to become self-sufficient learners. This is hindered when, from the outset, students are bombarded with information, in most cases ‘spoon-feeding’ - what Constable has labelled as, “suffering from a common disease of modern society” (76). In Britain, Hurry (1997) indicates that foundation courses in tonal harmony can help bridge the gap between A-Level and music degree courses.
Bridges (1969) also voices her concern about the necessity for students to master the techniques of past musical styles. “We don’t require students of English to write creatively like Chaucer and Shakespeare….this vicious circle will not be broken until universities still insisting on this requirement substitute other tests in music.…tests which are more related to the basic materials of music than nineteenth-century academic harmonic practice” (67). Furthermore, idolising past theories only provides students with preconceived ideas and assumptions that every piece of music can be labelled and put into a category and composers who depart from the norm are defying natural laws. It is important, according to Bridges (1969), that “students approach every musical work afresh, without preconceived notions” (76). Exton (1984) agrees with Bridges stating, “there seems to be little point in teaching composition students how to write what has already been written by someone else” (88). Bridges (1969), Exton (1984) and many other academics regard past theories as a valuable ingredient; however, it must be put into proper perspective. Many agree, including Exton (1984), who suggest that “teaching a set of rules or precepts – a sort of prison box: that way is narrowing-anti-educational” (88). It does nothing to promote creativity, creative composition and hinders any possibility of students opening their mind to inventing and discovering.

A primary reason according to Bridges (1984), (and numerous international colleagues including as Sherman (1969), Appleton (1989), and Spies (1998)), that past theories are still haunting the curriculum is because “a majority of academics, prisoners of their past, are reluctant to see this discipline abandoned, and find ways of justifying its inclusion in the overcrowded curriculum” (Bridges, 1984:70-71). Bridges (1969) states that the current curriculum fails to clarify the functions of what we (educators) are teaching. Students are expected to master past theories and conventions, but we fail to tell them why. Bridges (1969) echoes the views of Walton (1981) and Fitch (1973) questioning why do “we train twentieth-century musicians with nineteenth-century ears” (67). Bridges (1969) states, “all music teachers need to have a clear philosophy of music education, otherwise they can not teach with conviction” (68).

In summing up, the available literature indicates that first year undergraduates are improperly prepared for the music theory curriculum. In order to overcome this problem, three themes resonate throughout the literature: 1) the pedagogy of music theory in secondary and tertiary sector is in desperate need of reform; 2) the philosophy of music theory teaching needs to adapt to the needs of students and music education in the twenty-first century; and 3) the tertiary music theory curriculum is integrated with other subject areas. 
Chapter 3

3.0 Research methodology

This section outlines: 1) research design; 2) use of quantitative and qualitative methods; 3) approaches for this research; 4) details of the participants; 5) data collection and method of analysis; and 6) steps taken to ensure ethical research practices.
3.1 Research Design
The research design integrates a mixed approach of qualitative and quantitative methods. The measurement tools employed to gather data were a survey and semi-structured interviews. The focus of the research was to establish whether there is a lack of music theory knowledge in first year music students and understand how this situation may have occurred. In addition, the research attempts to establish students’ perspectives and attitudes towards their pre-tertiary music theory studies and their current undergraduate music theory studies. The research also aims to establish how relevant the current music theory curriculum is to their needs as musicians.

The rationale for the use of a survey as the primary method of data collection were the following: a survey can be completed at the respondent’s convenience; surveys offer greater assurance of anonymity; surveys offer less opportunity for bias or errors caused by the presence or attitudes of the interviewer; and surveys promise a wider coverage (Sarantakos, 1998). However, the limitations of surveys are that they do not allow probing, prompting and clarification of questions and a partial response is quite possible (Sarantakos, 1998). In order to overcome the limitations the survey included open-ended questions for participants to comment on any other issues not raised in the survey they felt important to them. In addition, the last question allowed the option for the participant to volunteer to participate in an interview at a later stage. The rationale behind the interview was to call upon participants to clarify the responses obtained in the survey. Only four volunteers were selected for an interview due to reasons of manageability and time constraints.
It is expected that the results will demonstrate a need for a detailed and sequential music theory program in the secondary sector. It is hoped that results may inform educators on the issues confronting the delivery of music theory in both the secondary sector and tertiary sector. The data expects to present an understanding of students’ attitudes to learning music theory and provide possible suggestions for content and delivery strategies. If necessary, the results can advocate a need for reform in the pedagogy of music theory education in Australia.
3.2 Quantitative and Qualitative Methods

Research in the field of sociology of education has revolved around two approaches, the quantitative and qualitative method. Quantitative methods employ information-collecting techniques, which allow the researcher to quantify results. Such data collection can be in the form of questionnaires, interviews, observations, and experiments. The quantitative approach according to Paul & Ballantine (2002) has been employed by functionalist and conflict theorists, primarily focusing on the macro-scale research, looking for trends and aspects of social behaviour in large populations.

Qualitative methods according to Kellehear (1990) employ information-gathering techniques, which allow the researcher to gain an understanding of social and personal experiences. Researchers employ techniques such as participant observation, ethno-methodology, and social experimentation. Paul and Ballantine (2002) further suggest techniques such as open-end questionnaires, various case study methods (historical, biographical, reflective), analysis of subject documents (diaries, journals, photographs), are also employed in the collection of data. The aim of qualitative research is to gain an understanding of social motives, beliefs, values and experiences within a social group or particular culture on a micro-level. 

As previously mentioned a mixed approached provided the most practical and time-effective means of gathering data. A quantitative approach involving surveys allow for quick results gathering as apposed to interviewing 123 students individually. However, including the qualitative techniques of open-ended questions and semi-structured interviews has allowed for any short falls and further clarification not achievable in quantitative techniques of surveys alone.
3.3 Approaches To Research

Researchers have primarily adopted three approaches to research: positivism; interpretive approach; and critical theory. Neuman (1994) defines positivism as a social science with an organized method for combining deductive logic with precise empirical observations of individual behaviour in order to discover and confirm a set of probabilistic causal laws that can be used to predict general patterns of human activity. The interpretive approach is the systematic analysis of socially meaningful action through the direct detailed observation of people in natural settings in order to arrive at understanding and interpretations of how people create and maintain their social worlds. Finally, critical theory is particularly associated with conflict theory and defines social science as a critical process of inquiry that goes beyond surface illusions to uncover the real structures of the material world in order to help people change conditions and build a better world for themselves (Neuman, 1994).

The above theoretical perspectives inform the structure, process and direction of this research. The researcher tends to sway more towards the critical theory paradigms. However, positivism also seems to find its way within the present research structure. This may be because positivism is the oldest theory in the social sciences (Sarantakos, 1998). Possible reasons for this theoretical orientation may be closely associated to the values of critical theory as a tool of social research for removing false beliefs and ideas society might advocate. This might explain reasons for students’ perception towards music theory and the imbalance and inequality music education faces in society.  
3.4 Participants

Eight higher education music institutions were invited to participate; however, only six institutions agreed to grant permission for the surveys to be distributed to their students. Reasons for the two institutions not participating were, one did not respond, and the other was unable to accommodate any further research projects. All participants were currently completing a second year undergraduate music degree or diploma in a Victorian institution. Of the 270 surveys distributed, a total of 123 participants completed and returned the surveys; sixty participants were female and sixty three were male. 
3.5 Data Collection and Analysis

The focus of quantitative research is converting the data collected into numbers. There are three main forms of quantitative research techniques: 1) experiments or quasi-experiments; 2) surveys or questionnaires; and 3) administering pre-existing standardized tests (Sarantakos, 1998). Based on the number of participants recruited, this research employed the survey/questionnaire technique. Although there are a number of variations in regards to the responses set in surveys, the verbal scale was the primary form of analysis (see example 1). 
Example 1: Verbal Scale:

The support I had in the study of music theory prior to leaving high school was:

Very High
High

Moderate

Low Very

Low

In relation to the above example, numerical coding will provide the process of analysing the data. This involves pre-coding each response with a code category (see example 2). This allows for easy transfer to computer programs such as Statistical Program for Social Sciences (SPSS).

Example 2:

The support I had in the study of music theory prior to leaving high school was:

Very High (5)
High (4)
Moderate (3)
Low (2)
Very Low (1)

From the response given by the participant the corresponding codes are entered into SPSS to create diagrams, charts, and graphs for analysis. The process of quantitative analysis according to Sarantakos (1998) involves six major activities: 1) data preparation; 2) counting; 3) grouping and presentation; 4) relating; 5) predicting; and 6) significance testing. These activities are fundamental for success and it is important in quantitative research that pilot studies or pre-tests are conducted. The rationale for pilot studies or pre-tests are to discover any fault or misunderstanding, to check the suitability of the questionnaire/survey, to receive feedback from pilot participants, to weed out any misinterpretation in language, and for the researcher to confirm the result and analysis processes are sound (Sarantakos, 1998). In addition, open-ended questions allowing for the participants to comment on other events relevant to their situation.
Four semi-structured one-hour interviews were conducted one-to-one; each was audio-taped to assist data processing. Questions asked in the interviews were in response to comments the participant made in the survey. The researcher selected two participants, who had no prior music theory studies, and two that had completed grade five AMEB music theory examinations prior to the commencement of their undergraduate course.
All surveys were distributed to participants during a four-week period (August 12th to September 8th 2005). Interviews were conducted after the September 9th at a time suitable between the researcher and the participant.
3.6 Steps Taken To Ensure Ethical Research Practices

Neuman (1994), Bouma (2000), and Babbie (2002), state that it is vital that all researchers need to be aware of the codes of ethics (tenets) that are associated with social research. Babbie (2002) identifies five principle tenets researchers must conform to: voluntary participation, no harm to the participants, informed consent, anonymity and confidentiality. Bouma (2000) concurs with the tenets indicated by Babbie stating:

Social scientists major ethical issues centre on gaining an appropriate form of informed consent, respecting individual privacy and confidentiality, being aware of the power dimension of the relationship between the researcher and the participant in research, and ensuring that the research procedures are adequate to answer the questions being asked (p.201).

In order to adhere to the tenets associated with social research, the researcher first had to seek ethical approval from the Standing Committee on Ethics in Research Involving Humans (SCERH) at Monash University. (The letter of approval is appended in the introductory pages). A formal letter was then sent to the six institutions requesting permission to conduct this research (see Appendix D). Once permission was granted by the institutions (see Appendix G), surveys were distributed to a nominated staff member at the institution for distribution (see Appendix E). The researcher did not distribute the surveys personally to the participants because the researcher teaches at three of the participating institutions. In order to ensure participation was strictly voluntary and participants were not influenced by the presence of the researcher, a staff member at each institution was nominated to distribute the surveys on behalf of the researcher.
In relation to participant confidentiality and anonymity, no names were required on the surveys unless the participant agreed to participate in an interview. All participants were provided with an explanatory statement (see Appendix C) and participants who took part in an interview (see Appendix F) completed a consent form (see Appendix B).

Chapter 4

4.0 results

This chapter aims to set fourth the results from the student survey. In some cases, not all responses total 123 since some participants did not answer every question. The data will be presented in five sections: 1) gender and background; 2) VCE music studies; 3) AMEB music theory studies; 4) music theory resources; and 5) music theory knowledge. Direct quotations from participants’ responses either from the survey or the interviews will be represented in italics. The comments from both data collection processes have been combined to provide the fullest representation possible as no new material was revealed from the interviews process. The interview process primarily confirmed the responses gathered from the surveys.
4.1 Gender and Background
A total of 123 surveys were completed and returned; 52% were female respondents and 48% were male respondents. The age of participants ranged from 18 to 47 years with 72% under 22 years and 27% over 23 years (see Appendix A, Figure 7.1). The types of secondary schools students attended included: 52% public secondary schools; 32% private; 14% Catholic; and 1% attended either an Independent, Centre for Adult Education, or Jewish secondary school. Most students attended metropolitan based schools (61%), 38% regional area and 2% remote area. Only 76% of students had completed Year 12 in the past 5 years, with 42% in 2003 (see Appendix A, Figure 7.2).
Surveys were distributed to six music institutions in Melbourne: Box Hill Institute of TAFE; Monash University; Northern Melbourne Institute of TAFE; Victoria University; Melba Conservatorium of Music; and the Victorian College of the Arts. Table 4.1 indicates the number of surveys returned from each institution. 
Table 4.1 Surveys Returned From Participating Institutions

	Institution
	No. Participants
	%

	Box Hill Institute of TAFE
	36
	29

	Northern Melbourne Institute of TAFE
	25
	20

	Melba Conservatorium of Music
	19
	15

	Victorian College of the Arts
	16
	13

	Monash University
	15
	12

	Victoria University
	12
	10


As table 4.2 indicates, the guitar and voice were the most common principle instrument studied by students. Together, they represented 49% of students surveyed (see Table 4.2).
Table 4.2 Principal Instrument Studied

	Principle Instrument
	No. Participants
	%

	Voice
	31
	25

	Guitar/Bass Guitar
	31
	25

	Piano/Keyboard
	14
	11

	Woodwind
	11
	9

	Drums/Percussion
	11
	9

	Saxophone
	10
	8

	Brass
	8
	6

	Composition
	5
	4

	Strings
	3
	2

	Vibes 
	1
	1

	Audio / Sound Production
	1
	1


In relation to their principle instrument it was found that, 63% of students began learning during their secondary school years, 29% during their primary school years and only 8% after completing secondary school (see Table 4.3).
Table 4.3 Ages Started To Learn Principal Instrument (PI)
	Age Started

To Learn PI
	No.
Students
	%
	Age Started

To Learn PI
	No.

Students
	%

	3
	1
	1
	15
	11
	10

	5
	2
	2
	16
	20
	19

	6
	1
	1
	17
	3
	3

	7
	5
	5
	20
	2
	2

	8
	4
	4
	21
	2
	2

	10
	12
	11
	22
	1
	1

	11
	6
	6
	23
	1
	1

	12
	15
	14
	24
	1
	1

	13
	12
	11
	25
	1
	1

	14
	7
	6
	30
	1
	1


With regards to the age students’ commenced learning their principal instrument: 31% started learning their principle instrument between the ages of 15 to 17 years; 31% started learning between the ages of 12 to 14 years; while 29% began between 3 to 11 years of age.
When asked about learning additional instruments, 88% of students indicated that they could also play or are learning to play other instruments. In addition to their principle instrument, of the 88% of students: 34% were able to play one other instrument; 43% able to play two other instruments; and 19% could play three other instruments. The most common style of music studied by students were Jazz (18%), Contemporary (13%), Rock (12%), Classical (12), Swing (10%), and Pop (9%) (refer to Appendix A, Table 7.1).
4.2 VCE Music Studies
Prior to the commencement of undergraduate studies 41% of students indicated that they had learnt music theory at secondary school and 25% from their private instrumental teacher (see Table 4.4).

Table 4.4 Music Theory Studies Prior To Undergraduate Studies
	Music Theory Studies Prior to Commencing Undergraduate Course
	No. Participants
	%

	At Secondary School
	88
	41

	Private Instrumental/Vocal Teacher
	53
	25

	Private Theory Teacher

	20
	9

	Private Teacher of Secondary Instrument
	16
	8

	High School Band Program
	11
	5

	Never had or given the opportunity to learn music theory
	9
	4

	At Music Camps
	6
	3

	Self taught
	5
	2

	Summer School Program
	3
	1

	Choir
	1
	0.5

	At Primary School
	1
	0.5


The data shows that most students were encouraged to learn music theory by their secondary music teacher (31%); others learnt from their private instrumental teacher (25%). It was surprising that 19% were encouraged to learn music theory from either their mother or father (see Table 4.5).

Table 4.5 Who Encouraged You Too Learn Music Theory

	
	No. Participates
	%

	Secondary School Teacher
	60
	31

	Private Instrumental Teacher
	48
	25

	Mother
	23
	12

	Myself
	20
	10

	Father
	13
	7

	Private Vocal Teacher
	11
	6

	Music Friend
	10
	5

	Primary School Teacher
	5
	3

	No one
	1
	0.5

	Harmony Teacher
	1
	0.5


The majority of students began learning music theory during their secondary education (between the ages of 12 to 17 years, 58%); 34% between the ages of 3 to 11 years; and 8% after completing secondary school (see Appendix A, Figure 7.3). In regards to VCE Music units undertaken, only 70% of students completed one or more VCE Music units. Figure 4.1 illustrates which VCE units were completed.
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Figure 4.1 VCE Music Units Completed
Surprisingly, 58% of students suggested that their VCE music units only partially prepared them for undergraduate music theory studies; whereas 32% felt that they were completely prepared; and only 11% believed that their VCE music units did not prepare them at all. Based on these figures only one-third of VCE students surveyed felt completely prepared to deal with the undergraduate music theory curriculum. These results raise three issues: 1) does the VCE music curriculum adequately prepare students for undergraduate music theory; 2) is the VCE music curriculum delivered satisfactorily; and 3) is the benchmark for first year undergraduate studies set to high. At the least, better communication is required from both the secondary and tertiary sectors. 

Encouragingly, over half the students saw support to learn music theory at secondary school as moderate to high; figure 4.2 illustrates students’ opinion towards the level of support provided. 
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Figure 4.2 Support Provided To Learn Music Theory At Secondary School
The primary reason for 30% of students not undertaking VCE Music was because music was not offered (29%) or they did not want to study music at school (29%). Other reasons provided included: “I was not ready to approach music theory”; “I did not start to play till I finished school”; contemporary music ie: rock, pop, and folk was not offered at my school. I played guitar and sang which didn’t fit into the school band framework”; “it did not occur to me, I wanted a serious job;, “school refused to allow me, forced me into elective math subjects, subsequently failed”; “parental pressure did not want me to be a musician”; “could not do VCE because at my school you had to do year 9 and 10 music in order to do VCE Music”; “left high school during year 11”; “wanted to start in year 12 but was not allowed to did not known enough”; “felt I was not good enough”; and “I was advised I was probably not yet at the level for VCE music”. It is disturbing that educators are deterring students away from studying VCE music. Music educators should adapt their teaching to accommodate varying levels of student ability. The VCE curriculum should promote music education for all, not only the fortunate few who have learnt from the private music sector, or that display exceptional musical talent. Furthermore, the VCE curriculum should encourage non-performers, students interested in composition, song-writing, music technology, and music analysis and appreciation.

 4.3 AMEB Music Theory Studies
Prior to commencement of undergraduate studies, 64% of students did not complete any AMEB music theory examinations. This was a surprising result considering undergraduate courses recommend at least a grade 4 to 5 AMEB theory standard. A total of 36% of students had completed AMEB music theory examinations. Figure 4.3 illustrates which AMEB examinations were completed by these students. The results indicate that only ten students surveyed had obtained Grade 5 AMEB and two students obtained Grade 6 AMEB. Undergraduate music institutions ought to reassess the need for expecting students to have a Grade 5 AMEB level of music theory when many fall short of this requirement.
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Figure 4.3 AMEB Music Theory Grades Completed

The 58% of students that completed AMEB music theory grades indicated that their private instrumental/vocal teacher helped prepare them. Private theory teachers (23%) and secondary music teachers (16%) were the other main sources of music theory tuition. Figure 4.4 illustrates the year students completed their AMEB music theory examination.
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Figure 4.4 Year Student Completed AMEB Music Theory Examination

Figure 4.5 illustrates students’ opinion regarding how well their AMEB Music theory studies prepared them for their first year of music theory at tertiary level. Encouraging, 65% of students rated their AMEB music theory studies as good to excellent preparation for first year undergraduate music theory studies.
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Figure 4.5 How Well Did The AMEB Theory Exam Prepare You For First Year Music Theory.
Only 6% of students indicated that they had completed other types of music theory examinations, namely: Trinity College of Music, London; and Australian Guild of Music and Speech. However, this represented a very small number to make any comparisons of note.

Students, who did not undertake any AMEB music theory examinations, suggested two main reasons: 1) they had never thought of it (45%), and 2) they did not see their importance (28%). The remaining responses carried the following themes: attempted but found it too difficult (4%); could not find a teacher to teach me (3%); commenced but found it really boring or pointless. “I did not feel I needed a certificate for it, however I still worked at it”; “never took it seriously”; “I’m a drummer”; ”did not have the time”; “never could afford it”; “never really liked written exams”; and “didn’t realise I was going to study music past high school. If I did I certainly would have”.
Prior to undergraduate studies 14% of students had not received any music theory instructions, while 12% had less than one year, 41% had between 1 to 2 years. On the other hand, 33% had more than two years of instruction. 
4.4 Music Theory Resources
Students were asked a number of questions relating to the music theory resources they had used prior to undergraduate studies. A total of 83 students had used some form of music theory software program; unexpectedly all 83 students indicated that they had used Auralia. Five other software programs were mentioned; however, these presented less than 10% combined (see Appendix A, Figure 7.4). Figure 4.6 illustrates students’ opinion on how helpful the software program (in this case Auralia) was in developing their music theory knowledge. 
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Figure 4.6 How Helpful Was The Software Program In Developing Your Theory Knowledge.
A total of 105 students stated that they had used a music notation software program prior to undergraduate studies. Of these students, 6% indicated that they were an expert at using the program, 21% were very good, 54% good, 22% poor, and 2% did not know how to use it. Students were asked if they had used the internet as a means to assist learning music theory. Surprisingly, only 23% said yes, and of these students, 46% used the internet monthly, 25% weekly, 4% daily, 7% rarely, and 18% when needed. Some students indicated that they found the internet provided some help (68%) in learning music theory, while others found it very helpful (21%), and 11% found it of little help.
4.5 Music Theory Knowledge
On the survey, students were provided with areas of music theory; students were then asked to select which ones they felt most competent before commencing their first year studies. Table 4.6 provides their responses. 
	
	%
	
	%

	Ability to hear major and minor triads
	78
	Read Music (Treble Clef Only)
	50

	Knowledge of all major key signatures
	69
	Melodic dictation
	46

	Ability to write major and minor triads
	68
	Ability to write dominant 7th chords
	44

	Ability to hear intervals
	68
	Blues Scales
	44

	Rhythm and Counting
	67
	Ability to write diminished and augmented triads
	41

	Ability to write/distinguish major and minor intervals
	66
	Ability to write/distinguish diminished and augmented intervals
	39

	Notation
	59
	Four-Part Harmony (Cadences)
	37

	Read Music (Treble and Bass Clef)
	59
	Pentatonic Scales
	35

	Basic keyboard Skills
	56
	Sight Singing
	27

	Knowledge of all minor key signatures
	51
	Ability to write secondary 7th chords
	18

	Ability to compose melodies
	50
	Read Music (Bass Clef Only)
	18


 Table 4.6 Areas Of Music Theory Most Competent

Similarly, students were asked which areas of music theory they felt the least competent before commencing their first year studies. Table 4.7 illustrates their responses. 
	
	%
	
	%

	Ability to write secondary 7th chords
	63
	Read Music (Bass Clef Only)
	33

	Sight Singing
	62
	Knowledge of all minor key signatures
	31

	Four-Part Harmony (Cadences)
	57
	Notation
	28

	Ability to write diminished and augmented triads
	49
	Read Music (Treble and Bass Clef)
	28

	Ability to write/distinguish diminished and augmented intervals
	49
	Knowledge of all major key signatures
	28

	Blues Scales
	47
	Ability to write/distinguish major and minor intervals
	26

	Melodic dictation
	43
	Ability to hear intervals
	25

	Ability to write dominant 7th chords
	43
	Rhythm and Counting
	24

	Pentatonic Scales
	42
	Ability to write major and minor triads
	21

	Ability to compose melodies
	37
	Ability to hear major and minor triads
	18

	Basic keyboard Skills
	34
	Read Music (Treble Clef Only)
	16


Table 4.7 Areas Of Music Theory Least Competent

The analysis of the results provide an alarming statistic. Students felt most prepared in: the ability to hear major and minor triads (78%); knowledge of all major key signatures (69%); and knowledge of all minor key signatures (51%). These measurements were quite low in comparison to the 2001 study by Livingston and Ackman (2003), which indicated that 92% felt best prepared in knowledge of all key signatures. Surprisingly, only 59% felt competent in reading both treble and bass clef, 50% felt competent reading only the treble clef and 18% felt competent reading only the bass clef. The four weakest areas in music theory preparation were the ability to write secondary seventh chords (63%), sight singing (62%), four-part harmony (57%), and the ability to write diminished and augmented triads (49%).
When asked if students enjoyed the music theory they were learning, 29% responded: always, 35% often, 29% sometimes, 6% seldom, and 2% never. Table 4.8 provides students’ reasons for their response to learning music theory. Students were able to identify more than one response or provide their own statements.
Table 4.8 Students’ Response to Learning Music Theory

	
	%

	It helps me with other subjects, such as composition, music analysis
	77

	It helps me understand music
	67

	It helps me with my aural skills
	45

	It’s what I want to learn
	41

	I just want to develop my playing/singing skills
	21

	Content is irrelevant
	9

	Too difficult
	7

	Do not understand it
	5

	Helps me with improvisation
	2

	It’s interesting
	2


Overall, only 6% of students do not spend any time on music theory homework, 47% spend one hour or less, 40% spend between one to two hours, and 6% spend more than two hours a week on music theory homework. Encouragingly, 76% of students strongly agreed that music theory is an important component of a tertiary music course, 18% tend to agree, 2% neither agree nor disagree, 3% tend to disagree, and 3% don’t know. Some of the responses given by students were:
“In order to play or teach music you have to understand what music is and how it has been created both by past composers and present”
“Without understanding the theory it is difficult to understand musical structure and reasons why composers wrote the way they did”
“It is extremely useful to understand the ‘visual’ makeup of music as it enables the musician to learn new concepts (theoretical and practical) much more quickly then He/She had not learnt music theory”
“It provides a deeper understanding of music on levels that can be difficult to pick up by ear”
“Not all music can be transferred aurally. There has to be some type of cognitive learning. Most things we learn have methods/patterns. To understand these patterns –then means you can apply it to other situations to produce something good”
“Although a basic knowledge of music theory is important I do not feel that the ability to analyse in depth is a useful tool I shall use at any time in my working life”
However, some students questioned the relevance their theory studies have to their professional needs, the methods of teaching music theory, and its practical application to their instrument:
“I find it hard to be motivated to learn theory when I rarely use it in my practical situation”
“I can see the importance of it, but think there must be better ways of teaching”
“It is important, but I also think it’s important to hold relevance to my major instrument. I need to be able to bridge the two things but I really struggle to”
“The problem I find is that there is a constant recycling of irrelevant theory that has no use in a professional music career such as cadential voice leading and counterpoint”
Figure 4.7 illustrates the subjects that students value to be the most important areas of study in a tertiary music course.
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Figure 4.7 Most Important Areas Of Tertiary Music Studies
The five most important areas for students were performance (81%), music theory (58%), aural (54%), improvisation/creativity (53%) and ensemble performance (51%). Considering the importance placed on technology in today’s climate, music technology only received a disappointing 21%. Figure 4.8 illustrates students’ knowledge of music theory prior to the commencement of their first year of tertiary studies.
[image: image8.emf]0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

excellent good average poor very poor

Rating Of Music Theory Knowledge

No. of Students

% of Students


Figure 4.8 Rating Of Music Theory Knowledge

Prior to commencing first year undergraduate studies: 10% of students believed their knowledge of music theory was excellent; 27% good; 36% felt their music theory knowledge was average; 18% poor; and 9% felt their knowledge was very poor.
On the survey students were asked if their current study of music theory is relevant to their needs: 22% believed it was critical; 44% very relevant; 25% felt some relevance; 7% little relevance; and 2% felt it was irrelevant (see Figure 4.9). In total, 66% of students believe that the music theory they are learning is critical to very relevant to their needs. This is encouraging however, from the responses presented; integrating music theory with other subject areas and understanding how to apply their knowledge of music theory to their principal instrument are themes resonating from the students. 
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Figure 4.9 Relevance Of Current Undergraduate Music Theory Studies

One of the most surprising results was the amount of students considering composing (44%) and song-writing (42%) as a career preference after completing their undergraduate studies. This could explain why students ranked music theory as the second most importance area of study. Private studio teaching (41%) ranked third, with teaching in higher education (34%) coming in before either secondary teaching (33%) or primary teaching (23%). Performing in a band/group (40%) was fourth on the list and performing in an orchestra (14%) tenth on the list. Another surprising result was that only 6% of students consider being performers/artists after completing their undergraduate studies. These results strengthen the need for the VCE music curriculum to accommodate the non-performer. Figure 4.10 provides students’ career preferences.
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Figure 4.10 Student Career Preferences

The survey concluded with two open-ended questions. The first question asked if students had any final comments in relation to their preparation of music theory prior to the commencement of their tertiary studies. It was encouraging to discover that some students found their VCE experience positive:

“My high school prepared me extremely well. In my first year, I did find that we were going over a lot of the thing that I covered at school”
“Theory was strongly emphasised in music tuition in high school. Therefore classes at uni were very basic and easy for me, especially in first 6 months of course. Would be better of classes were streamlined so people could learn theory relevant to where they are at”
“I was very fortunate to have such a large amount of tutoring, schooling and preparation prior to my tertiary studies. It made it much easier for me to follow the material taught in lectures”

“It helps to have a solid fundamental background in rhythm, melody and theory before you commence tertiary education VCE solo and group is an excellent start”
A number of students, however, complained that: 
“Theory at high school was inaccessible to me, because I played rock/folk music and the school music administration were not appreciative of that kind of style, so I couldn’t see myself fitting into their music program”
“Secondary school theory teaching for me didn’t prepare me at all for the jazz theory that I began to learn in my first year after finishing secondary school. AMEB theory exams were tedious affairs that had little or no relevance to a teenager wanting to experiment with sounds and write his/her own material – perhaps it an aural component could be able to use exams they would have more relevance and be more interesting”

“My preparation has been somewhat inadequate because it takes a lot more effort in understanding principles than what time allows”

“My VCE music teacher was more concentrated on his own singing career than on helping us understand musical concepts and due to that didn’t plan lessons properly or follows through his explanations. He was away for many classes and our learning was disrupted”

“My high school teacher was average and had no real world performance experience. And many students will go and do the some, teaching an outdated syllabus”
“My year 12 music class had only 2 students in it. I think in those circumstances, there should be an arrangement to meet a larger music class out of school. My year 12 class spent a lot of time doing nothing due to the teacher not wanting to spend time on a class of 2”

 “Felt preparation was quite poor. Whilst the basic were known, no indication from tertiary institutions was given in regards to standard required for entry limited in comparison to what was covered in tertiary study”

“I think that although I had a strong background in musical theory before I got here, it was mainly due to self motivation especially from year 8-12. I think more emphasis needs to be on music in general especially in preparation for VCE music”

“I think theory should be more emphasised in high school learning to prepare students for tertiary studies”
From these comments some students may feel alienated from the regular music curriculum, if they do not conform to playing main stream music or a main stream instrument. A lack of much or no jazz theory studies in secondary music curriculum seems to resonate throughout the survey, most likely from the jazz performing students. An insight into the harmonic language of jazz theory in secondary school would be an advantage. Unfortunately, small class sizes may play a role in the quality of teaching received by students, or the amount of motivation they received from their teachers. One possible assumption is that small class sizes may disadvantage students. Students would like to be stimulated with a more up-dated music theory syllabus and find no connection with the out-dated syllabus. Overall, more emphasis on music theory in the VCE curriculum were favoured by students.
In addition to the previous comment on the “AMEB exams being a tedious affair that had little or no relevance to a teenager wanting to experiment with sound and write his own material”, other students had interesting things to say about the AMEB music theory syllabus:

“I think that my VCE studies in music were more useful in preparing me for tertiary studies than the AMEB exams”

“First year theory was a lower standard than AMEB grade 5, 1st year was boring”
“Dolcie Holland is useless – chord abbreviation etc”
Other comments expressed disappointment in the first year level music theory curriculum:
“It was very minimal but enough to get through to course. It was strange because when we auditioned, had a small very test, then at the start of the course we learned the things that were on the test, but they kind of expected us to already know them. Like key signatures cycle of 5ths”
“If letting students into tertiary level studies without adequate theory skills – provide them with ways to boost their knowledge”

Many students felt disadvantaged due to not having had any formal training in music theory prior to commencing first year undergraduate studies:
“I regret not going out of my way to study music theory and I wish they were more opportunities to study theory in high school”

“Not enough emphasis on theory during high school so feel slightly disadvantaged at tertiary level”
“I think students who are offered VCE music do have a greater advantage (if their music department is well structured). I know it has helped me with aural and rhythmic dictation”
“The main knowledge gained prior to tertiary theory was learned from my private instrumental teacher. Without this grounding, the theory taught in my secondary school was very inadequate. I completed a bridging course and refreshed the theory I had learnt in 2000”
Clearly, having had no prior theory studies in secondary school resulted in those students being felt disadvantaged. However, some students mentioned that bridging courses and summer schools was a helpful alternative.
The final question asked students if they have any last comments in relation to the music theory they were currently learning. Many responses questioned the relevance of the theory they were learning:
“A lot of the theory seems to be pretty useless for my aspirations, but I never know what will come in handy”

“Why on earth are they teaching us counterpoint surely something else more modern and relevant could be taught”
“Very western could be more global”
Others believed not enough emphasis is placed on aural training and perhaps aural could be integrated with music theory:

“I’d like to see more importance placed on aural”

“feel a little unstructured need more aural”
“Not enough focus on aural training in general – perhaps could be combined with theory lectures”

Many agreed that the content was presented too fast and more time is required to learn the material:
“Not enough time dedicated to classes, if you are in my boat and the theory is all new, it needs a lot of repetition to sink in!”

“I feel that I need one on one training in theory because the class often moves ahead too fast. I need to apply theory practically immediately on my instrument or it doesn’t sink in”

“The structure provided for theory in diploma level has been great and well presented. It would be great if we could revise knowledge of last week lesson before moving on”
Others were very pleased with the content stating:
“I love it! It’s essential! It’s exciting!”
“My current institution is bloody fantastic and discusses important things for a pro musician such a feel and that in music there are no rules, only guidelines. And that the theory comes after the music”

However, many would like music theory to be more practical and applied to their instrument:

“I feel the theory I’m now learning in second year has gone down a different track to 1st year, and I still haven’t soaked up things from first year. I think it needs to be pushed more to put theory to the instrument, I still don’t really know how to go about it”
“I think it’s important to show how theory is applied to music because if you can see the relevance it makes (the work) it all worth while”

“Making it as exciting as possible with lots of demonstrating and interactive students play along and playing in class”
“I would like it to be more tied into composition more applied”

Others overall believe:
“I’ve learnt a lot during the last 2 years of TAFE which has been critical knowledge needed in developing skills on my instrument”

“There should be more tests more pressure on students to strive to understand and demonstrate their ability in theory. I feel it is easy to stumble through class sometimes”
“Although I do feel that a basic knowledge of music theory is important for all music students I do not agree with theory as a compulsory subject for 2 years in a 3 year degree. I feel that a single compulsory year of theory should be what is given, with theory as an elective for 2nd and 3rd year”

On the whole, a number of students were unprepared in the basic rudiments of music theory. Several students indicated that they felt alienated from the main stream music curriculum and the curriculum could not accommodate the style of music or instrument they performed. Students have concerns regarding the relevance music theory plays in their training and struggle to transfer knowledge they learn in theory to other areas of music studies: in particular aural training and their principal instrument. Students greatly believed that a structured music theory curriculum prior to an undergraduate course would be beneficial. Students’ career preferences revealed composition and song-writing as their first choice. This could explain music theory being ranked the second most important area of study. 
Chapter 5

5.0 Discussion

This chapter will discuss the key findings of this study and draw conclusions in relation to the current literature. A comprehensive discussion of the results will reveal links between the aims, the key findings and the literature. Two outcomes for consideration, implications for further research, and a conclusion will be drawn.
5.1 Key Findings

This study investigated the prior knowledge of music theory in undergraduate students and identified students’ perceptions of and attitude towards the study of music theory. The study confirmed results and opinions from the available literature that undergraduate students are under-prepared in the area of music theory when commencing first year tertiary studies. The findings support the three current issues confronting the pedagogy of music theory in both the secondary and tertiary sectors: 1) the pedagogy of music theory in secondary and tertiary sector is in need of reform; 2) the philosophy of music theory pedagogy must be relevant to students, promoting a curriculum that is modern and innovative; and 3) the tertiary music theory curriculum is integrated with other subject areas, in particular aural training. Furthermore, the findings revealed two additional issues: 1) the need for students to be able to transfer music theory knowledge to their instrument through practical applications; and 2) that secondary music teachers and the private instrumental teachers play an equal role in the teaching of music theory.
5.2 Curriculum Reform/Music Theory Pedagogy
The background data revealed that 63% of students began learning their principle instrument while in their secondary school years. However, only 41% believed that their secondary education played a key role in their music theory preparation prior to their tertiary music studies. Furthermore, only 31% of students stated that their secondary music teacher encouraged them to study music theory. This is more concerning considering that a total of 70% of students undertook VCE music units. Therefore, more than half the number of students believed that their secondary teacher did not encourage them to learn music theory.

A number of factors can contribute to this data, such as, varying degrees of music programs in different schools and/or students’ attitude to learning music theory and/or no music program and/or not all students completed every VCE music unit. However, this could represent a decline in a structured music theory program in secondary schools or possibly a lack of music theory in the curriculum. Many academics strongly advocate that, “students who know the rudiments will survive the course [undergraduate studies]” (Smith, 1992:64). Menchaca (1998) states, “If students fail to acquire basic skills in the beginning, they will have trouble in later music theory courses” (41). Others agree with Smith and believe that more often than not, structured music theory studies are lacking in secondary education (Botstein, 1996; Hurry, 1997; Menchaca, 1998). Students themselves stated: “I regret not going out of my way to study music theory and I wish there were more opportunities to study music theory in high school”; and another student commented, “Not enough emphasis on theory during high school so feel slightly disadvantaged at tertiary level”.
Table 4.6 further supports the international literature concerning students being under-prepared in music theory prior to tertiary studies.  Surprisingly, similarities are evident between this study and that with the 1981 study and 2001 duplicate study conducted by Livingston and Ackman (2003) (see Table 5.1). Although all these elements are fairly easily learnt in an undergraduate course, the question is then, what is learnt in secondary education?

Table 5.1 Best Prepared Subjects

	Best Prepared Subject

Livington & Ackman (2003)

2001 Study
	%
	
	Capitanio (2005)

2005 Study
	%
	
	Best Prepared Subject

Livington & Ackman (2003)

1981 Study
	%

	Knowledge of key signatures
	92
	
	Knowledge of all Major key signatures

Knowledge of all minor key signatures
	69

51
	
	Knowledge of key signatures
	66

	Rhythm Counting
	74
	
	Rhythm and counting
	67
	
	Rhythm Counting
	77

	Ability to hear major/minor triads
	66
	
	Ability to hear major/minor triads
	78
	
	Ability to hear major/minor triads
	70

	Ability to write triads
	66
	
	Ability to write triads
	68
	
	Ability to write triads
	52

	Notation
	58
	
	Notation
	59
	
	Notation
	40

	Ability to hear intervals
	52
	
	Ability to hear intervals
	68
	
	Ability to hear intervals
	45

	Keyboard skills
	46
	
	Keyboard skills
	56
	
	Keyboard skills
	55

	Melodic dictation
	40
	
	Melodic dictation
	45
	
	Melodic dictation
	24

	Ability to compose melodies
	36
	
	Ability to compose melodies
	50
	
	Ability to compose melodies
	36

	Part writing
	34
	
	Four-Part Harmony (Cadences)
	36
	
	Part writing
	16

	Sight singing
	16
	
	Sight singing
	27
	
	Sight singing
	38


Toplis (1995) asks a similar question: “What is, and what might be expected of students at intermediate levels of study?” (162). This can explain comments from lecturers such as, “the general attainment in the area [Music Theory] is a disgrace to music education” (Hurry, 1997:36). It is concerning that 59% of students know how to read both the treble and bass clef; only 50% are capable of reading treble clef; and 18% of students could read the bass clef. According to Fournier (2002) students come from a wide array of musical backgrounds – some have had exposure to rudiments, others are capable of basic part-writing, and others are struggling to read in clefs other than that of their particular instrument. This may well explain the 18% of students that could only read bass clef. However, the necessity to read music in general is considered important prior to undergraduate studies, and with 50% of students stating that they were competent in reading only the treble clef does raise concern. In addition, knowledge of key signatures in this study compared to the 2001 study by Livingston and Ackman (2003) suggests Australian students are 20 years behind in this area. However, the ability to compose a melody was encouraging. This is interesting because the two most popular choices of career preferences (see Figure 4.10), were composing (44%) and song-writing (42%). This indicates that Australian students are actively creating music.
Karpinski (2000) believes, like many other academics, that learning to hear and read music with understanding and facility is arguably the most important goal we set for our students. Roger (1984) agrees with Karpinski stating that, “music theory has only one goal – to understand what we hear” (102). However, Karpinski raises concern in relation to the direction aural training has gone in the past century. The development and dissemination of textbooks along with their computer assisted instruction software has created an artificial construction of music and focused aural training around two activities: sight singing and dictation. This could explain the results from figure 4.1 which illustrate that only 1% of students found Auralia critical in helping them learn music theory; while 30% found Auralia very relevant; 51% found it some help; 16% found it little help; and 1% found it irrelevant. Unfortunately, only 27% of students felt competent in sight singing and 46% in melodic dictation prior to undergraduate studies. A possible reason for these low figures could be because educators are depending too heavily on computer-assisted programs to do the teaching. Karpinski (2000) believes that since the in order to teach students to hear and perform real music educators should use real music as much as possible in their teaching.
5.3 Modern and Innovative Syllabus

Two of the most standout comments from the survey were: “why on earth are they teaching us counterpoint surely something else more modern and relevant could be taught”; and “the problem I find is that there is a constant recycling of irrelevant theory that has no use in a professional music career such as cadential voice leading and counterpoint”. This echoes the argument of Bridges (1969; 1994), Appleton (1989), and many others, that teaching skills such as counterpoint and four-part harmony based on literature few people know is meaningless and a more realistic perspective needs to be placed on these out-dated principles. Appleton (1989) states, “we should be teaching the practical skills of harmony and voice leading based on the melodies and chords used in the types of music practiced today” (B2).
The AMEB music theory syllabus also received comments questioning its relevance:

“Secondary school theory teaching for me didn’t prepare me at all for the jazz theory that I began to learn in my first year after finishing secondary school. AMEB theory exams were tedious affairs that had little or no relevance to a teenager wanting to experiment with sounds and write his/her own material – perhaps it an aural component could be able to use exams they would have more relevance and be more interesting”

This supports Bridges (1984) view that the AMEB is out-dated too conservative and inadequate towards contemporary music developments in modern music education. One student commented that: “Dolcie Holland is useless – chord abbreviation”; another stated that, “I think that my VCE studies in music were more useful in preparing me for tertiary studies than the AMEB exams”. Interestingly, only 36% of students had completed AMEB music theory examinations. If this is the case why are music institutions requesting grade 4 or 5 AMEB music theory as a prerequisite, when only 36% of students completed an AMEB music theory exam and a total of 20% of the students had completed grade 4 AMEB or higher.  One student commented: “First year theory was a lower standard than AMEB grade 5, 1st year was boring”; another student stated, “If letting students into tertiary studies without adequate theory skills – provide them with ways to boost their knowledge”. 
Many institutions provided summer music courses and music theory bridging course prior to the commencement of first year studies. However, according to Keating (2003) students really need to be studying music theory and ear training all year round to grasp them fully. Bridges (1994) agrees and states, “crash courses are useless” (54). Although, 16% of the student that completed AMEB music theory exams believe it was excellent in preparing them for undergraduate studies, 49% believed it was good, 28% believed it was average, and 7% believed it to be poor. Furthermore, of the 64% of students that did not complete any AMEB examinations indicated two main reasons: 1) never thought about it (45%); and 2) did not see the importance of it (27%). Clearly, academics need to review what purpose AMEB music theory exams have for undergraduate studies.
Fournier (2002), a music theory lecturer states, “I am in the midst of revising a rather out-dated theory curriculum for an undergraduate music program”. Fournier expresses a need for a curriculum that accommodates students in first year undergraduate courses which assesses their prior music theory knowledge, in order to identify students with a lack of prior theory knowledge and those with backgrounds that make them eligible for advanced standing in music theory. This issue is real and problematic and until the undergraduate courses move forward from what Elliot Carter labels as, “the university as the magnifier of the dead” (1959:170), out-dated syllabi will continue to be regurgitated to students that have no connection to it. Appleton (1989) argues that, “higher education is in pressing need of reform….the way we [educators] teach music theory needs to be brought up to date” (B2). One student commented, “I can see the importance of it, but I think there must be better ways of teaching”. This does not suggest completely eliminating counterpoint or four-part writing from the curriculum but establishing a more balanced and engaging music theory curriculum. Universities need to review the music theory curriculum and ensure that the curriculum is adaptable and relates to the needs of contemporary musicians.
5.4 Integrated Music Theory Curriculum
One method of establishing a curriculum that is relevant and engaging to students is through integration. Bridges (1969), Kohs (1980), Rogers (1984), Payne (1987), Appleton (1989), and Spies (1998), suggest that music theory should be integrated with other subjects such as musicianship, performance, composition, keyboard skills, improvisation, aural training and music history. A number of students expressed similar views to integration, commenting that:

“Theory and aural are a mixture of pure mathematics and life skills. If only we all had the same ability and could develop these skills on an equal par”. We come to this subject from diverse musical backgrounds of knowledge and experience. Personally I am under enormous pressure to advance at a pace that is not easily digested in such a short time frame. It’s a great subject and it deserves to be taught at a more moderate pace”

Others expressed similar views stating: “Not enough focus on aural training in general – perhaps could be combined with theory lectures”; “I’d like to see more importance placed on aural”; “feel a little unstructured need more aural”; and “I would like it to be more tied into composition more applied”.  These students are expressing a need to relate music theory in an aural and applied context. This is identical to Karpinski’s (2000) view that learning to hear and read music is the ultimate goal. Furthermore, Karpinski (2000) believes that integrated curriculum can be an elegant solution. However, careful coordination in subject and materials is required by colleagues. Kohs (1980) calls this the transfer of music theory. Students need to be able to transfer their knowledge of music theory to other subject areas otherwise many view music theory studies as irrelevant. This may well be precisely the goal of up-dating the music theory curriculum.
5.5 Transfer of Music Theory to Practical Instrument 
The available literature expressed views that students found their music theory studies irrelevant (Sherman, 1969; Gauldin, 1974; Kohs, 1980; Appleton, 1989; Spies, 1998). A key reason for this is because students need to make the connection between music theory and the role it plays on their practical instrument. The survey revealed that students want to understand how to transfer the knowledge they learn in music theory to their practical instruments. One student commented:
“I feel the theory I’m now learning in second year has gone down a different track to 1st year, and I still haven’t soaked up things from first year. I think it needs to be pushed more to put theory to the instrument, I still don’t really know how to go about it”
Another student stated that, “I think it’s important to show how theory is applied to music because if you can see the relevance it makes (the work) it’s all worth while”. Revising the current trend of monotonous and tedious approaches to harmonic exercises to a more favoured integration of performance and practical application was voiced by a number of students: “Making it as exciting as possible with lots of demonstrating and interactive students play along and playing in class”; “I find it hard to be motivated to learn music theory when I rarely use it in my practical situation”; and “It is important, but I also think it’s important to hold relevance to my major instrument. I need to be able to bridge the two things but I really struggle”. This study revealed that students found their music theory critical (22%) to very relevant (44%) to their needs. While 25% of students found it some relevance, 7% found it little relevance, and 2% found it irrelevant to their needs. The results were similar when asked if students enjoyed the music theory they were learning. Overall 64% of students either always or often enjoyed the music theory learnt; 29% of students sometimes enjoyed it; and 8% of students seldom or never enjoyed the music theory they were learning. However, students did find the curriculum moving too fast: “Not enough time dedicated to classes, if you are in my boat and the theory is all new, it needs a lot of repetition to sink in!”;  and “I feel that I need one on one training in theory because the class often moves ahead too fast. I need to apply theory practically immediately on my instrument or it doesn’t sink in”.
5.6 Teaching Music Theory: Role of the Private Teacher
A total of 25% of students believed that their private instrumental/vocal teacher best prepared them for undergraduate music theory studies. This result is similar to Livingston and Ackman (2003) (see Table 5.2). 
Table 5.2 Best Preparation For College Theory

	
	Capitanio

2005


	Livingston/

Ackman

2001
	Livingston/

Ackman

1981

	At Secondary School
	41%
	32%
	13.7%

	Private Instrumental/Vocal Teacher
	25%
	36%
	34.4%

	Private Theory Teacher

	9%
	4%
	3.4%

	Private Teacher of Secondary Instrument
	8%
	16%
	6.8%

	High School Band Program
	5%
	40%
	10.3%

	Choir
	0.5%
	8%
	10.3%

	Never had or given the opportunity to learn music theory
	4%
	N/A
	N/A

	At Music Camps
	3%
	N/A
	N/A

	Self taught
	2%
	N/A
	N/A

	Summer School Program
	1%
	N/A
	N/A

	At Primary School
	0.5%
	N/A
	N/A


This study revealed that 41% of students attained their theory knowledge from secondary school. Compared to the 2001 study by Livingston and Ackman (2003), music theory knowledge was mostly attained from the high school band program (40%), representing a 30% increase in 20 years. This may well provide evidence of the practical application when learning music theory which is achieved in the band/ensemble environment. Furthermore, of the 58% of students that completed AMEB theory examinations: 23% of these students indicated that their private music teacher prepared them for their exam; and 16% of students indicated that their secondary music teacher prepared them for their exam. This could warrant more collaboration between secondary schools music teachers and private instrumental teacher (see Table 4.5). However, Bridges (1994) voices her concern with private music teachers in Australia. Bridges believes many private studio teachers as well as parents employ the AMEB examination syllabus ill-appropriately and the examinations are used by many ill-equipped teachers in Australia, because there is no compulsory music teacher registration (54). Surprisingly, 19% of students indicated that their parents played a role in encouraging them to learn music theory. 
5.7 Two Outcomes for Consideration
1. How should secondary schools change preparation?

First and foremost, secondary music teachers need to understand what tertiary institutions require from first year undergraduates. This needs to extend beyond the AMEB music theory syllabus and incorporate a more ‘real music’ approach. Secondary music education needs to establish a sequential music theory program, ensuring that the foundation and rudiments of music theory are taught to students adequately. In addition, consideration should be placed on incorporating elements of jazz theory in the curriculum and establishing protocols for small class sizes in VCE.
An understanding between the aural nature of music and the theoretical techniques need to unite and must not rely solely on out-dated text-books and computer assisted programs. Furthermore, establishing a closer communication between the private instrumental/vocal teacher and the secondary music teacher can prove to be advantageous. Finally, secondary music programs need to broaden their approach to a narrow performance and typical classical stream program to allow opportunities for other areas of music education to develop: such as composition; song-writing; and non-western musical instruments. 
2. What are the implications for tertiary institutions?
There are a number of implications tertiary institutions should consider. Firstly, tertiary institutions need to understand that current prerequisites are not being met by all first year students in the area of music theory. Tertiary institutions need to find productive methods of ensuring students meet their expectations prior to first year undergraduate studies. This should extend beyond a crash course in music theory and remain an important consideration in curriculum planning. Secondly, better communication between secondary schools and tertiary institutions is required in order to begin bridging this gap. A professional development course in music theory education for secondary music teachers could be one suggestion. Curriculum reform promoting a syllabus that can adapt to student needs on an annual basis is another. Thirdly, tertiary music courses need to consider the potential for curriculum integration incorporating an applied approach to real music and performance within the teaching of music theory. 
5.8 Implications For Future Research

This study outlined a number of issues associated with music theory pedagogy, music theory curriculum and student’s level of preparation for first year undergraduate studies. This study opened a range of further questions such as: Are there advantages in learning particular instruments in the knowledge of music theory gained? What are the comparisons between the levels of music theory knowledge between the different instruments students learn? Is the music theory undertaken by VCE students adequate for first year undergraduate music theory studies?
Further research can involve surveying Australian music theory lecturers and secondary music teachers’, to establish their opinions and experiences in teaching undergraduate music theory. Research can extend to music teachers’ experience in learning music theory and to what affect it has had on their teaching of music theory to their students.
Curriculum integration is another area requiring further research. Developing methods to best achieve integration and assessing the effects on the overall curriculum design are of important priority. Collaboration between lecturers in different fields will prove to be the key to its success. Consistent monitoring, and reporting techniques and methods are of extreme importance for continual development and successful implementation. 

This study revealed that secondary school teachers and private instrumental teachers played an equally important role in where students learn music theory. Research in the private teaching sector and the role of music theory instruction in the private lesson can provide further insight into students’ level of preparation. Finally, continued research in the area of computer assisted programs and how teachers incorporate them in teaching music theory would be advantageous.

5.9 Conclusion

The results of this study indicate that students are not adequately prepared for first year music theory studies. The findings suggest that a sequential music theory curriculum is lacking in secondary education. Student opinion established a number of links to the previous studies and literature in this field: specifically in the areas of curriculum integration; the transfer of music theory to other subjects; and its practical application. 
This study revealed that only 22% of students that undertook VCE music felt it had completely prepared them for undergraduate studies, and that overall the AMEB music theory syllabus played a minimal role in students’ music theory preparation. Furthermore, this study supports the current literature that computer assisted programs should not be solely relied upon to teach music theory or aural training. 
In conclusion, a number of key considerations for both the secondary and tertiary sector were identified. Results gathered support issues presented in the literature relating to curriculum integration, curriculum reform, and identified the theoretical orientation of Australian students’ opinion towards the study of music theory. Finally, it is hoped that this study will encourage further research into the teaching of music theory in Australia at all levels of education. 
7.0 Appendices
APPENDIX A 
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Figure 7.1 Age Of Students
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Figure 7.2 Year Students Completed Year 12
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Figure 7.3 Age Students Started To Learn Music Theory
Table 7.1 Style Of Music Students Perform
	
	No. of Responses
	%
	Style

Genre
	No. of Responses
	%

	Jazz
	91
	18
	African
	2
	0.4

	Contemporary
	66
	13
	Latin
	2
	0.4

	Rock
	59
	12
	World Music
	1
	0.2

	Classical
	57
	12
	Kleymer
	1
	0.2

	Swing
	49
	10
	Gypsy
	1
	0.2

	Pop
	46
	9
	Balkan
	1
	0.2

	Fusion
	33
	7
	Afro Cuban
	1
	0.2

	R&B
	29
	6
	North Indian
	1
	0.2

	Folk
	28
	6
	Punk
	1
	0.2

	Funk
	8
	2
	Hardcore
	1
	0.2

	Electronic/Dance
	5
	1
	Flamenco
	1
	0.2

	Metal
	3
	0.6
	Country
	1
	0.2

	Gospel/Soul
	3
	0.6
	Music theatre
	1
	0.2

	Reggae
	3
	0.6
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Figure 7.4 Music Theory Software Program Most Used By Students
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