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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 
independence of the judgments of randomly selected Montana 
higher education music educators and the judgments of 
randomly selected Montana public school music educators 
regarding the amount of music performance which should be 
in the Montana music teacher preparation programs. 

The questionnaire, which collected personal data 
and judgments about music performance, was sent to a pro¬ 
portionally stratified random sample of college professors 
(37) and public school music educators (194). Items on 
the questionnaire were examined by means of a Chi Square 
statistic to determine whether significant differences 
existed in several categories of investigation. Tables 
were used to show the results of testing the subordinate 
hypotheses of each major null hypothesis. 

In general, judgments of public school educators 
and college educators differ significantly about solo and 
ensemble performance as well as the importance of musical- 
ity in music teacher preparation. There is also a 
significant difference between judgments of whether a music 
education major should be a good performer. A comparison 
of judgments by the highest degree attained showed signifi¬ 
cance in the performance of small ensembles and large 
performance organizations. A difference also appeared from 
educational backgound comparisons in whether a music 
education major should be a good performer. The comparison 
of judgments from the public school music classifications 
resulted in a significant difference about the emphasis of 
solo performance. 

The most difference of any comparison came from 
each area of public school music. Their judgments of small 
ensembles and large performance organizations, the major 
objectives in methods courses, the important elements in 
music teacher preparation, and which areas of performance 
should be stressed showed significant differences. They 
also differed on whether a music education major should be 
a good performer. 
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of all parts of the United States for the study of music 

education. The several task groups, which were set in 

motion by this commission investigated qualities and 

competencies for music educators, recommendations for 

critically needed changes in teacher education, identi¬ 

fication of innovative programs and practices in the 

preservice preparation of music educators, musical 

qualities and cometencies for classroom teachers, and 

recommended standards and evaluative criteria for the 

education of music teachers. Task Group V (1973:2), 

whose topic was "Recommended Standards and Evaluative 

Criteria for the Education of Music Teachers," presented 

a final report in November of 1973* The report stated: 

"The task of becoming cometent to function 
within the whole spectrum of music dictates the need 
for a new set of tools. Music educators need some¬ 
thing more than performance skills. They must 
develop a broad muscianship, coupled with open- 
mindedness toward the use of any sounds combined in 
a musical context, that will enable them to address 
themselves to any music they encounter." 

According to Brown (1973:27) the focal point 

of music training 

"... is the art of performance. . . What 
many students and professors fail to realize is that 
performance skill does not automatically generate 
musical sensitivity." 
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A clarification of the difference of compe¬ 

tence and performance by Hittleman (1976:3) defined 

competence as "an ability, talent, or skill" whereas 

performance was defined as "a formal, observable exhibi¬ 

tion of skill, talent, or ability." In a study sponsored 

by the Bureau of Educational Personnel Development at 

Indiana University in Bloomington, Hittleman (1976)found 

that competency only may be demonstrated through perform¬ 

ance. In response to the place of musical performance in 

a teacher training program, Baron (1976:7^) wrote: 

". . . It is possible that performing music 
is not a bad background for a well rounded and 
interesting musician and teacher (!)." 

According to the recommendations of the Music Educators 

National Conference Task Group V (1973)» a music educa¬ 

tion major should have performance ability which is 

advanced sufficiently to assure accurate and musically 

expressive performance. 

Educators teach as they were taught (Willough¬ 

by, 1971)• Since it is the current music college faculty 

who devises the music education curriculum (Christensen, 

Eisher;and King, 1973), the programs are a reflection of 

ideas and experiences from each faculty member, with and 

without teaching experience in the public schools. Those 
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music educators training future music instructors should 

have had successful public school experience and should 

continue to keep in touch with the public school music 

programs whether through student teacher supervision, 

continuous public school lab experience for all age 

students, or some similiar contact with the public 

schools (Task Group V:1973)» 

According to Hoffer (1974)9 there are limit¬ 

ations in the design of the curriculum for music teacher 

preparation programs. First, the teacher certification 

requirements of each state will introduce some restric¬ 

tions. Commonly there are only four years of under¬ 

graduate training. In his evaluation report, Hoffer 

recommended a five year program. Music education 

programs must build not only competent musicians, but 

competent teachers as well. Regleski (1975) stated many 

times in Principles and Problems of Music Education that 

not all good musicians are good music teachers, but that 

every good music teacher must be a good musician. 

Realizing these limitations, it is still 

necessary to provide the most well-rounded curriculum 

available. An imbalance in the total design of the 

present music education programs does exist, for in a 
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stated: 

"The periodic examination of teacher 
education programs is an established procedure in 
American education. Systematic evaluation by 
teacher education institutions can lessen 
desparities between teacher preparation and the 
actual demands and challenges of teaching. In 
recent years the need for a new approach to 
teacher education in music has been of increasing 
concern. Many graduates have found much of their 
preparation neither adequate nor relevant to the 
problems confronting them in their teaching 
positions." 

The data collected from the National Assessment in Music 

of 1977 re-confirmed the need to totally review the 

preparation of those teachers educating the masses in 

music. 

Housewright (1970:5) emphasized in his "Charge 

to the Commission" the urgency of this thorough examina¬ 

tion of music teacher education programs in this 

statement: 

"Overcoming delays in approving realistic 
curricula and instituting innovative practices are . 
problems so widespread that they command the major 
attention and efforts of the entire music education 
profession." 

The purpose of music teacher training, accord¬ 

ing to Willoughby (1971:13,, 69), should be "comprehen¬ 

sively competent musicians." Willoughby expanded that 

no studies show that a competent music teacher must also 

be a competent performer. 
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The purpose of this study directs its atten¬ 

tion to a needs assessment of music performance in the 

music education curriculum. Since Christensen, Fisher, 

and King (1973) state that the task of structuring the 

curriculum is one of the major problems of all colleges 

of education, the data found by this study may be help¬ 

ful in the review and/or design of a music education 

curriculum. 

By surveying a sample of both public school 

and higher education music educators and by providing a 

summary of these results to both populations, there will 

be a flow of information between the public schools and 

the university departments of music education. Pemberton 

(1974) considers this very essential for education to 

progress. 

Willoughby (1971:69) best summed .the need and 

purpose of a needs assessment in an education curriculum 

in this statement: 

"Any inadequacies in the education of teachers 
should not be imposed on future generations." 
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survey. 

Another limitation is the amount of time 

required to fill out a survey. A busy music teacher does 

not have time to fill out long, involved questions. There¬ 

fore, an effort was made to include a limited number of 

questions which were answered in a concise manner. 

The final limitation deals with the populations 

who received the survey. A directory of music educators 

is published by the Montana State Department of Public 

Instruction, but it includes only teachers who are 

currently teaching music in the Montana public schools and , 

colleges/universities. No music teacher who is currently 

in graduate or post-graduate school or who has left 

teaching for other vocations will be included in this study. 

Judgments from these populations, especially those who have 

left teaching, could provide valuable data. 

It is a delimitation that the researcher will 

choose only a sample from the available directory of music 

teachers and that not all will be surveyed. Time and money 

will not permit a survey of the entire population. 

It is a delimitation that the survey was 
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SUMMARY 

This chapter has given preliminary back¬ 

ground of the college music education curriculum with 

particular emphasis on the area of music performance. 

A statement of the problem of this study as well as its 

purpose and need were presented. Several general 

questions to be addressed and the general procedure of 

this study were outlined. After listing the limitations 

and delimitations, music performance was clearly defined. 



CHAPTER 2 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the most difficult tasks in a school 

of education is structuring the curriculum of the college 

(Christensen, Eisher, King, 1973)• Since individuals 

from different groups frequently have varied ideas, 

Higgins and Rate (1977) stated there will be a wide 

range of expectations concerning the competencies required 

of a successful teacher. 

In reviewing literature for the problem of 

this study concerning how much music performance should 

be in teacher training programs, three general areas were 

covered: 

1. the development of higher education music 
instruction 

2. current teacher preparation concerns 

3. suggestions made for its improvement 

Tellstrom (1971:vii-viii) states: 

"An understanding of what has been done in 
the past can set the stage for what must still be 
accomplished in the future. Knowing why things 
have been done and how they have been accomplished 
prepares music educators to determine with reason 
these principles which should be maintained, 
modified, or cast aside. In this way the structure 
will more likely reflect the conditions and 
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environment of the times,M 

Therefore a brief study of the development of music 

instruction in higher education is the content for the 

first section. The second section dealing with questions 

and concerns about teacher preparation is followed by 

suggestions and recommendations for its improvement. 

DEVELOPMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION MUSIC INSTRUCTION 

The growth of music education in the American 

normal schools, colleges, and universities runs parallel 

with the development of public school music in the 

primary, elementary, and secondary schools (Tellstrom, 

1971)• Normal schools prior to 1890 were usually short 

term summer sessions lasting from four to six weeks. 

Although American colleges and universities were estab¬ 

lished earlier than the normal schools, they offered music 

instruction no earlier. The music education movement 

came after 1830 with vocal music being the first area of 

instruction. In 1835 Oberlin College was the first 

'college' to offer music instruction. Emphasis of music 

study was primarily a cultural training but served also as 

a preparation for teaching music. Effort was spent in 
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learning the elements of music and building a knowledge 

of repetoire of songs to be taught to little children. 

By 1849 instrumental music was a course offering at 

normal schools, colleges, and universities. It was not 

until the period between 1865-1890 that music training 

became a part of every teacher's training (Sunderman, 

197D. 

The training of the instructors of music in 

normal schools is difficult to trace, according to 

Sunderman, (1971). Since several instructors could be 

traced back to conservatory educations, he could only 

assume that most instructors had similiar training. The 

development of music instruction in higher education for 

either cultural or professional training occurred 

distinctly in the nineteenth century (Tellstrom,1971; 

Sunderman, 1971). 

Originally the subject matter of an area was 

stressed in teacher programs and then the emphasis 

switched to professionalism in education. By the 1920's 

there was a conscious organization of instruction in 

subject matter with view to professional responsibilities 

of the future teacher. There was an effort to balance 

both areas (Pemberton, 1974). Although the programs for 
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teacher preparation must he balanced as well as flexible 

and contemporary, Christensen, Fisher, and King (1973) 

express concern that all too often the faculty with 

controlling power can push the ’hot topic' of the moment 

into a curriculum without reviewing the entire program. 

Michalski, Jr. (1972:37) stated when speaking of college 

music faculties: 

"Music education instructors are usually hired 
as specialists in a particular area of performance 
or preparation. It is not uncommon to have teachers 
added to the music faculty with graduate credits in 
performance as the only basis for their employment. 
Evidence of successful teaching is rarely required." 

The Music Supervisors National Conference was 

formed in 1907 and by 1934- the name was changed to Music 

Educators National Conference (MENC), its name today. 

Supervisors of music had transformed their positions of 

helping classroom teachers with music to actually teach¬ 

ing music themselves (Sunderman, 1971)* Today in large 

districts where a supervisor of music educators is needed, 

the position is administrative in nature but their pro¬ 

fessional affiliation is most likely with MENC (Klotman, 

1973). 

The National Association of Schools of Music 

or NASM was founded in 1924- for the purposes of securing 
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a better understanding among institutions of higher 

education engaged in work in music, of establishing a 

more uniform method of granting credit, and of setting 

minimum standards for the granting of degrees and other 

credentials. Membership in NASM is optional and as of. 

•1976 slightly less than 200 schools were listed members. 

The 1977 Handbook gives the curricular structure for 

music education as: 

50% basic musicianship and performance 

30% to 35% general studies 

15% to 20% professional education 

"Music in Higher Education 1975 - 1976" which is compiled 

by NASM gives a variety of statistics from 97% of the 

member schools at that time. Of the institutions similiar 

in size according to number of enrolled music majors to 

Montana institutions, 70% to 73% required a defined level 

of performance proficiency and 51% to 64% required a 

recital in order to graduate. 
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QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS OF TEACHER PREPARATION 

The Music Educators National Conference(MENC) 

Task Group I, whose topic was to determine the qualities 

and competencies for music educators, stated: 

UA new type of teacher in music is needed in 
order to provide music educators who are competent, 
flexible, creative, curious and prepared to service 
and flourish in a world of change . . . Music 
educators need more than performance skills.” 

The Task Group V of MENC (1973:3) stated: 

"Throughout their preparation they must never 
loose sight of a major goal of music educators: to 
bring about musical literacy and understanding and 
to lead students from musical experiences in the 
classroom to the broad world of musical art.” 

The National Assessment in Music of 1977? indicating that 

the average American is a "musical idiot", magnifies 

music educators concerns for the development of more 

realistic views of providing for mass education in and 

through music. Schmid (1971) questioned that students 

are not being prepared to teach basic principles that 

would still be valid in ten, twenty, or thirty years. 

Ross (197&:92) states:: 

"Many instructors have been so busy trying to 
create spectacular football shows, contest winners, 
and technically perfect performing groups that they 
have forgotten to educate the student through a 
comprehensive and educationally sound curriculum." 
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Elliott (1976:93) reinforced the above statement when he 

wrote: 

MA flawless concert doesn't necessarily mean 
that meaningful teaching and learning has taken 
place." 

Brocklehurst (1971:22) further amplifies the point: 

"Consider the place of public performance in a 
school's music program and ways which they can 
contribute to the attainment of objectives. 
Successful concerts are an inadequate criterion by 
which to judge a school's total music program." 

Gibson (1972:60) further expanded: 

"What students learn becomes incidental to the 
goal of performance. The "curriculum" is dependent 
on concert programs - programs that are all too 
often chosen for what students can do well rather 
than to give them an opportunity to expand their 
musical experience." 

A heavy emphasis of performance in a program will result 

in well trained but poorly educated students (Lakostic, 

1975; Regelski, 1975). 

Hittleman (1976) sees a need to determine if 

teacher trainers are preparing 'technicians' (those with 

abilities, skills, or talents) or professional teachers 

(those with comprehensive competency in their combined 

abilities, skills, or talents). It is his belief that 

teaching is "more than a sum of discreet performances." 
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comprehensive musical experience include composing, 

performing, listening, and evaluating (Floyd, 1976). 

This knowledge must then be converted to a teachable 

form. Cady (1973:16 ), who believed that one can learn 

to teach, stated: 

"There are those who have less to learn about 
teaching, but only because fortuitously they have 
been blessed with experiences that have allowed them 
to develop a pleasant attitude toward people, a 
desire to help people learn, and an ability to sense 
the world and what he himself does from others' 
viewpoints." 

Several studies have been done which listed 

characteristics and skills necessary for any successful 

teacher. Although knowledge of subject matter is 

considered very important, people-oriented skills and 

defined personal characteristics dominate the lists. 

(Campbell, 1977; Goldenberg, 1975; Hittleman,1976; 

Kennedy, 1975; Koble, 1977)* Music educators, according 

to Glenn and Turrentine (1968), require these same skills 

with their subject matter requiring musical skills. 

Carlsen from the University of Washington 

described the person trained to be a music educator in 

Fowler's "Teacher Education: Stop Sending Innocents into 

Battle Unarmed" (1970:107-108): 

'"These people that we are preparing to be 
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teachers of the general student were never general 
students. They were all music students, because 
their training in music began when they were six or 
seven years of age. They grew up in special music 
classes. They went to band; they went to orchestra; 
and they went to choir. They studied violin, or 
percussion, or clarinet, or piano, and they came to 
college and they continued to be music majors. Our 
fallacy is that we are attempting to take these 
specialists and train them to go back out and teach 
people that they don't even know ever existed, 
because they weren't that kind of individual 
themselves." 

Fowler (1970:10Z|-) himself stated: 

"Administrators, too, showed concern for the 
adequacy of teacher education programs. They noted 
the evident conflict between the music teacher's 
necessary investment in years of practice and his 
lack of awareness and participation in contemporary 
events. 'Music educators,' one administrator said, 
'enjoy their isolationism - from the protection of 
their practice rooms to the idea of the specialist 
to the splendor of the podium. They must begin to 
address themselves to the world around them." 

SUGGESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In 1973 the Task Group V of MENC divided the 

undergraduate program of music education into three 

general areas: general education, professional education, 

and basic muscianship. Basic musicianship should comprise 

50% of the curriculum which is also suggested by the 1977 

National Association of Schools of Music Handbook. 
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Boehle (1972), along with the nENC Commission 

(1970), recommended that music education majors should 

not be locked four years into the continuous performance 

in specific major ensembles. Klotman of the Commission 

suggested that this requirement benefited the institu¬ 

tion of higher education more than the student. The 

MENC Commission (1970) and Hoffer (1974) stated that a 

solo senior recital not be considered a mandatory 

requirement in the preparation of music skills. No 

studies, of the Commission's findings, proved that 

successful music teachers have always been professional 

level solo performers. According to Hoffer, music 

education majors should have more flexible ensemble and 

recital requirements because of the variety of teaching 

situations they would be encountering. 

Klotman (1970) recommended that opportunities 

to learn how to handle music in related arts and human¬ 

ities courses be added to the curriculum and to teach not 

only performance but the general study of music. General 

education and professional education comprise the other 

50% of the curriculum. 
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SUMMARY 

In reviewing the literature of music 

performance as it relates to music teacher preparation, 

three general areas were covered. A brief tracing of the 

development of higher education music instruction spanned 

the last two hundred years. A section dealing with the 

questions and concerns of music teacher training 

explained the problems as seen by educators in the last 

decade. The final section of suggestions and 

recommendations for the improvement of music education 

programs close the chapter. 



CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY. 

INTRODUCTION 

The problem of this study was to determine 

the independence of the judgments of randomly selected 

Montana public school music educators and randomly 

selected Montana higher education music educators regard¬ 

ing the amount of musical performance which should be in 

the Montana music teacher preparation programs. 

This chapter presents the procedures employed 

to conduct this study. The populations will be described 

and the categories of investigation outlined. The method 

of data collection, the means of data organization, the 

statistical hypotheses, and the procedures for analysis of 

the data will be presented. After the precautions for 

accuracy are noted, a summary will conclude the chapter. 
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POPULATION DESCRIPTION 

This study employed two populations. One 

population was the Montana music educators in the public 

schools who teach at the elementary and/or secondary 

level on a part-time or full-time basis. The second 

population was part-time or full-time music educators 

at Montana colleges or universities. Both populations 

were noted in the 1978 Directory of Montana Music 

Educators from the Office of Public Instruction in 

Helena, Montana. 

A proportionally stratified random sample was 

drawn from the total 5^2 Montana music educators in the 

public schools and higher education institutions. The 

basis of the strata was college/universities and the 

school music classification system shown in Table 1* 

Proportioning the sample to the given strata ensured that 

all school sizes and levels were equally represented in 

the sample. 
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Table 1 

Music Classification System 

Classification School Enrollment 

A 751 or more 

B 251 - 750 

C 101 - 250 

D 1 - 100 

College/University any enrollment 

Since the investigator tested the hypotheses 

with 95% confidence that the error will not exceed .05, 

analysis will be done at the .05 level of significance. 

The total sample is reflected in Table 2 with the total 

number of 251 needed in the sample determined by the 

given formula: 
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Table 2 

Sampling design 

Population Description N - % of N Sample Size 

A 184 34 78 

B 108 20 46 

C 99 18 42 

D 64 12 28 

College/University 87 16 37 

Totals 542 100% 231 

A systematic method of extracting the names from an 

alphabetical school listing for higher education 

institutions and each class size produced the total drawn 

proportionally stratified random sample, 

CATEGORIES OF INVESTIGATION 

The major emphasis of this study was to deter¬ 

mine the judgments of randomly selected Montana music 

educators in the public schools and randomly selected 

judgments of the Montana music educators in higher 
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education institutions regarding the amount of musical 

performance which should be in music teacher preparation 

programs. Respondents also judged when and if proficency 

tests in piano and ear training should be required. In 

addition, the sample surveyed designated what percentage 

should be devoted to music performance from the entire 

100% of the music training curriculum, considering the 

other categories involved in music teacher preparation. 

Personal data collected from both populations 

for categories of investigation was the degree(s) 

obtained and the years of teaching experience (inclusive 

of the present school year) at the public school and/or 

higher education level(s). School size and the music 

areas taught were categories investigated in the public 

school population. 

METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION 

A survey (see Appendix B) was mailed to the 

proportionally stratified random sample in late April. 

The names and addresses of the sample population were 

taken from the 1978 Directory of Montana Music Educators 

from the Office of Public Instruction in Helena, Montana. 



.31 

The survey was mailed to the place of employment. 

Both populations were asked to judge the 

different performance areas (solo, ensemble, large per¬ 

formance organization, and methods instruments/voice) in 

a variety of settings. The respondents judged these areas 

using a Likert-type scale with four responses (SA=strongly 

agree, A=agree, D=disagree, SD=strongly disagree). 

Mason and Bramble (1978:123) state: 

’’Likert type scales are commonly used in 
educational and behavioral research. They allow for 
assessing differences in degree or intensity on a 
trait and are less difficult to construct than other 
kinds of scales." 

Musical performance was designated a certain percentage 

of the total 100% of the music teacher training program 

with other categories in teacher preparation considered 

as well. In addition the survey asked the respondents to 

indicate when and if proficiency tests in piano and ear 

training should be required. 

A cover letter (see Appendix A) accompanied the 

instrument and pledged confidentiality. An explanation 

of needs and purposes for the study was presented. All 

respondents were given the opportunity to receive a 

summary of the findings of this study. 

Non-respondents were contacted by personal notes 
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three and one-half weeks after the initial mailing to 

encourage completion of the instrument. 

The face validity of the instrument, received 

hy anyone teaching music with or without a degree in 

music, was tested by a review from the ocperts listed: 

Dr. Creech Reynolds -Chairman of the music department 
at Montana State University. 

Mr. Lowell Hickman - Associate professor of music at 
Montana State University with 
public school experience. 

Dr. Gerald Sullivan -Professor of elementary educa¬ 
tion and a recreation percus¬ 
sionist. 

Mr. Raymond Sims - Montana public school music 
educator for thirty years and a 
graduate of Vandercook School 
of Music. 

The reliability of the instrument was checked 

through a test-retest situation. Roscoe (1969:105) 

states: 

"The most obvious method for determining relia¬ 
bility of a test calls for administering it to the 
same sample on two different occasions, then defin¬ 
ing reliability as the Pearson product moment 
correlation between the two sets of scores." 

The survey was administered to fifteen music educators 

from the public schools and a higher education 

institution and re-administered three weeks later. 

Ahmann and Glock (1965:328) point cut that: 
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"... the length of time allowed to elapse 
between test administrations is critical and must be 
selected with care. . . Obviously, there is no 
single, widely accepted time interval suitable for 
all types of tests with all varieties of people." 

Shaw and Wright (1967:1?) recommend that "intervals of two 

to six weeks" allow long enough to minimize the effects 

of memory. 

The 'Pearson r' statistic was applied to the 

fifteen pairs of scores. Although individuals varied 

their responses on the retest, the group correlation was 

•99* In light of this finding, the instrument was judged 

to be very reliable. 

METHOD OF ORGANIZING DATA 

In order to clearly present all data, 

contingency tables were constructed for each solicited 

response of questions one through nine. According to 

Ferguson (1971), a contingency table is a bivariate 

frequency table used to study the independence or 

association of two variables. Data from question ten is 

presented in tables showing the arithmetic mean of each 

category. 
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STATISTICAL HYPOTHESES 

Hypotheses that were tested in this study 

consist of the null and the alternative. The null 

hypotheses and alternatives are stated as follows: 

1. In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of Montana public school music educators is 
independent of the judgment • of Montana higher 
education professors concerning the amount of 
music performance which should he in Montana 
music teacher training programs. 

In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of Montana public school music educators is not 
independent of the judgment of Montana higher 
education professors concerning the amount of 
music performance which should be in Montana 
music teacher training programs. 

2. In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is independent of the highest degree obtained by 
Montana music educators. 

In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment . 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is not independent of the highest degree obtained 
by Montana music educators. 

3. In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is independent of the school classification of 
Montana public school music educators. 

In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is not independent of the school classification of 
Montana public school music educators. 
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4. In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is independent of the areas taught hy Montana 
public school music educators. 

In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is not independent of the areas taught by Montana 
public school music educators. 

5.. In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is.independent of the length of teaching 
experience for Montana public school music 
educators. 

In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is not independent of the length of teaching 
experience for Montana public school music 
educators. 

6. In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is independent of the length of teaching 
experience for Montana college music educators. 

In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is not independent of the length of teaching 
experience for Montana college music educators. 

7. In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is independent of public school teaching 
experience of Montana higher education professors. 

In each item of the questionnaire, the judgment 
of music performance in music teacher preparation 
is not independent of public school teaching 
experience of Montana higher education professors. 
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Since each of the stated hypotheses were tested 

on every item of the questionnaire, there were actually 

twenty-eight subordinate hypotheses from each major 

hypothesis with specific descriptors pertinent to each 

item. 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The data from questions one through nine was 

analyzed using a Chi Square Test of Independence, which 
! 

according to Roscoe (1969:196) is 

n ... an extremely useful statistical procedure 
for determining whether two nominal measures are 
related. . . the test may be used to determine 
whether two or more populations are distributed in 
the same fashion with respect to some criterion." 

The selection of a .05 level of significance is a "common 

convention" as stated by Ferguson (1971:14-9)• Edwards 

(1969) expressed this level of significance accounts 

adequately for both Type I and Type II errors and provides 

a compromise position. 

Data from question ten was analyzed by computing 

the arithmetic mean, which according to Isaac (1971:117) 

is used when 

"... the greatest reliability of central tendency 
is wanted . . . and the 'center of gravity' of a 
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sample is desired." 

The written comments from several respondents 

are included in Appendix J. 

PRECAUTIONS TAKEN FOR ACCURACY 

Precautions for accuracy were taken to check the 

calculations. Calculations of the proportionally 

stratified random sample design, as well as respondents' 

judgments of question ten, were done hy a pocket calcula¬ 

tor. A computer was employed to insure the accuracy of 

the Chi Square calculation. 

SUMIARY 

This chapter has endeavored to define the 

populations as well as the design for sampling those 

populations that were contacted in this study. The 

categories of investigation were presented. The method 

of data collection, the survey, was discussed. A 

proportionally stratified random sample of the Montana 

music educators in the public schools and the higher 

education institutions received the mailed instrument 
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which asked their judgments on how much music performance 

should he in music teacher preparation programs. The 

percentage of music performance from the total 100% of the 

music training program as it relates to the other 

categories of the music teacher preparation program was 

designated. Personal data was collected and placed in 

descriptive tables. Checks on validity and reliability 

of the instrument was conducted through the use of experts 

and through a test-retest method, respectively. 

Data generated by the survey are presented in 

contingency tables and tables of arithmetic means. The 

null hypotheses and alternative hypotheses were tested 

employing a Chi Square Test of Independence. Adequate 

precautions, involving the use of a pocket calculator 

and a computer, were taken to assure accuracy. 



CHAPTER 4 

DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA 

The problem of this study was to determine the 

independence of the judgments of randomly selected 

Montana higher education music educators and the judg¬ 

ments of randomly selected Montana public school music 

educators regarding the amount of music performance 

which should be in the Montana music teacher preparation 

programs. 

The instrument, cover letter, and a self- 

addressed, stamped envelope were sent to a portionally 

stratified random sample of Montana music educators in 

public schools and higher education institutions. The 

packets were mailed April 26, 1978* The returned 

questionnaires received during a two month period were 

used in the study. Table 3 shows the percentage of 

returns from the two populations. 
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Table 3 

Instrument Returns 

Population Sent Returned Percentage 

Public school teachers: 

Class A 78 65 83 
Class B 46 32 70 
Class C 42 34 81 
Class D 28 23 82 • 

194 154 79 

Higher education 
professors: 37 30 81 

Totals 231 184 00% 

Of the 231 individuals to who instruments were 

mailed, 184 responded for an overall return of 80 percent. 

Not all one hundred fifty-four teachers and thirty pro¬ 

fessors answered each survey question; thus the totals 

shown in the tables do not equal the total amount 

received from each population. 
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PERSONAL DATA 

Personal data regarding educational degree, 

teaching area(s), and length of teaching experience were 

collected from both populations. In isolated cases, the 

respondents did not provide any or some of this personal 

data. 

The following key is given to help in inter¬ 

pretation of Table 4, a presentation of the highest 

educational degree held by both populations of music 

educators. 

Key: A=Doctorates 
B=Master of Music in (instrument(/(voice) 
Master of Music in Theory 
Master of Music in History 
Master of Music in Conducting 
Master of Music in Performance 

C=Master of Music Education 
Master of Education in Music 
Master of Science in Music Education 
Master of Science in Teaching 

D=Master of Arts 
Master of Science in Music 
Master of Science in Humanities 

E=Bachelor of Music 
F=Bachelor of Music Education 

Bachelor of Education with Music Major 
G=Bachelor of Arts 
H=Bachelor of Science 
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Table 4 

Highest Educational Degree Attained 

Degree Public 
Ho. 

School 
% 

College 
No. % 

Total 
No. % 

Graduate: 

A 1 1 2 6 3 2 

B 2 1 16 55 18 10 

C 25 17 5 17 30 17 
D 10 6 3 10 13 

58 25 26 88 64 36 

Bachelor: 

E 13 9 1 3 14 8 

F 42 28 2 9 44 8 

G 19 13 0 0 19 11 

H 38 25 0 0 38 21 

112 75 3 12 115 64 

Total 150 100 29 100 179 100 

Of the randomly selected public school educators 

25 percent hold some kind of graduate degree. Over one- 

half 55% of the college professors hold a Master of Music 

as their highest degree. 

The subject areas taught by public school 

teachers was a category of investigation. Table 5 

reflects the totals of the music areas. 



4-3 

Table 5 

Public School Music Area 

Subjedt Area No. of Respondents Percentage 

Band 25 16 
Orchestra 6 4 

29 20 
Band and Chorus 9 6 
Band and Orchestra 1 trace 
Band and General Music _z_ 5 

17 11 
Chorus 6 4 
Chorus and General Music _2i_ 25 

40 27 
General Musuc 25 17 
All Music Areas 57 25 

Total 148 100% 

Over half of the public school music educators 

either teach all areas (25%) or chorus combinations (27%). 

Only one educator is reported as teaching both band and 

orchestra. 

The subject areas of the higher education pro¬ 

fessors did not show any definite pattern. Therefore, 

no comparisons are given. 
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The length of teaching experience of public 

school is shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Public School Teachers' Teaching Experience 

Experience in Years Number Percentage 

0-5 60 41 

6-10 32 22 

L
f\ 

i—1 1 

i—1 
rH

 24 16 

16 and over 31 21 

Total 14? 100% 

Public school teachers with up to five years 

teaching experience encompassed almost half (41%) of the 

random sample. 

College professors' length of teaching ex¬ 

perience at higher education institutions is reflected 

in Table 7» 
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Table 7 

College Professors' Teaching Experience at Colleges 

Experience in Years No. of Professors Percentage 

o
 

i—i i o
 

0-5 10 35 

6-10 24 

17 59 

11 and over: 

11 - 15 6 20.5 

16 and over 6 2Q.5 

12 41 

Total 29 100% 

Although college professors with up to five 

years experience at higher education institutions made 

up the largest category, there appeared to be a fairly 

even distribution of professors in all levels of exper¬ 

ience • 

Table 6 indicates the college professors with 

and without public school experience. 
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Table 6 

College Professors' Public School Experience 

Public SchooL., Experience No. of Professors Percentage 

With 16 55 
Without 13 45 

Total 29 100% 

More than half of the college professors (55%) 

have had some public school teaching experience. 

COMPARISON OF JUDGMENTS 

The major purpose of this study was to deter¬ 

mine the independence of judgments of randomly selected 

public school teachers and of randomly selected higher 

education professors regarding how much music performance 

should be in music teacher preparation. In addition, 

comparisons of judgments were also executed with the 

collected data concerning: 

1) educational degree 

2) size of public school 
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3) public school music area 

4) length of experience for public school teachers 

5) length of experience for college professors at 
higher education institutions 

6) college professors with and without public school 
experience 

A comparison of the ratings was performed using 

the Chi Square Test of Independence. The .03 level of 

significance for testing was used to determine if a 

significant difference existed in the judgments. 

For each of the seven major hypothesis a table is 

presented reporting degrees of freedom and a calculated 

Chi Square of each of the twenty-eight item subordinate 

hypotheses. The actual response data from each item is 

found in contingency tables in Appendixes C-I. The degrees 

of freedom varied because of the necessity to collapse 

cells in the contingency tables in order to calculate the 

Chi Squares. A discussion of any significant differences 

in the subordinate hypotheses precedes a ranking of all 

curriculum areas done by each category under investigation. 

Each area was judged as to how much of each should be in 

the curriculum. The highest amounts were ranked first 

down to the least amounts which were ranked last. This 

showed the judgments of what the actual rank ordered 
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standing of performance should be in the total curriculum. 

After consideration of all given data, a final decision 

was made to retain or reject each major null hypothesis. 

Testing of Null Hypothesis One 

Null Hypothesis One: 

The judgments of Montana public school music educa¬ 
tors is independent of the judgments of Montana 
higher education professors concerning the amount 
of music performance which should be in Montana 
music teacher training programs. 

Table 9 states a summary of findings from sub¬ 

ordinate hypotheses in testing of this major null 

hypothesis. For the actual response data, see Appendix C. 

Six of the subordinate hypotheses (lb,2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, and 

6d) showed a significant difference of judgment between 

public school and college educators. 



49 

Table 9 

Comparison of Judgments from College Professors 
and Public School Educators 

Question D.P 

1* A music education major should: 

a. be knowledgeable in music field. 1 
b. be a good performer. 2 
c. have a sense of musicality. 1 

2. Performance of solo literature in the 
music education major's specialty area 
should be required in: 

a. private lessons. 1 
b. informal student recitals. 1 

• c. full recital. 3 

3# It is essential to prospective teachers 
to perform in small ensembles: 

a. in studio coaching sessions. 1 
b. in informal student recitals. 2 

• c. in formal public concerts. 2 

4. Participation by music education majors 
in large performance organizations(band, 
orchestra, chorus) should be: 

a. optional. 2 
b. required in specialty area 1 

(vocalist in chorus,instrumentalist 
in band/orchestra) 

c. required in minor area. 2 
(vocalist in band/orchestra, 

• instrumentalist•in chorus) • 

3. A major objective of a methods course 
should be: - • 

a. knowledge of teaching approaches. 1 
b. minimal performance ability. 2 
c. knowledge of the literature. 2 

.263 
12.730* 

.133 

3.718* 
3.871* 
2.733 

5.547* 
11.209* 
4.870 

.984 

.987 

1.878 

.586 
3.715 
4.996 
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Table 9 (cent.) 

6. An important element in music teacher 
preparation programs should be: 

a. literature (vocal and instrumental). 1 
b. methods. 1 

(class voice and instruments as well 
as elementary and secondary methods) 

c. music history. 2 
d. musicality. 1 

(awareness and sensitivity to music) 
e. performance. 1 

(private lessons,small ensembles, 
and large performance organizations) 
f. skills. 1 

(sight singing,conducting,keyboard, 
ear training.; 

g. theory/analysis. 1 

7. An area of music performance emphasized 
in music teacher preparation should be: 

a. solo. 2 
b. ensemble. 1 
c. large performance organizations. 1 
d. methods areas. 2 

(class voice,strings,woodwinds, 
brasses,percussion) 

8. For all music education majors, 
proficiency demonstrated on piano 
should be: (multiple choice; 2 

a. -optional. 
b. required before junior year. 

• c. required before graduation.. 

9. For all music education majors, 
proficiency demonstrating ear training 
skills should be: 2 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 

;ooi 
.039 

2.166 
4,349* 
.437 

.392 

2.775 

1.011 
2.780 
.858 

1.218 

2.016 

1.732 

* significant difference at .05 level 
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Some 62% of the college professors more 

strongly agreed that a music education major should be a 

good performer with only 28% of the public school 

population showing strong agreement. 

The requirement of performance of solo 

literature in a specialty area was judged significantly 

different by the two groups of educators. In both 

private lessons and informal student recitals the 

college professors strongly agreed 25% more than the 

public school teachers. Both groups, however, indicated 

that the most emphasis in solo literature should be done 

in the private lesson setting. 

Performance in small ensembles was judged 

significantly different. While 57% of the public school 

educators strongly agreed, 85% of the college teachers 

showed strong agreement when small ensembles were 

performed in studio coaching sessions. Small ensemble 

performance in informal student recitals significantly 

yielded 53% stronger agreement from the college 

professors. 

Lastly, public school teachers displayed 

significantly less strong agreement than college 

educators when judging the importance of musicality in 
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music teacher preparation. 

From data collected by question ten, a rank 

order of curriculum areas was done and illustrated in 

Table 10. 

Question 10: In constructing the music portion of a 
music education major's program, what 
percentage of the total 100% should be 
devoted to each area of music teacher 
preparation. 

Table 10 

Curriculum Areas 

Area 
College Public School 

Percent Rank Percent Rank 

Literature 11 6 13 4 

Methods 20 2 25 1 

History 12 5 10 6 

Performance 19 3 10 3 

Skills 22 1 21 2 

The ory 16 4 12 5 

Total Responding 30 134 

The two populations ranked the same three items 

in the first three positions, although the actual ranking 

varied. Both populations ranked performance third. 



53 

The biggest variate in judgment occurred in the ranking 

of literature, which holds a higher ranking with public 

school educators. 

In light of all findings, a decision was made 

to reject six subordinate hypotheses of Null Hypothesis 

One, The judgments of public school music educators 

significantly differed from judgments of college 

professors concerning these statements: 

lb. A music education major should be a good 
performer. 

2a. Performance of solo literature in the music 
major's specialty area should be required 
in private lessons. 

2b. Performance of solo literature in the music 
major's specialty area should be required in 
informal student recitals. 

3a. It is essential to perform in small ensembles in 
studio coaching sessions. 

3b. It is essential to perform in small ensembles in 
informal student recitals. 

6d. An essential element of a music teacher 
preparation program should be musicality. 
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Testing of Null Hypothesis Two 

Null Hypothesis Two: 

The judgments of music performance in music 
teacher training programs is independent of the 
highest degree obtained by Montana music educator. 

Table 11 states a summary of findings from 

subordinate hypotheses in testing this major null 

hypothesis. For the actual data response see Appendix. D. 

Table 11 

Comparison of Judgments 
from Highest Degree Attained 

Question D.F. X' 
.2 

1. A music education major should: 

a. be knowledgeable in music field. 
b. be a good performer. 
c. have a sense of musicality. 

4 4.381 
8 21.480* 
4 2.983 

2. Performance of solo literature in the 
music education major's specialy area 
should be required in: 

a. private lessons. 
b. informal student recitals. 
c. full recital. 

4 2.637 
4 6.640 
8 2.321 
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3. It is essential to prospective teachers 
to perforin in small ensembles:- 

a. in studio coaching sessions. 4 
b. in informal student recitals. 8 

• c.- in-formal public-concerts. 8 

4. Participation by music education majors' 
in large performance organizations(band, 
orchestra, chorus) should be: 

a. optional. 8 
b. required in specialty area. 4 

(vocalist in chorus,instrumentalist 
in band/orchestra) 

c. required in minor area. 8 
(vocalist in band/orchestra, 
instrumentalist in chorus) 

5. A major objective of a methods course 
should be: 

a. knowledge of teaching approaches. 4 
. b. minimal performance ability. 8 
• c. knowledge of the literature. 4 

6. An important element in music teacher 
preparation programs should be: 

a. literature(vocal and instrumental)! 4 
b. methods. 4 

(class voice and instruments as well 
as elementary and secondary methods) 

c. music history. 4 
d. musicality.. 4 

(awareness and sensitivity to music) 
e. performance. '4 

(private lessons,small ensembles, 
large performance organizations) 
f. skills. 4 

(sight singing,conducting,keyboard, 
ear training.) 

g. theory/analysis. 4 

5.705 
14.698 
18.638* 

9.831 
18.059* 

8.963 

.981 
7.255 
6.125 

4.195 
4.982 

5.041 
7.101 

1.191 

9.024 

.7.198 
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7. An area of music performance emphasized 
in music teacher preparation should be: 

a. solo. 8 
b. ensemble. 4 
c. large performance organizations. 4 
d. methods areas. 8 

(class voice,strings,woodwinds, 
brasses^percussion; 

8. For all music education majors, 
proficency demonstrated on piano 
should be(multiple choice) 8 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 

• c. required before graduation. 

9. For all music education majors, 
proficiency demonstrating ear 
training skills should be: 8 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation* 

11.099 
8.949 
3.177 
9.638 

8.064 

3.984 

- *signifleant difference at .05 level 

Three of the items indicated significant findings. 

One-half of all those with graduate degrees and 

Bachelor of Music degrees stated significantly stronger 

agreement.that a music education major should be a good 

performer. Only 13% of those with Bachelor of Science 

degrees and about 25% of those with Bachelor of Arts or 

Bachelor of Music Education degrees strongly agree. 

Performing in small ensembles at public 

concerts yeilded strongest disagreement from those with 
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Bachelor of Arts (4-2%) and Bachelor of Music (36%). 

Approximately one-fourth of those with Bachelor of 

Science and Bachelor of Music Education degrees and only 

13% of those with graduate degrees disagreed. These 

differences were significant. 

A significant difference also existed in 

judgments of whether participation in large performance 

organizations should he required in the specialty area. 

Some 95% of those with Bachelor of Arts strongly agreed 

compared to only 56% of those with Bachelor of Music and 

Bachelor of Science degrees. Even strong agreement of 

those with Bachelor of Music Education degrees (74-%) and 

graduate degrees (87%) indicated variance. 

From data collected by question ten, a rank 

order of curriculum areas was done and illustrated in 

Table 12. 

Question 10: In constructing the music portion of a 
music education major's program, what 
percentage of the total 100% should be 
devoted to each area of music teacher 
preparation. 

For a complete description of degree areas 

used, refer to the key for Table 4- on page 4-1. 
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Table 12 

Curriculum Areas 

Area 
A- -D E F ( H 
% •Rank Rank % Rank % Rank IT Rank 

Lit. ■ 13 5 13 4 10 6 12 5 14 4 

Mthd; 22 1 23 1 29 1 23 1 22 2 

Hist* 10 6 11 6 11 5 10 6 11 6 

Perf * 20 3 19 3 18 3 22 2 16 3 
Skis * 21 2 22 2 20 2 20 3 25 1 

Thry. 14 4 12 5 12 4 13 4 12 5 

Total 55 41 37 13 17 

The widest range of ranking for any area was 

literature which spread from last to fourth. Methods was 

ranked most important, except by Bachelor of Arts. Per¬ 

formance was viewed third by all except those with a 

Bachelor of Music who ranked it second. 

In light of all findings a decision was made to 

reject three subordinate hypotheses of Null Hypothesis 

Two. The judgments of music educators with varying degrees 

differed significantly on these statements: 

lb. A music education major should be a good 
•• performer. 

3c. It is essential to perform in small ensembles 
in formal public concerts. 
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4b. Participation by music education major in large 
performance organizations should be required 
in the specialty area. 

Testing of Null Hypothesis Three 

Null Hypothesis Three: 

The judgments of music performance in music teacher 
training programs in independent of the school 
classification of Montana public school music 
educators. 

Table 13 states a summary of findings from the 

subordinate hypotheses in testing this major null 

hypothesis. For actual response data, see Appendix E. 

Table 13 

Comparison of Judgments from School Classification 
of Public School Educators 

Question D.P. X2 

1. A music education major should: 

a. be knowledgeable in music field. 3 
b. be a good performer. 6 
c. have a sense of musical!ty. 3 

3.198 
4.490 
3.070 
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Table 13 (cont.) 

2. Performance of solo literature in the 
music education major's specialty area 
should be required-in: 

a. private lessons. 3 
b. informal student recitals. 3 
c. full recital. 6 
3. It is essential to prospective teachers 

to perform in small ensembles: 

a. in studio coaching sessions. 3 
b. in informal student recitals. 3 
c. in formal public concerts. 6 

4. Participation by music education majors 
in large performance organizations 
should be: 

a. optional. 6 
b. required in specialty area. 3 
c. required in minor area. 6 

5. A major objective of a methods course 
should be: 

a. knowledge of teaching approaches. 3 
b. minimal performance ability. 6 
c. knowledge of the literature. 3 

6. An important element in music teacher 
preparation programs should be: 

a. literature. 3 
b. methods. 3 
c. music history. 3 
d. musicality. 3 
e. performance. 3 
f. skills. 3 
g. theory/analysis. 3 

7. An area of music performance emphasized 
in music teacher preparation should be: 

a. solo 6 
b. ensemble. 3 
c. large performance organizations. 3 
d. methods areas. 3 

5.892 
3.041 
9.699 

1.555 
4.102 
9.554 

8.455 
1.516 

11.908 

4.578 
10.642 
6.829 

1.589 
1.809 
.188 

5.099 
.602 

3.286 
.564 

13.232* 
5.756 
5.966 
3.112 
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Tat>le 13 (cont. ) 

8. For all music education majors, 
proficency demonstrated on piano 
should be:- (multiple choice) 6 3.176 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 

• • c. required before graduation. 

9* For all music education majors 
proficiency demonstrating ear training 
skills should be: 6 5*^63 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 

* significant difference at .03 level 

Only one significant difference in judgments 

existed in the study of school class size. Class A and. D 

disagreed most (23%) that solo performance should be 

emphasized, while only 3% in Class B and 13% in Class C 

disagreed. This difference was judged to be significant. 

Although not significantly different, about one 

half of Class A disagreed that performance of solo 

literature in full recitals should be required compared 

to the disagreement in approximately one-fourth of all 

other classes. About 50% in Classes B' and D and 25% in 

Classes A and C showed strong agreements to requiring 

participation in a large performance organization in the 

minor area. This difference, however, was not 
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significant. 

From data collected from question ten, a rank 

order of curriculum areas was done and illustrated in 

Table 14. 

Question 10: In constructing the music portion of a 
music education major's program, what 
percentage of the total 100%'should be 
devoted to each area of music teacher 
preparation. 

For a complete description of school classi¬ 

fication used, refer to Table 1 on page 28. 

Table 14 

Curriculum Areas 

'Area A B C D 

% Rank % Rank % Rank % Rank 

Literature 14 4 12+ 5 12 4 13 4 

Methods 24 1 22 1 28 1 27 1 

History 10 6 11 6 10 6 11 6 

Performance 19 3 20+ 3 20 2 16 3 
Skills 20 2 21 2 19 3 21 2 

Theory 13 5 13 4 11 5 12 5 

Totals 53 28 32 21 
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Class A and D ranked the area exactly the same 

even though the individual percentages vary, and Class C 

was almost the same except that the second and third 

rankings were transposed (performance and skills). Class 

B showed a great amount of variation in comparison to the 

others. 

In light of all findings, a decision was made 

to reject one subordinate hypothesis of Null Hypothesis 

Three. The judgments of public school educators from 

varying school classifications differed significantly 

on this statement: 

7a. An area of performance emphasized in teacher 
preparation should be solo. 

Testing of Null Hypothesis Four 

Null Hypothesis Four: 

The judgments of music performance in music 
teacher training programs is independent of the 
areas taught by Montana public school music 
educators. 

Table 15 states a summary of findings from the 

subordinate hypotheses in testing this major null 

hypthesis. For actual response data, see Appendix F. 
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Table 13 

Comparison of Judgments by 
Public School Music Area 

Question D.F. X2 

1. A music education major should: 

a. be knowledgeable in music field. 4 
b. be a good performer. 4 
c. have a sense of musicality. 4 

2. Performance of solo literature in the 
music education major's specialy area 
should be required in: 
a. private lessons. 4 
b. informal student recitals. 4 
c. full recital. 8 

3. It is essential to prospective teachers 
to perform in small ensembles: 

a. in studio coaching sessions. 4 
b. in informal student recitals. 4 
c. in formal public concerts. 8 

4. Participation by music education majors 
in large performance organizations 
should be: 

a. optional. 8 
b. required in specialty area. 4 
c. required in minor area. 8 

3* A major objective of a methods course 
should be: 

a. knowledge of teaching approaches. 4 
b. minimal performance ability. 8 
c. knowledge of the literature. 4 

6. An important element in music teacher 
preparation programs should be: 

a. literature. 4 
b. methods. 4 
c. music history 4 

4.673 
19.114* 
6.398 

4.496 
7.121 
3.088 

7.173 
10.913* 
7.455 

10.146 
15.005* 
13.421 

4.860 
18.736* 
10.659* 

21.183* 
•3.690 
11.140* 
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Table 15 (cont.) 

d. musicality. 4 4.775 
e. performance. 4 8.514 
f. skills. 4 12.587* 
g. the ory/analysis. 4 11.884* 

An area of music performance emphasized 
in music teacher preparation should be: 

a. solo. 8 15.920 
b. ensemble. 4 9.826* 
c. large performance organizations. 4 10.501* 
d. methods areas. 4 4.552 

For all music education majors, 
proficiency demonstrated on piano 
should be: (multiple choice) 8 15.970 

a. optional 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 

For all music education majors 
proficiency demonstrating ear training 
skills should be: 8 5.945 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 

* significant difference at .05 level 

Eleven of the above items showed a difference 

of judgment. Some 25% of the general music teachers 

disagreed that a music education major should be a good 

performer. Although 11% of those that teach only band or 

orchestra and from 0% to 5% of all other areas disagreed, 

this difference to general music teachers was significant. 
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Performance in small ensembles being essential 

was strongly agreed to by one-half or more of all music 

areas except general music teachers with only one-fifth 

showing strong agreement. 

Teachers of all music areas strongly agreed 48% 

of the time that participation in a large performance 

organization of the specialty area should be required. 

This was significantly different than the 62% of the 

general music teachers and the 82% to 86% in the other 

areas who strongly agreed. 

Significant differences were seen when major 

objectives in methods courses were analyzed. Over half 

of the band or orchestra teachers and the band teachers 

with one other area strongly agreed that performance 

ability should be a major objective, while only 20% to 

30% of the other area educators strongly agreed to that 

same statement. Over half of all areas, except general 

music teachers strongly agreed literature should be an 

objective. Less than one-fourth of the general music 

teachers shared that same view. 

The importance of various elements of teacher 

preparation showed significant differences. In judging 

literature as an important element, one-fourth of the 
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general music teachers strongly agreed while over 60% of 

all other areas showed strong agreement. Half of the 

teachers with chorus or chorus with general music and 

teachers with hand and one other music area strongly 

agreed music history was an important element. In. all 

other areas only 20% to 30% showed strong agreement. 

Skills was an important element to teachers of chorus 

or chorus with general music, for they indicated strong 

agreement 95% of the time. Only 60% of those teaching 

all music areas strongly agreed, a significant difference. 

There was strong agreement from one-sixth of the general 

music teachers, slightly more than one-third from 

teachers teaching all music areas, and 59% of those with 

chorus or chorus and general music that theory was 

essential. This was a significant spread in judgments. 

Emphasis of ensemble music performance was 

viewed significantly differently by the music areas 

taught. There was strong agreement to that emphasis from 

28% of the general music teachers, 41% of the teachers 

of band and one other music area and teachers of all 

music areas, and 61% of the band or orchestra teachers 

and chorus teachers with and without general music. 

Table 16 illustrates the rank of curriculum 
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areas from information collected in question ten. 

Question 10: In constructing the music portion of a 
music education major's program, what 
percentage of the total 100% should 
be devoted to each area of music 
teacher preparation. 

Below is given a key for Table 16. 

Key: V=*Band or orchestra 
W=Band and one other music area 
X=Chorus or chorus and general music 
Y=General music 
Z?=A11 music areas 

Table 16 

Curriculum Areas 

Area 
V W X Y Z 

% Rank % Rank % Rank % Rank % Rank 

Literature 13 4 11+ 4 17 4 9 6 12 5 
Methods 23 1 25 1 21 1 27 1 28 1 

History 9 6 11- 6 11 6 10 5 10 6 

Performance 21 3 22 2 19 3 19 3 17 3 

Skills 22 2 20 3 20 2 21 2 20 2 

Theory 12 5 11 5 12 5 14 4 13 4 

Total Response 26 16 32 23 35 

All subject areas unanimously agree that 

methods should be the biggest part of the curriculum. 
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performance appeared most frequently with the third 

ranking, and literature had the largest spread in 

ranking. 

In light of all findings, a decision was made 

to reject eleven subordinate hypotheses of Null 

Hypothesis Four. The judgments of the variety of music 

teaching areas in public school music differed signifi¬ 

cantly on these statements: 

la. A music education major should be a 
good performer. 

3b. It is essential to perform small ensembles 
in informal student recitals. 

4b. Participation by music educations majors in 
large performance organizations should be 
required in specialy area. 

3a. A major objective of a methods course should 
be minimal performance ability. 

3b. A major objective of a methods course should 
be knowledge of literature. 

6a. An important element in music teacher preparation 
should be literature. 

6c. An important element in music teacher preparation 
should be music history. 

6f. An important element in music teacher preparation 
should be skills. 

6g. An important element in music teacher preparation 
should be theory/analysis. 

7b. An area of music performance emphasized should 
be ensemble. 

7c. An area of music performance emphasized should 
be large performance organizations. 
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Testing of Null Hypothesis Five 

Null Hypothesis Five: 

The judgments of music performance in music 
teacher training programs is independent of 
the length of teaching experience for Montana 
public school music educators. 

Table 17 states a summary of the findings for 

the subordinate hypotheses in testing this major null 

hypothesis. For actual data responses, see Appendix G. 

Table 17 

Comparison of Public School Judgments 
from Length of Teaching Experience 

Question D.F. X2 

1. A music education major should: 

a, be knowledgeable in music field. 3 2.326 
b. be a good performer. 6 2.857 
c. have a sense of musicality. 3 .806 

2. Performance of solo literature in the 
music education major's specialty area 
should be required in: 

a. private lessons. 3 1.916 
b. informal student recitals. 3 3.^65 
c. full recital. 6 1.367 

3. It is essential to prospective teachers 
to perform in small ensembles: 

a. in studio coaching sessions, 3 .805 
b. in informal student recitals. 6 3.263 
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Table 17 (cont.) 

c. in formal public concerts. 6 

4. Participation by music education majors 
in large performance organizations(band, 
orchestra,chorus) should be: 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

a. optional. 
b. required in specialty area. 
c. required in minor area. 

A major objective of a methods course 
should be: 

a. knowledge of teaching approaches. 
b. minimal performance ability. 
c. knowledge of the literature. 

An important element in music teacher 
preparation programs should be: 

a. literature. 
b. methods. 
c. music history. 
d. musicality. 
e. performance. 
f. skills. 
g. theory/analysis. 

An area of music performance emphasized 
in music teacher preparation should be: 

a. solo. 
b. ensemble. 
c. large performance organization. 
d. methods areas. 

6 
3 
6 

3 
6 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

6 
3 
3 
3 

For all music education major's proficiency 
demonstrated on piano should be: 5 
(multiple choice) 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year*. 
c. required before graduation. 

4.598 

3.286 
.880 

7.189 

4.839 
3.200 
2.699 

2.055 
2.988 

.612 
1.247 
3.191 
5.820 
1.832 

5.954 
3.726 
4.889 
1.955 

4.751 
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Table 1? (cent.) 

9. For all music education majors, 
proficiency demonstrating ear 
training skills should be: 6 2.830 
(multiple choice) 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 

* significant difference at the .03 level 

Although none of the indivivual items showed 

any significant difference, 10% of the least experienced 

public school teachers and only 3% to 4% of all others 

disagreed that performance of small ensemble in studio 

coaching sessions were essential. 

Table 18 illustrates the rank order of the 

curriculum areas from information collected in question 

ten. 

Question 10: In constructing the music portion of a 
music education major's program, what 
percentage of the total 100% should be 
devoted to each area of music teacher 
preparation. 



73 

Table 18 

Curriculum Areas 

Area •0-5 yr. 6-10 yr. 11- 15 yr. , 16 yr.+ 

% Rank % Rank Rank ; % Rank 

Literature 13+ 4 11 5 13 5 13 4 

Methods 25 1 23+ 1 27 1 23 1 

History 11 6 10 6 11 6 9 6 
Performance 17 3 21 3 18 2 22 2 
Skills 21 2 23- 2 17 3 21 3 
Theory 13 5 12 4 14 4 12 5 

Total Response 55 30 21 25 

Methods and history were unanimously ranked 

first and last, respectively. Performance ranked 

slightly higher with those teachers who had over ten 

years experience. 

In view of the fact that there was no 

significant difference in the subordinate hypotheses 

and in rank order of performance, a decision was made 

to retain Null Hypothesis Five. There are no significant 

differences in the judgments of public school music 

educators from length of experience. 
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Testing of Null Hypothesis Six 

Null Hypothesis Six: 

The judgments of music performance in music 
teacher training programs is independent of 
the length of college teaching experience. 

Table 19 shows a summary of findings from the 

subordinate hypotheses in testing the major null 

hypothesis. For actual response, see Appendix H. 

Table 19 

Comparison of College Judgments 
from Length of Teaching Experience 

Question D.P. X2 

1. A music education major should: 

a. be knowledgeable in music field. 1 
b. be a good performer. 1 
c. have a sense of musicality. 1 

2. Performance of solo literature in the 
music education major's specialty area 
should be required in: 

a. private lessons. 1 
b. informal student recitals. l 
c. full recital. 1 

3. It is essential to prospective teachers 
to perform in small ensembles in: 

a. studio coaching sessions. 1 
b. informal student recitals. 1 
c. formal public concerts. 1 

.031 

.020 
1.001 

.184 

.049 

.375 

.292 

.896 

.092 
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Table 19 (cont.) 

4. Participation by music education majors 
in large performance organizations 
should be: 

a. optional. 2 3.144 
b. required in specialty area. 1 .322 
c. required in minor area. 1 .004 

5. A major objective of a methods course 
should be: 

a. knowledge of teaching approaches. 1 .280 
b. minimal performance ability. 1 .002 
c. knowledge of the literature. 1 .673 

6. An important element in music teacher 
preparation programs should be: 

a. literature. 1 .901 
b. methods. 1 .122 
c. music history. 1 .092 
d. musicality. 1 .037 
e. performance. 1 .127 
f. skills. 1 .853 
6* theory/analysis. 1 .167 

7. An area of music performance emphasized 
in music teacher preparation should be: 

a. solo. 1 .033 
b. ensemble. 1 .082 
c. large performance organization. 1 1.995 
d. methods areas. 1 .0008 

8. For all music education majors,proficiency 
demonstrated on piano should be: 1 .005 
(multiple choice) 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 

9. For all music education majors, proficiency 
demonstrating ear training skills should be: 

a. optional. 1 .063 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 
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No significant difference resulted from any of 

the Chi Square tests. However, 40% of the less 

experienced college professors compared to 20% of the 

more experienced group disagreed that a full recital of 

solo literature should he required. 

Table 20 illustrates the rank order of the 

curriculum area. Information was collected from 

question 10. 

Question 10: In constructing the music program of a 
music major's program, what percentage 
of the total 100% should be devoted to 
each area of music teacher preparation. 

Table 20 

Curriculum Areas 

Area 
0 - 10 yrs. 11 yrs . and over 

% Rank % Rank 

Literature 10 6 13 3 
Methods 19 3 20 2 

History 11 3 12 6 

Performance 21 2 17- 4 

Skills 23 1 21 1 

Theory 16 4 17+ 3 

Total responses 16 12 
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The biggest difference which occurs between 

the two groups is the ranking performance. The less 

experienced professors placed it second while the more- 

experienced placed it fourth in the curriculum structure 

Although were was a difference in rank order 

of performance, the subordinate hypotheses revealed no 

significant difference. Therefore, a decision was made 

to retain Null Hypothesis Six. There are no significant 

differences in the judgments of college professors from 

length of experience. 

Testing Null Hypothesis Seven 

Null Hypothesis Seven: 

The judgments of music performance in music 
teacher training program is independent of the 
length of public school teaching experience of 
higher education music professors. 

Table 21 states a summary of findings from 

the subordinate hypotheses in testing this major null 

hypothesis. Nor actual response, see Appendix I. 
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Table 21 

Comparison of College Judgments 
by Public School Experience 

Question D.P. X2 

1. A music education major should. 

a. be knowledgeable in music field. i 
b. be a good performer. '1 
c. have a sense of musicality. .1 

2. Performance of solo literature in the 
music education major's specialty area 
should be required in: 

a. private lessons. 1 
b. informal student recitals. l 
c. full recital. 2 

3. It is essential to prospective teachers 
to perform in small ensembles: 

a. in studio coaching sessions. 1 
b. informal student recitals. 1 
c. in formal public concerts. 1 

4. Participation by music education majors 
in large performance organizations 
should be: 

a. optional. 1 
b. required in specialty area. 1 
c. required in minor area. l 

3. Major objective of a methods course 
should be: 

a. knowledge of teaching approaches l 
b. minimal performance ability. 1 
c. knowledge of literature. 1 

6. An important element in music teacher 
preparation programs should be: 

a. literature. .1 
b. methods. 1 
c. music history. 1 

.011 

.028 
v341 

• .280 
.430 

3.475 

.031 

.030 

.124 

.012 

.537 

.994 

.397 

.165 

.124 

1.160 

.099 

.002 
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Table 21 (cent.) 

d. musicality. 1 
e. performance. 1 
f. skills. 1 
g. theory/analysis. 1 

7. An area of music performance emphasized 
in music teacher preparation should be: 

a. solo. 1 
b. ensemble. 1 
c. large performance organization. 1 
d. methods areas. 1 

» . >• 

8. For all music education majors, proficiency 
demonstrated on piano should be: 1 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 

9. For all music education majors,proficiency 
demonstrating ear training skills 
should be: 1 

a. optional. 
b. required before junior year. 
c. required before graduation. 

.005 

.008 

.100 

.721 

1.390 
2.420 
.309 
.085 

.041 

.0007 

* significant difference at the .05 level 

All calculated Chi Square values indicated no 

significant difference. Some interesting findings, 

however, are noted. Two-thirds of those with public 

school experience strongly agreed that performance of 

of solo literature should be required in informal 

student recitals. Only 19% of the other group responded 

the same way. In judging the performance of small 



80 

ensembles in formal public concert, about one-half the 

professors without public school experience and one- 

fourth the other group deemed it very essential. 

Professors with public school experience agreed 

23% more of the time that participation by music 

education in large performance organiations should be 

required in the minor area. 

Judgments varied on the areas of performance 

which should be emphasized. Those without public school 

experience more strongly agreed (46%) than those with 

public school experience (19%) regarding solo perform¬ 

ance. Emphasizing small ensemble performance received 

35% stronger agreement in the population without public 

school experience. 

Table 22 illustrates the rank order of the 

curriculum areas from information collected in question 

10. 

Question 10: In constructing the music portion of 
a music education major’s program, 
what percentage of the total 100% 
should be devoted to each area of 
music teacher preparation. 
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Table 22 

Curriculum Areas 

Area;1 Without 

~Jo Sank 

With 

% Rank 

Literature 12 5 10 6 

Methods 20 3 20- 2 

History 10 6 13 3 
Performance 21 2 18 4 

Skills 24 1 20+ 1 

The ory 13 4 19 3 

Total Response 13 13 

There was a vast difference in the overall 

ranking done by each population. The only agreement was 

ranking skills first. The biggest difference in the 

ranking of individual areas occurred with performance, 

which was ranked second by those without public school 

experience and fourth by those with public school 

experience. 

In evaluating the subordinate hypotheses and 

the rank order of performance, there were differences 

in judgment, but they are statistically not significantly 

different. In light of all findings, a decision was made 

to retain Null Hypothesis Seven. There are no 
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significant differences in judgments of college 

professors by public school experience. 

SUMMARY 

Presented in Chapter 4 was a description of 

the data received from 15'4 public school music educators 

and 30 college professors. Eighty percent of the 

questionnaires sent to the members of the two 

populations were returned. 

Personal data collected by the instrument was 

presented in descriptive tables to show an overview of 

the population broken into educational degrees, music 

areas taught (in the case of the public schools), length 

of teaching experience, and public school teaching 

experience (for the higher education population). 

Seven major hypotheses were tested for any 

significant findings. The format of presentation 

followed this sequence: 

1) a statement of the null hypothesis 

2) a table of statistics from the subordinate 
hypotheses showing each question as it appeared 
on the survey with corresponding degrees of 
freedom and calculated value for Chi Square 

3) discussion of any significant findings 
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4) a table and brief discussion showing rank order 
of six music curriculum areas, one of which was 
performance 

5) a decision stating which subordinate hypothese 
of each major null hypothesis were retained 
and/or rejected. 

Several subordinate hypotheses from four major 

null hypotheses were rejected. In a comparison of public 

school and college educators, six subordinate null 

hypotheses were rejected. There were three subordinate 

null hypotheses rejected when a comparison of judgments 

by highest degree was made. When judgments by public 

school music classification were compared, only one 

subordinate hypothesis was rejected. By far the most 

difference in judgment occured in the public school 

teachers when music areas were compared, since eleven 

subordinate hypothese were rejected. In the major 

hypotheses comparing each population in length of 

teaching experience and the college population for public 

school experience, all subordinate null hypotheses 

were retained. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY 

Objective for music education in the public 

schools has shown a real change over the past one 

hundred-thirty years. The traditional reading-centered 

music curriculum has grown into a multi-activity music 

program. 

The advent of a diversified program changed the 

needs of the public school music teachers. Music 

educators developed needs for more than performance 

skills in order to meet the demands and fast pace of 

changing educational programs. 

In 1968 the Music Educators National Conference 

formed a commission of music educators from universities 

of all parts of the United States for the study of music 

education. The commission created five task groups to 

study the qualities and competencies for music educators 

and classroom teachers and to recommend changes in all 

teacher and music teacher education programs. Standards 

and evaluative criteria for the education of music 

teachers were tried to be developed. 

After five years of study a final report was 
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presented. Much of their work discussed music perform¬ 

ance and the part it played in the total preparation of a 

teacher of music. It was their desire that a more useful 

and well-rounded curriculum for music education result. 

The problem investigated in this study was to 

determine the independence of the judgments of randomly 

selected Montana higher education music educators and 

judgments of randomly selected Montana public school music 

educators regarding the amount of music performance which 

should be in the Montana music teacher preparation 

programs. 

As discussed in the purposes of the study in 

Chapter 1, a needs assessment of music performance in 

music teacher preparation could help in the task of 

structuring the music education curriculum. This flow 

of information between the public schools and university 

music departments is essential to progress in clearing 

the inadequacies from the education of teachers. 

The data in this study was collected by a 

written questionnaire. Seven questions employed a 

Likert-type scale to judge statements about solo, 

ensemble, large organization, and methods area perform¬ 

ance on a scale of strongly agree (SA), agree (A), 
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disagree (D), and a strongly disagree (SD). Two multiple 

choice items judged if and when proficency tests on piano 

and in ear training should be required. In the last item 

respondents designated a certain percentage of the total 

100% to each of six areas in a music education curriculum, 

one of which was performance. From this data a rank 

order was determined. 

A test-retest method was used to establish the 

reliability of the questionnaire. The Pearson r' test 

used to compute the reliability coefficient was .99. 

Face validity of the instrument was determined by having 

four representative persons review the questionnaire. 

Suggestions were incorporated to produce an instrument 

judged clearly and easily understood. 

A proportionally stratified random sample of 

251 educators (37 professors and 194 public school 

teachers) was drawn from the 1978 Directory of Music 

Educators. The sample populations received the quest¬ 

ionnaire and self-addressed stamped envelope. Each 

educator was asked to include descriptive data 

pertaining to his educational degrees, length of 

experience, and subject areas taught. The descriptive 

data was presented in table form in Chapter Four. 
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A total of seven major null hypotheses were 

tested on each questionnaire which created several 

subordinate hypotheses for each major null hypothesis. 

All hypotheses were tested by employing the Chi Square 

Test of Independence at the .05 level of significance. 

A contingency table for each major null hypothesis was 

used to group the data for the findings of the subordinate 

hypotheses. A table of the rank order of the six music 

curriculum areas precedes the decision to accept or reject 

the subordinate null hypotheses. 

Of the seven major null hypotheses, twenty-one 

of the subordinate hypotheses were rejected and all others 

were retained. In general, judgments of public school 

educators and college educators differ significantly about 

solo and ensemble performance as well as the importance of 

musicality in teacher preparation. There is also a 

significant difference between judgments of the two popula¬ 

tions of whether a music education major should be a good 

performer. A comparison of judgments by the highest 

educational degree attained showed significant difference 

in the performance of small ensembles and large performance 

organizations. A difference also appeared from educational 

background comparisons in whether a music education major 

/ 
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should be a good performer. The different areas of public 

school music differed on the already mentioned items as 

well as the major objectives for a methods course and 

the important elements in music teacher preparation, 

CONCLUSIONS 

On the basis of the findings of this study, 

several conclusions may be drawn. 

1) Since the return achieved by this study was high 

(about 80%) by both populations, there must be an 

interest in how much music performance should be 

in music education programs for a music educator. 

Several public school respondents took time to 

write lengthy comments found in Appendix J about 

their philosophies of music performance in the 

music education curriculum. 

2) Montana public school music educators do judge 

the amount of music performance that should be in 

a teacher training program somewhat differently 

than Montana college professors. 

a) Most public school teachers do not feel 

that a music education major must 
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necessarily “be a good performer whereas 

college professors do. 

b) College professors judge performance of 

solo literature in private lessons and 

informal student recitals as a requisite. 

Public school educators do not feel as 

strongly about solo performance. 

c) Performance in small ensembles in studio 

coaching session and informal student 

recitals or music education majors is 

judged more strongly essential by college 

teachers than public school teachers. 

d) Musicality is judged more essential by 

college professors than by public school 

educators. 

3) The educational training of a Montana music 

educator has an affect on his judgments of 

music performance for music teacher training. 

a) Holders of graduate and Bachelor of Music 

degrees feel that a music education major 

should be a good performer whereas a 

holder of a Bachelor of Science does not. 

b) Those with graduate degrees do not believe 
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that performing in small ensembles at a 

formal public concert is essential for a 

music education major, whereas those with 

Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Music do 

feel it essential. 

c) One with a Bachelor of Arts feels strongly 

that participation in a large performance 

organization in your specialty area should 

be required. 

4) The size school in which public school teachers 

work do not greatly affect their opinions about 

music performance. 

a) Class A and D teachers place less emphasis 

on solo performance. 

5) The music area taught by a public school teacher 

significantly affects his judgments about music 

performance. 

a) General music teachers do not feel a music 

teacher must be a good performer. 

b) General music teachers do not view the 

playing of small ensembles in informal 

student recitals as essential. 

c) Teachers of all music areas more strongly 
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favor the requirement of a large performance 

organization in a specialty area. 

d) Teachers of orchestra or band and band with 

one other music area feel strongly that a 

major objective in a methods course should be 

performance ability, 

e) General music teachers do not believe that 

knowledge of literature should be a major 

objective for a methods course, 

f) Teachers of chorus and chorus with general 

music feel most strongly that theory and 

skills are an essential part of a music 

teacher preparation program. 

g) General music teachers do not judge a study 

of literature as essential. 

h) Small ensemble playing is more essential to 

band, orchestra, chorus, and chorus with 

general music teachers. 

6) The length of teaching experience that public 

school teachers have does not change their 

judgments about music performance. 

7) The length of teaching experience that college 

professors have does not change their judgments 
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about music performance. 

8) College professors with public school experience 

do not judge music performance differently than 

those without public school experience. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

As a result of this study several recommenda¬ 

tions may be offered in light of the findings. 

1) There should be more attempt on the part of 

both college and public school population to 

keep in close communication fv-bout their teaching 

needs. Public schools should use the college 

professors as resource people. This will help 

the colleges keep up-dated with current teach¬ 

ing practices and problems. It chould be the 

responsibility of the college staff to be 

accessible and willing to help public school 

music educators with practical solutions. 

2) College professors of music education majors 

should all be involved in student teacher super¬ 

vision. This will not only serve their university 

music department, but will serve as a means of 
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experiencing a current music educators demands 

and needs. 

5) The Montana Music Educators Association should 

form a task group of college and public school 

educators to research what Montana music 

educators deem as their major problems in the 

public schools and determine methods for 

inservicing. 

4) The needs of the general music teacher appear to 

be different than the other areas. Time should be 

spent to help balance these different needs into 

the broadfield music education programs. 

5) The possibility of teaching more than one area 

of music in the public school most likely. There¬ 

fore, the training programs should give general 

training in all areas. Too much specialization 

will not prepare the majority of teachers for 

the problems they will eventually encounter. 

6) If time is needed in the present curriculum to 

prepare teachers, no time should be taken from 

skills and methods which were ranked first and 

second more often than any other areas. 

7) Performance of solo literature and small 
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ensembles for music education majors should not 

be required in a full recital or public concert. 

8) By reviewing the judgments about objectives of 

method courses from both populations, it is 

recommended that college professors' major 

objective be the knowledge of teaching 

approaches. 

9) Due to the response to the question about what 

a music teacher should be and what areas of the 

teacher training program should be emphasized, 

it is recommended that performance only be 

stressed after a sense of musicality and 

knowledge of skills and methods have been 

attained. 

10) The areas of performance emphasized in a teacher 

training program should be large performance 

organizations and method areas with solo perform¬ 

ance least important. 

11) It is recommended that a demonstration of 

proficiency in ear training skills be demon¬ 

strated before the junior year. 
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APPENDIX A 

COVER LETTER 

Dear 

Preparing effective music teachers for Montana schools 
requires the help of professional educators who are 
actively involved in music education. Because of your 
position, you can provide valuable information which can 
be utilized in making the music teacher training programs 
more meaningful. 

The goal of this study is to determine what you and 
fellow Montana music educators 0U(iSe 1

°e th0 amount of 
music performance (private lessons, small ensembles, and 
large performance organizations) that should be in 
teacher preparation. By bringing together the judgments 
of public school and college/university music educators, 
it is hoped that music performance in teacher training 
will be more clearly defined. The findings can be of 
assistance to teachers, curriculum developers, and higher 
education professors. 

This instrument normally requires approximately fifteen 
minutes of time. Your response will be kept confidential 
and reported in group statistics only. The enclosed and 
stamped envelope is provided for your convenience in 
returning the survey to: 

Kathi L. Rattin 
Department of Music 
Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59717 

The code number appearing on the survey instrument is 
merely a simple way of indicating who has returned the 
instrument and desires a copy of the results. 
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I thank you in advance for your valued assistance in this 
study. Your interest and dedication to music education 
may benefit the future training of music teachers. 

Sincerely, 

Kathi L. Rattin 

Enclosure 
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APPENDIX B 

fUSIC PERFORMANCE IN 

MUSIC TEACHER PREPARATION 

MONTANA.STATE UNIVERSITY 

BOZEMAN, MONTANA 

59715 
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SURVEY 

(Public School First Page) 

Indicate your years of teaching experience(including 
this year;: 

Public School  years 

College/University  years 

Check the area(s) you teach: 

 Band 

 Chorus 

 General Music/Classroom Music 

 Music supervisor 

 Orche s tra 

 Other (please specify)  
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SURVEY 

( College Professor First Page) 

Indicate your years of teaching experience(including the 
present year): 

Public School  years 

College/University  years 

Check the area(s) you teach: 

 Appreciation 

 Conducting 

 ^Education courses 

 Ensemble coach 

 History (music) 

 ^Literature (vocal and instrumental) 

 Methods (including class instruction of 
instruments and voice) 

 Performance organization director 

 Private lessons 

 Supervision of student teachers 

 The ory 

 Other (please specify)  
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CHECK DEGREE(S) OBTAINED: 

  Bachelor of Arts in   

  Bachelor of Music in   

   Bachelor of Music Education 

  Bachelor of Science in   

  Other (please specify)   

  Master of Education with a Music Concentration 

  Master of Music in    

 ; Master of Music Education 

  Master of Science in   

 Other (please specify)    

  Doctor of Education in   

  Doctor of Musical Arts 

  Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) in 

  Other (please specify)     
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USE YOUR JUDGMENT AfifiUt MUSfO '(TEAflftlfTG UIB MUSIC  
PERFORMANCE TO DETERMINE HOW MUCH MUSIC PERFORMANCE 
SHOULD BE IN EVERY MUSIC TEACHER'S PREPARATION 

CIRCLE THE RESPONSE WHICH MOST REFLECTS YOUR OPINION 

SA Strongly Agree 
A Agree 
D Disagree 

SD Strongly Disagree 

1. A music education major should: 
a. be knowledgeable in the music field .SA A D SD 

b. be a good performer. SA A D SD 

c. have a sense of musicality. SA A D SD 

2. Performance of solo literature in the 
music major's specialty area should 
be required in: 

a. private lessons. SA A D SD 

"b. informal student recitals. SA A D SD 

c* full recital. SA A D SD 

3. It is essential to prospective teachers 
to perform in small ensembles: 

a. in studio coaching sessions. SA A D SD 

b. in informal student recitals. SA • A D SD 

c. in formal public concerts. SA A D SD 

4. Participation by music education majors 
in large performance grganizations (band 
Orchestra,chorus) should be: 

» 

a. optional. SA A D SD 

b. required in specialty area. 
(vocalist in chorus,instrumentalist 
in -band/orchestra) 

SA A D SD 

c. required in minor area.(vocalist SA A D SD 
in band/orchestra,instrumentalist 
in chorus) 
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5. A major objective of a methods course(class insrtuction 
of voice,strings,woodwinds,brasses,piano,percussion, 
guitar) should be: 

a. knowledge of teaching approaches. SA A D SD 

b. minimal performance ability. SA A D SD 

c, knowledge of the literature. SA A D SD 

An important element in music teacher preparation 
programs should be: 

a. literature (vocal and instrumental) SA A D SD 

b. methods,(class voice and 
instruments as well as elementary 
and secondary methods) 

SA A D SD 

c. music history. SA A D SD 

d. musicality. (awareness and 
sensitivity to music) 

SA A D SD 

e. performance, (private lessons, 
small ensemble, and large 
performance organizations) 

SA A D SD 

f. skills, (sight singing,conducting, 
keyboard,ear training) 

SA A D SD 

g. the ory/analysis. SA A D SD 

An area of music performance emphasized 
teacher preparation should be: 

in music 

a. solo. SA A D SD 

b. ensemble. SA A D SD 

c. large performance organization. SA A D SD 

d. methods areas, (class voice,strings,SA 
woodwinds,brasses,percussion) 

A D SD 
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MULTIPLE CHOICE: CHECK THE REPONSES WHICH REFLECTS YOUR 
OPINION. 

8. For all music education majors, proficiency demonstrat¬ 
ed on piano (keyboard skills) should be: 

 a. optional. 

 b. required before the junior year. 

 c. required before graduation. 

9. For all music education majors, proficiency demonstrat- 
ear training skills should be: 

 a. optional. 

 b. required before the junior year. 

 c. required before graduation. 

10. In constructing the music portion of a music education 
major's program, what percentage of the total 100% 
should be devoted to each area of music teacher 
preparation. 

Literature 

_Methods (class instructions in voice and 
instruments as well as elementary 
and secondary methods) 

Music History 

Performance (private lessons,small ensembles, 
and large performance organizaiLo¬ 
tions ) 

Skills(sight singing,ear training,keyboard, 
conducting) 

The ory/Analysis 
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APPENDIX C 

ACTUAL RESPONSE 
NULL HYPOTHESIS ONE 

Key: C=College population 
PS=Public school population 
2 

X =Caculated Chi Square 
DF=Degrees of Freedom 
CV=Critical value of Chi Square at .05 level 
*=Signifleant difference at .05 level 
°=Cell collapsed 

la 
SA A D SD 

c 1 0 '0 
PS 138 12 0 0 
— 

X =.265 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

1c 
SA D SD 

C 28 2 0" 1 O' 
PS 131 16 0 0 

X =.153 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

2h 
SA A D SD 

c 22“ 6 l6 0 
PS 80 63 5° 0 

X^=3.871* 
DF=1 
CV=3« 841 

lb 
SA A D SD 

0 —15  10 1 0 
PS 40 93 9 2° 

X
2=12.750* 
DF=2 
cv=5. 991 

2a 
SA A D SD 

c 27 2 0 0 
PS 103 44 1° 0 

X =5.718* 
DF=1 
CV=3» 841 

2c 
SA A D SD 

C 3 14 9 1 
PS 35 56 44 6    

X =2.733 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 
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3a 3b 
SI A D SD SI I 

. ^ 
SD 

c 5 0 0 G 24 5 0 V5 

PS 85 55 8° 0 PS 68 69 9 0 

XH=5.547* x
2
=11.209 * 

DF=1 DF=2 
CV=5.841 07=5.991 

3c 4a 
SI I I) £D SI I D “"SO- 

G “T3 13 3 0 C P 2 7 ~~w 
PS 42 65 38 2° PS 4° 5 45 90 

X2=4.870 X2=.984 
DP=2 DF=2 
CV=5.991 07=5.991 

4b 4c 
SA A D SD SA A' D SD 

C —53 T" 6 0 c S 20 3 0 
PS 109 36 5° 0 PS 46 79 15 2° 

X2=.987 X2=1.878 
DF=1 DF=2 
CV=3.841 07=5.991 

5a   5t 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

C 27 2 0 0 c 15 13 2 0 
PS 127 20 1° 0 PS 46 76 22 2° 

X =.586 X2=3.715 
DF=1 DF=2 
CV=3.841 07=5.991 

5c 6a 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

(J 12 3 0 c IS 10 T*- — 

PS 7^ 68 3 0 PS 93 53 0 0 
X^=4.996 X =.001 
DF=2 DF=1 
CV=5.99l CV=5.841 



113 

6b 6c 
SA A D SD SA A b St) 

c —23 7“ 0 0 C izp 15 1 0 
PS 113-35 0 0 PS 50 -89 8 0 

X2=.039 X2=2.166 
DF=1 DF=2 
CV=3.841 CV=5.991 

6d 6e 
SA A D SD SA A D sb 

c 55 I 0 0 <5 15 15 0 0 
PS 116 31 2° 0 PS 75 68 2° 1° 

X2=4.349* X2=.437 
DF=1 DF=1 
CV=3.841 CV=3.841 

6f _ 6g 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

c 55 TT 0 0 c 15 15“ 0 0 
PS 118 30 0 0 PS 60 81 4° 0 

X2=.392 X2=2.775 
DF=1 DF=1 
CV=3.841 CV=3.841 

„ 7a _ 7b 
51 A D £D 51 A D Si) 

c 15 17 3 0 c 55 15 0 0 
PS 48 73 25 0 PS 71 74 3° 0 

X2=1.011 X2=2.780 
DP=2 DF=1 
CV=5.991 CV=3.841 

7c 7d 
SA A D SD SA A D St) 

c 23 7 0 0 c “55 7— 2 0 
PS 97 47 3° 0 PS 82 47 7 0 

X2=.858 X =1.218 
DF=1 DF=2 
CV=3.841 CV=5.991 
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Additional Key: 0=0ptional 
BJ=Before junior year 
BG=Before graduation 

8 
0 BJ BGr 

C 1 18 15 
PS 16 75 62 

X2=2.016 
DF=2 
CV=5.991 

9 
0  BJ BGr 

C 0 25 8 
PS 8 106 36 

X2=1.732 
DF=2 
CV=5.991 
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APPENDIX D 

ACTUAL RESPONSE 
NULL HYPOTHESIS TWO 

Key: D=Graduate degrees 
E=Bachelor of Music 
F=Bachelor of Music Education 

Bachelor of Education with Music Major 
G=Bachelor of Arts 
H=Bachelor of Science 
p 

X Calculated Chi Square 
DF=Degrees of Freedom 
CVCritical value of Chi Square at .05 level 
*=Significant difference at .05 level 
°=Cell Collapsed 

la 
SA A D SD 

D 6o 4 0 0 
E 39 5 0 0 
F 34 4 0 0 
G 14 0 0 0 
H 19 0 0 0 

X2=4. 381 
DF=4 
CV=9. -p

 
00
 

00
 

1c 
SI A D SD 

1) —52f 8 0 0 
E 39 4 0 0 
F 33 5 0 0 
G 14 0 0 0 
H 18 1 0 0 

X =2.983 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

lb 
SA A D SD 

t) 30 3 0 
E 10 30 1 1° 
F 3 30 2 1° 
G 7 6 1 0 
H 5 10 3 0 

2 
X = :21.480* 
DF= •8 
CV= = 15.50? 

2a 
SA A t) SD 

J) 47 13 0 0 
E 33 11 0 0 
F 24 13 1° 0 
G 10 3 0 0 
H 15 4 0 0 

X2=2.657 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 
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2b 
SA A D SD 

D '40 18 4° 0 
E 28 15 0 0 
E 17 19 2 0 
G 8 6 0 0 
H 8 11 0 0 

X^=6. 640 
DF=4 
07=9. £

 
00

 
00

 

3a 
SA A D SD 

D —55— 16 1* ' 0 
E 23 17 4° 0 
F 22 15 1° 0 
G 8 6 0 0 
H 10 7 2° 0 

2 
X =5. 705 
DF=4 
07=9. 488 

3c 
SA A D 2D 

D 26 28 8 0 
E 9 23 11 1° 
F 8 21 8 0 
G 5 4 5 0 
H 7 3 7 1° 

X^=18.638 * 

DF=8 
CV=15.507 

4b 
SI A D SD 

b 54 8 —P— 0 
E 32 11 1° 0 
F 21 14 3° 0 
G 8 6 0 0 
H 18 1 0 0 

X -18.059 
DP=4 
07=9.488 

2c 
SA A D SD 

D 14 24 3° 
E 9 19 12 2° 
F 8 12 13 1° 
G 2 7 4 0 
H . 5 8 4 1° 

c 
X =2 

i—1 
O

J 
K

\ • 

- 

DF=8 
CV=15.507 

\ 

3b 
SA A D SD 

f) 39 20 2 P 
E 21 18 5 0 
F 16 22 0 0 
G 5 9 0 0 
H 9 7 2 0 

X^=14.698 
DF=8 
CV=15.507 

4a 
—sr- A t) St) 

I) 0 1 15 41 
E 2° 2 11 28 
F 0 4 15 19 
G 2 0 4 8 
H 0 0 7 12 

X^=9 i.831 
DF=8 
07=15.507 

4c ) 

SA A D SD 
D 16 38 5 0 
E 11 24 7 0 
F 13 20 5 0 
G 3 7 1 2° 
H 9 • 9 0 0 

X =8.963 
DF=8 
07=15.507 
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5a 
SK A SD 

D ~~53 5 l6 0 
E 38 5 0 0 
F 52 6 0 0 
G 13 1 0 0 
H 17 2 0 0 

X2=.981 
DF=4 
07=9.488 

5c 
SA A D SD 

D 35 24 : 36 0 
E 17 22 2° 0 
F 15 21 1° 0 
G 7 7 0 0 
H 13 6 0 0 

X2=6.125 
DF=4 
07=9.488 

6b 
SA A D SD 

1) 46 l6 0 0 
E 34 10 0 0 
F 30 8 0 0 
G 8 6 0 0 
H 17 2 0 0 

X2=4.982 
DF=4 
07=9.488 

6d 
SA A D SD 

D 
—^^  

1° 0 
E 37 6 1° 0 
F 26 12 0 0 
G 13 1 0 0 
H 14 4 0 0 

X^=7.101 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

5b   
SK 1 D SF 

D 25^ 0 
E 17 17 8 0 
F 9 24 5 0 
G 3 9 0 2° 
H 5 11 3 0 

X =7.253 
DF=8 
CV=15.507 

6a 
sx—i—D—m 

1) 16 P 
E 28 13 0 0 
F 20 18 0 0 
G 8 6 0 0 
H 11 8 0 0 

Xd=4.193 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

6c 
SA A. D SD 

D 34 “T*  ~TT 
E 13 23 3° 0 
F 11 26 1° 0 
G 3 8 2° 0 • 
H 8 10 1° 0 

X2=3.041 
DF=4 
07=9.488 

6e 
SA A D SD 

15 36 27   ~TT 
E 22 20 0 1° 
F 18 19 1° 0 
G 7 7 0 0 
H 9 9 1° 0 

x2=i.191 
DF=4 
07=9.488 
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6f  6^ 
Sk A t) JSD SA I D SD 

D 5^ s 0 0 D 27 0 0 
E 37 7 0 0 E 17 23 2° 0 
F 26 12 0 0 F 11 26 1° 0 
G 9 5 0 0 G 6 7 1° 0 
H 17 2 0 0 H 9 10 0 0 

X2=9.024 X =7.198 
DF=4 DF=4 
CV=9.488 CV=9.488 

7a 7b 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

D 23 23 8 6 D ' 39 "' 2S- 0 0 
E 19 19 6 0 E 23 19 2° 0 
F 7 24 7 0 F 15 22 1° 0 
G 4 6 3 0 G 3 9 0 0 
H 2 12 3 0 H 7 12 0 0 

X2=l1.099 X2=8.949 
DF=8 DF=4 
CV=13.307 07=9.488 

7c 7d 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

D W IT- 0 6 D 41 19 2 6 
E 28 14 2° 0 E 25 16 3 0 
F 23 12 0 0 F 23 12 3 0 
G 7 7 0 0 G 7 6 0 0 
H 14 4 1° 0 H 17 2 0 0 

X2=3.177 X2=9,638 
DF=4 DF=8 
CV=9.488 07=13.507 
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Additional Key: 0=0ptional 
BJ=Before juior year 
BG=Before graduation 

8  9 
0 BJ BG 0 BJ BG 

D 6 31 28 D 1& 49 15 
E 4 23 19 E 2° 30 13 
F 5 23 9 F 3° 26 9 
G 1 4 9 G 0° 9 4 
H 1 10 8 H 2° 14 .. 3 

X2=8.064 X
2
=5.984 

DF=8 DF=8 
CV=15.907 CV=15.507 
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APPENDIX E 

ACTUAL RESPONSE 
NULL HYPOTHESIS THREE 

Key: D=l-100 school enrollment 
0=101-250 school enrollment 
B=251-750 school enrollment 
A=751 or more school enrollment 
2 

X Calculated Chi Square 
DF=Degrees of Freedom 
CV=Critical value of Chi Square at .05 level 
*^Significant difference at .05 level 
°=Cell collapsed 

la 
SA A D SD 

D 23 0 0  0 
C 32 2 0 0 
B 27 3 0 0 
A 56 7 0 0 

2 
X =3 .198 
DF=3 
CV=7 .815 

1c 
SA A D SD 

D 20 3 0 0 
C 31 3 0 0 
B 29 1 0 0 
A 31 • 9 0 0 

X^=3 .070 
DF=5 
CV=7.815 

lb 
SF” A D SD 

I) 6 16 1 0 
c 8 23 2 1° 
B 12 14 2 0 
A 14 •40 4  ii 

X =4.490 
DF=6 
CV=12.592 

2a 
A D  SI) 

D 8 0 0 
C 24 9 1° 0 
B 26 4 0 0 
A 38 -23 0 0 

X =5.892 
DF=3 ' 
CV=7.815 
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2b  2c 
SA A 15— "nr ST A ' lb SD 

D —T2 IT— 0 0 D  5 TT~ 5 0 
C 19 14 1Q 0 C 10 14 7 0 
B 20 10 0 0 B 9 11 7 0 
A. 29 28 4° 0 A 11 19 25 4° 

X2=3.041 X
2

=9.699 
DF=3 DF=6 
CV=7.815 CV=12.592 

3a 3b 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

D FF 5 l6 0 D T2 1° 0 
C 20 11 2° 0 C 16 15 3° 0 
B 19 10 1° 0 B 17 13 0 0 
A 32 10 4° 0 A 23 33 ?° 0 

X2=1.533 X^=4.102 
DF=3 DF=3 
CV=7.815 CV=7.815 

3c 4a 
SA A D SD SI T~ I) SD 

D 5 7 7 0 D —s* y~ 8 ~TT 
C 8 21 4 1° C 2° 1 14 17 
B 9 15 6 0 B 0° 1 5 22 
A 17 22 21 1° A 2° 0 18 59 

X2=9.534 X2=8.4-55 
DF=6 DF=6 
CV=12.592 CV=12.592 

4b 4c 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

i) 15 7 l6 0 D n m- 1 0 
c 25 8 1° 0 C 10 19 3 0 
B 24 6 0 0 B 14 12 3 i° 
A 45 15 3° 0 A 11 38 8 1° 

X =1.516 X2=11.908 
DF=3 DF=6 
CV=7.815 CV=12.592 
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5a 
sir- A D SD 

D 23 6 
. . ^ , 

0 
C 27 6 0 0 
B 25 5 0 0 
A 24 25 1° 0 

X =4.578 
DF=5 
CV=7.815 

SA A D SD 
D 12 11 0 0 
C 18 13 2° 0 
B 20 9 0 0 
A 24 25 1° 0 

X =6.829 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

6b 
SA A I) 

D 20 3 0 6 
C 25 9 0 0 
B 23 7 0 0 
A ■ ^ 16 0 0 

X =1.809 
DF=3 
07^7.815 

6d 
SA A D SD 

b 18 5 0 0 
c 25 8 1° 0 
B 26 3 0 0 
A 47 15 1° 0 

X =5.099 
DF=3 
07=7.815 

5b 
SI  A “15— SD ' 

D 5 15 3 6 
C 14 16 2 1° 
B 11 10 8 1° 
A 11 38 8 1° p 

X =10 .642 
DF=6 
CV=12 .592 

6a 
SI A D SD 

T) 15  7 0 0 
C 19 15 0 0 
B 19 11 0 0 
A . 39 . 20 0 0 

2 
X =1. 

00 

DF=3 
CV=7. 815 

6c 
£>A A D SD . 

D 7 15 l6 0 
C 12 19 3° 0 
B 10 18 2° 0 
A 21 37 2° 0 

X2=.188 
DF=3 
CV=7. 815 

6e 
SA A D SD 

b n 11 0 ' 
C 18 15 0° 1° 
B 17 13 0 0 
A 29 29 1° 0 

X^=•602 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 
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6f 
SA A D SD 

D 16 7 0 0 
C 29 5 0 0 
B 26 4 0 0 
A 47 14 0 0 

X =3.286 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

7a 
SA A 5 SD 

D 4 13 0 
C 9 21 4 0 
B 15 13 1 0 
A 20 26 14 0 

X^=13.232* 
DF=6 
07=12.592 

6s 
SA A D SD 

r> 8 15 0 0 
c 15 16 3° 0 
B 13 17 0 0 
A 24 33 1° 0 

x2=. 564 
DF=3 
CV=7 .815 

7b 
SA A t) “sir 

D 10 13 0 0 
C 14 18 2° 0 
B 19 11 0 0 
A 28 32 1° 0 

X2=3.756 
DF^3 
CV=7.815 

7c 
SA A D SD 

D 16 5 6 
C 23 10 1° 0 
B 24 6 0 0 
A 34 26 1° 0 

X2=5.966 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

21 
SA A D SD 

I) ~T5— 5 ~~3T!— 0 
C 21 10 3° 0 
B 23 6 1° 0 
A 36 25 1° 0 

X =3.112 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

Additional Key: 0=0ptional 
BJ=Before junior year 
BG=Before graduation 

8 
  0 BJ 

D 4 9 10 
C 2 18 14 
B 2 16 13 
A 8 ?p 25 

X‘£=3.176 
DF=6 
CV=12.592 

9 rr BJ 
D 2 16 5 
C 4 22 8 
B 1 21 8 
A 1 47 15 

X2=5-463 
DF=6 
CV=12.592 
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APPENDIX F 

ACTUAL RESPONSE 
NULL HYPOTHESIS FOUR 

V=Band and orchestra 
W=Band and one other music area 
X=Chorus only 

Chorus & General Music 
^General Music 
Z=A11 music areas 

Key: 

la 
SA A D SD 

Y —57— 2 0 0 
W 17 0 0 0 
X 34 6 0 0 
Y 24 1 0 0 
Z 34 3 0 0 

X^=4. 673 
DF=4 
CV=9. 

00 
co 

1c 
SA A D SD 

V 22 6 0 0 
W 1? 0 0 0 
X 35 4 0 0 
Y 23 1 0 0 
Z 32 3 0 0 

X =6.598 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

lb 
SA A D SD 

V "“TO 14 C) 
w 7 10 0 0 
X 10 26 1 0 
Y 5 13 4 2° 
Z 8 28 1 0 

X2=19.114* 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

2a 
SA A D SD 

V ~T9 9 0 0 
w 13 4 0 0 
X 31 8 0 0 
Y 14 10 1° 0 
Z 25 12 0 0 

X2=4.496 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 
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2b 2c 
SA A D SD SA A b ■"SIT" 

V- 19 8 2° 0 V 7 9 10 1° 
w 12 5 0 0 w 4 8 5 0 
X 22 17 0 0 X 11 15 10 1° 
Y 9 15 2° 0 Y 5 6 10 2° 
Z 17 19 1° 0 Z 8 • 16 9 2° 

Xd=7.121 
- 

x =5. 088 
DF=4 DF=8 
CV=9.488 CV=15 .508 

5a 5b 
" "SA ' A D SD SA A D “SIT 

V 18 10 'O’ 0 V 17 9—  — 0 
w 11 5 1° 0 w 9 7 1° 0 
X 22 15 4° 0 X 17 19 5° 0 
Y 9 15 1° 0 Y 5 19 1° 0 
Z 25 10 2° 0 Z 20 14 2° 0 

X^=7.175 X =10 '.913 * 
DF=4 DF=4 
07=9.^88 CV=9. 488 

5c 4a 
SA A D SD SA A ■ D SD 

V 10 12 6 ' 0 V 0 0 —T- 20 
w 5 8 6 0 w 1° 0 5 11 
X 15 18 9 0 X 0 1 11 26 
Y 4 9 10 1° Y 2° 2 9 10 
Z 11 17 7 1° z 1° 2 12 22 

X^=7.455 

o
 

i—i II 
C\l X

 >.146 
DF=8 DF=8 
CY=15.508 CV=15 .508 

4b 4c 
SA A D SD ' SA A D SD 

V —25 ' 5 1° 0 7— 4 18 0 . 
w 14 5 0 0 w 7 8 2 0 
X 55 5 2° 0 X 15 19 5 1° 
Y 12 11 2° 0 Y 5 14 5 1° 
Z 25 14 0 0 Z 16- ■ 19 1 0 

X^=15.005* X^=13.421 
DF=4 DF=8 
CV=9.488 CV=15.508 
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5a 
—3X 1  D Sb 

V —2  Is 0 ' 
w 13 4 0 0 
X 52 7 0 0 
Y 20 5 0 0 
z 34 2 0 0 

X2=4.860 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

5c 
SA A D SD 

V “T5 11 l5 6 
w 10 7 0 0 
X 25 14 1° 0 
Y 5 18 0 0 
Z 19 16 1° 0 

X2=10.659* 
DF=4 
CV=9.^88 

6b 
SA A D SD 

V —22 5 0 0 
w 12 5 0 0 
X 32 7 0 0 
Y 16 9 0 0 
z 30 7 0 0 

X2=3.690 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

6d 
SE I D St ' 

V —19 5 la 0 
y 16 1 0 0 
X 31 7 0 0 
Y 20 5 0 0 
z 28 -8 1° 0 

X =4.775 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

—S3T“ A ~rr“ " "SD"" 
—in- 

15 3 0 
y 11 4 2 0 
X 9 19 9 2° 
Y 7 16 1 0 
z 8 22 6 0 

X^=18.756* 
DF=8 
07=15*508 

6a 
SA A D SD 

7  17“ 10' 'o  0 
y 11 6 0 0 
X 31 8 0 0 
Y 6 18 0 0 
z 27 10 0 0 

X2=21.183* 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

6c 
SA A D SD 

V 6 20 —— 0 
y 9 8 0 0 
X 19 19 1° 0 
Y 5 17 2° 0 
z 10 24 3° 0 

X2=11.140* 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

6e 
SA A D SD 

V 
. 15 

13 0 0 
y 11 6 0 0 
X 23 17 0 0 
Y 6 17 1° 0 
z 19- *16 1° 1° 

X2=8.51^ 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 
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6f 
SA A D SD 

V 22 7 0 6 
w 15 2 0 0 
X 36 2 0 0 
Y 15 . 10 0 0 
Z 28 9 0 0 

73 
X =12 1.587* 
DF=4 
CV=9. 488 

7a 
SA A I) “"sir 

V 13 9 5 0 
w 6 10 1 0 
X 17 17 4 0 
Y 4 14 7 0 
Z 8 21 8 0 

2 
x =13 

0
 

C
\J •
 

DF=8 
cv=15 .508 

7° 
SA A D SD 

V 22 6 0 0 
y 13 4 0 0 
X 26 12 0 0 
Y 10 14 1° 0 
z 25 10 2° 0 

x =10.501* 
DP=4 
0V=9.488 

6£ 
SA A D SD 

V 12 15 P 0 
w 8 9 0 0 
X 22 14 1° 0 
Y 4 19 1° 0 
Z 13 23 1° 0 

X^ll.884* 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 

7b 
SA A D SD 

V 17 11 0 0 
w 7 9 1° 0 
X 24 14 1° 0 
Y 7 18 0 0 
z 15 21 1° 0 

X =9 .826* 
DF=4 
CV=9 

C
O
 

C
O
 • 

7d 
SA A i) SD 

V 20 6  P 0 
y 13 4 0 0 
X 26 13 0 0 
Y 13 10 2° 0 
Z 22 12 3° 0 

3^=4.352 
DF=4 
CV=9.488 
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Additional Key: 0=0ptional 
BJ=Before junior year 
BG=Before graduation 

8 
0 BJ BG 

V 2 9 18 
w 0 11 7 
X 5 25 11 
Y 5 11 8 
Z 4 15 18 

X2=13.970 
DF=8 
CV=15.508 

9 ;/ 
0 

V 0 80 9 
W 1 12 4 
X 4 50 6 
Y 1 18 6 
Z 2 24 11 

X^=5.9^3 
DF=8 
CV=15.508 
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APPENDIX G 

ACTUAL RESPONSE 
NULL HYPOTHESIS FIVE 

Key: M=More than 15 years experience 
N=ll to 15 years experience 
0=6 to 10 years experience 
P=0 to 5 years experience 

xf =Calculated Chi Square 
DF=Degrees of Freedom 
CV=Critical value of Chi Square at .05 level 
*=Signifleant difference at .05 level 
°=Cell collapsed 

la lb 
SA A SD SI 3T B SD 

M 2 0 0 M  7 2T ■1, —5" 
N 21 5 0 0 N 6 13 13 0 
0 28 4 0 0 0 10 18 12. 1° 
P 57 5 0 0 P 17 39 3 1° 

X2=2 .326 X^=2.857 
DF=3 DF=6 
CV=7 

L
A
 

I 1 
00 •

 CV=12.592 

lc 2a 
SA A D SD SA A B SD 

M 26 4 0 0 M —15 12“ “O- —0“ 
N 20 3 0 0 N 17 5 1° 0 
0 27 4 0 0 0 22 10 0 0 
P 55 5 0 0 P 44 •16 . 0 0 

X =.806 X =1.916 
DF=3 DF=3 
CV=7.815 CV=?.815 
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2b 
A D J3I) 

M 14 15 2° 0 
N 13 7 3° 0 
0 15 16 0 0 
P 38 22 0 0 

X2=3.465 
DF=3 
CV=7. 815 

3a 
SA A T) SD 

M 15 T5 0 0 
N 15 7 1° 0 
0 17 14 1° 0 
P 35 19 6° 0 

X =.805 ro 

DF=3 
CV=7.815 

3c 
SA A D SB 

M 5 15 7 0 
N 8 12 3 0 
0 10 11 10 1° 
P 15 26 17 1° 

x =4.598 
DF=6 
CV=12.592 

4b ^ir A D  “nr- 
M —zr~ 7 l6 0 
N 18 5 1° 0 
0 21 10 1° 0 
P 44 14 2° 0 

X^=•880 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

2c 
—ST“ A B sir 

M 6 10 10 
N 5 9 8 0 
0 7 11 9 2° 
P 17 •24 16 2° 

X^= 1.567 
DF= 6 
CV= 12.592 

3b 
SA A t) SD 

M —ry 
—15— 1 0 

N 13 9 1 0 
0 13 17 2 0 
P 30 •24 5 0 

X^= 3.263 
DF= 6 
CV= 12.592 

4a 
SA A D SD 

M lu 1 10 14 
N 0° 1 8 14 
0 2° 1 11 18 
P 1° 2 15 42 

X^=3.286 
DF=6 
07=12.592 

4c 
SA A nr“^ SD 

M 5 21 3 0 ' 
N 7 12 3 0 
0 14 12 . 1 2° 
P 20 •31 8 0 

DF=6 
CV=12.592 
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5a 
SA A D SD 

n 26 4 1° 0 
N 16 6 0 0 
0 27 5 0 0 
p 55 5 0 0 

2 
X^= :4. 839 
DF= 3 
CV= 7. 815 

5c 
SA A I) SD 

M 19 11 0 0 
N 11 11 i° 0 
0 15 16 i° 0 
P 29 29 i° 0 

X^= ■ 2 • 699 
DF= = 3 
CV= 7. 

LT\ 
i—1 
CO 

6b 
SA A D SD 

M 20 10 0 0 
N 18 5 0 0 
0 23 9 0 0 
p 50 11 0 0 

X^= =2. 988 
DF= =3 
CV= 7. 813 

6d 
SA A D SD 

M 24 5 lu 0 
N 16 6 0 0 
0 27 5 0 0 
P 46 13 1° 0 

X^= =1. 

d- 
OJ 

DF= =3 
CV= =7* ,815 

5b - 
—ST“ — SD 

M 10 13 7 0 
N 6 14 2 0 
0 10 18 2 2° 
P 19 •31 9 0 

X =3.200 
DF=6 
CV=12.592 

6a 
SA —I ““T) SD 

ft is 8 0 0 
N 14 9 0 0 
0 17 15 0 0 
P 39 •20 0 0 

Xd=2.055 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

6c 
SA A D SD 

ft 9 21  0 0 
N 8 0 
0 10 21 1° 0 
P 22 34 3° 0 

X2=.612 
DF=3 
CV=7 

LTN 
i—1 
CO • 

6e 
SA A D SD 

M 15 17 0 0 
N 13 9 2° 0 
0 13 19 0 0 
P 34 •24 0° •Q° 

2 
X =3 .191 
DF=3 
CV=7 .815 
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6f 
SA A D 

M 22 8 0 0 
N 18 5 0 0 
0 22 10 0 0 
P 53 7 0 0 

X =5»820 
DP=3 
CV=7.813 

7a 
£T“ —A —D ■“SIT 

M 10 16 3 0 
N 7 9 6 0 
0 7 20 5 0 
P 23 26 11 0 

X *5.954 
DF=6 
CV=12.592 

6g 
85“ A D SD 

M 13 16 0 0 
N 7 15 1° 0 
0 12 19 0 0 
P -22- 29 r 0 

X =1.832 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

85“ A D  “SU 
M 14 16 0 0 
N 15 8 0 0 
0 15 17 0 0 
P 32 3° 0 

X =3.726 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

Z£ 
SA A D SD 

M 15 15 O' 0 
N 16 7 0 0 
0 20 11 1° 0 
P 43 14 2° 0 

X^=4.889 
DF=3 
CV=7.815 

2± 
SA A D SD 

M 19 12 0 0 
N 14 8 2° 0 
0 18 13 1° 0 
P 41 14 4° 0 

X2=1.995 
DF=3 
07=7.815 
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Additional Key: 0=0ptional 
BJ=Before junior year 
BG=Before graduation 

8 
 6 BJ EG 

M 5 12 "T3" 
N 3 12 8 
0 4 13 13 
P 4 25 

X =4.751 
DF=6 
CV=12.592 

9 
6 BG 

n  1 ' 24 7 
N 2 13 7 
0 1 23 6 
p 4 39 16 

X^=2.830 
DF=6 
CV=12.592 



134 

APPENDIX H 

ACTUAL RESPONSE 
NULL HYPOTHESIS SIX 

Key: R=0 to 10 years experience 
S=ll and over years of experience 

X^=Calculated Chi Square 
DF=Degrees of Freedom 
CV=Critical value of Chi Square at *05 level 
*=Significant difference at .05 level 
°=Cell collapsed 

la 
SA A E 3E 

R 17 0 0 0 
S ii 1 0 0 

ir=Toii 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

1c 
SA A D SD 

R i7 0 O' 1 0 
S 10 2 0 0 

X2=1.001 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

2b 
SA A D SD 

R • i3 - 3 1° 0 
S 8 • 3 0 0 

A =•049 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

lb 
“T- ■—15— SI) 

E— 10 6 1° 0 
s 4 0 0 

X =.020 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

2a 
SA A D SD 
16 1 0 0 

s 10 1 0 0 
X^= .184 
DF= 1 
CV= 

i—i 
00 

2c 
SA A D SD 

E 1° 8 6 0 
s 2° • 6 2 0 

x2= •575 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 
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3a 
SA ' —S- T) ' sn  

R 15 2 0 0 
S 8 • 3 0 0 

X^=.292 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

3c 
SA A D SD 

' ' 8 ' 7 2° 0 
s 5 6 0 0 

X =.092 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

4b 
SA A D SD 

R 4 0 0 
S 11 1 0 0 
  

X^=.322 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

SA A D sb 
R 1$ 1 0 0 
S 11 1 0 0 

X =.280 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

5c 
SA I b— sb 

IT- 9 4 3° 0 
s 4 • 8 0 0 _—   

X^=.6?3 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

3b 

 si A “b  “nr 
R 15 I 0° i° 
s 8 • 4 0 0 

X^=.896 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

4a 
A D SD 

R i° 2 5 9 
s 0 • 0 2 9 

X^=3*144 
DF=2 
CV=5.991 

4c 
—ST“ i b— ~"sb 

R 3 11 2° 0 
S 3 8 1° 0 

X^=.004 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

5b 
£A A “Tl- 8b 

R 8 7 —ps— 0 
s 5 6 1° 0 

X^= .002 
DF= 1 
CV= 3.841 

6a 
" SA A b 

R 8 7 1° 0 
s 9' • - 3 0 0 

x2= .901 
DF=1 
CV=3*841 
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6b 
SA A SD 

R 13 > 4 0 0 
S 9 • 3 0 0 

X =.122 
DF=1 
CY=3.841 

6d 
SA A D SD 

R 17 0 0 0 
S 11 1 0 0 

X =.037 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

6f 
SA ” ~T~ —ir~  SD 

R 16 1 0 0 
S 9 • 3 0 0 

X2=.853 
DF=1 
07=3.841 

2a 
SA A D SD 

R 6 9 —— 0 
S 3 8 1° 0 

X2=.033 
DF=1 
07=3.841 

2° 
SA A D SD 

R 13 0 0 
S 7 • 5 0 0 

X =1.995 
DF=1 
07=3.841 

6o 
SF A D SD 

R 7 9 . 1° 0 
S 6 •• 5 0 0 

x^= .092 
DF= 1 
CV= 3.841 

6e 
SA A i) SD 

R 10 7 0 0 
S 7 • 5 0 0 

X =.12? 
DF=1 
07=3.841 

SA A I) 55 
R "" II"- 6 0 0 
S 6- • . 6 0 0 

X2=.167 
DF=1 
07=3.841 

7b 
ST” A ”5 fc>D 

R 12 3 0 0 
S 7 5 0 0 

xA .082 
DF= 1 
CV= 3.841 

7d 
SA A D SD 

R i2 3 2° 0 
S 7 •• 4 0 0 

2 
X^= .0008 
DF=1 
07=3.841 
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Additional Key: 0=0ptional 
Bvf=Before junior year 
BG=Before graduation 

8 
5 BJ BG 

R 1 11 6 
S 0 7 5 

x2=.005 
DP=1 

• CV=3.841 

9 
BJ BG 

R 0 TT~ 5 
s • 0 9 3 

X =.063 
DF=i 
CV=3*841 
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APPENDIX I 

ACTUAL RESPONSE 
NULL HTPOTHESIS SEVEN 

Key: N=Without public school experience 
Y=With public sfehobl experience 

X^=Calculated Chi Square 
DF=Degrees of Freedom 
CV=Critical value of Chi Square at .05 level 
*=Signifleant difference at .05 level 
°=Ce.ll collapsed 

la lb 
SA A 1) SD —31 A D SD 

N 15 0 0 0 TT“ 8 3 p ■ 0 ' 
Y 15 1 0 0 Y 9 7 0 0 

X =.011 X2=.028 
DF=1 DF=1 
CV=3.841 CV=3.841 

1c 2a 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

N —13 (T- 
0 0 N “is n 0 0 

Y 14 2 0 0 Y 14 2 0 0 

i—i 
•d- KN • II 

O
J X
 X2=.280 

DF=1 DF=1 
CV=3.841 CV=3.841 

2b 2c 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

N n 2 0 0 ' N 0 8 5 0 
Y 10 4 10° 0 Y 5 6 0 

X2=.4-30 X2=3.475 
DF=1 DF=2 
CV=3.841 CV=5*991 
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3a   3b 
A D ■^TT ST" A ~s— “sir 

N 11 2 0 0 N 11 2 0 0 
y 12 3 0 0 Y 12 3 0° i° 

x2= .031 x2= :.030 
DF= 1 DF= 1 
CV= 3.841 CV= 

i—i 
4* 
00 

3c 4a 
SA A D SD —

SA" A D SD 
N 7 5 1* 0 N 0 1° 4' 8 
Y 6 8 1° 0 Y 1° 1° 3 10 

x2= .124 x2= .012 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

DF=1 
CV=3.841 

4b 
SA A D SD 

N 12 1 0 6 
Y 12 4 0 0 

x2= .537 
DF= 1 
CV= 3.841 

5a 
SA A D SD 

N 12 1 0 0 
Y 14 1 0 0 

X2=.397 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

4c 
SA A D SD 

W 1 8 0 
Y 5 11 0 0 

X =.994 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

5b 
SA A D SD 

N 5 7 l4 0 
Y 8 6 1° 0 

X2=.165 
DF=1 
CV=3*841 

5c 6a 
SA A D SD SA A D SD 

N 6 5 2° 0 N 6 6 1° 0 
Y 7 7 1° 0 Y 11 4 0 0 

x2= .124 X2=l. 16 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

DF=1 
CV=3.841 
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6b 
SA A D SD 

N 9 4 6 0 
Y , 13 3 0 0 

x2= .099 
DF= 1 
CV= 3.841 

6d 
SA A D SD 

N 12 1 0 0 
Y 15 0 0 0 

FTTooT 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

6f 
31 A D “^TT 

N —12 1 0 6 
Y 13 3 0 0 

X =.100 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

Za 
SA A D SD 

N 6 3 0 
Y 3 12 1° 0 

X =1.39 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

Z£ 
SA A D SD 

N 11 2 0 0 
Y 11 5 0 0 

X =.309 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

6c 
SA A D SD 

N 6 5 l6 0 
Y 7 9 0 0 

X^.I 002 
DF*1 
CV=3 

1—1 
CO • 

6e 
SA A D SD 

N 8 $ 6 0 
Y 9  H  7 0 0 

X =.008 
DF=^1 
CV=3.841 

6g 
"TI- A —IT- 

N 6 7 0 0 
Y 11 3 0 0 

x =.721 
DF=1 
CV=3*841 

7b 
SA A D SD 
11 2 0 0 

Y 8 8 0 0 

Xd=2.42 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 

7d 
SA A D SD 

N 9 2 1° 0 
Y 10 5 1° 0 

X^=.083 
DF=1 
CV=3.841 
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Additional Key: 0=0ptional 
BJ=Before junior year 
BG=Before graduation 

8 
S— BJ 

N 6 9 4 
Y 1° 9 _z_ 

X2=.CW-1 
DP=1 
CV=3.841 
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APPENDIX J 

WRITTEN COMMENTS 

The major thing overlooked in teacher training(music or 
otherwise) is children. Work with children in many 
capacities should be a counterpart of teacher training. 
Private students, junior choir, boy scouts, Sunday school, 
youth club, etc...all would give a realistic perspective 
to music education training. Other considerations: good 
mental health, ability to handle stress, capacity to 
transfer joy of performing music to the teaching of 
music. 

More education in the "whole child" to be taught 

Actually, I feel that the most important part of teacher 
training is actual classroom experience working with 
children. Education students should be spending time 
observing and working with children throughout their 
junior and senior years. 

Experience in teaching before the junior year would 
really help. Students from a large town should be sent 
to a small town situation and vice versa! 

I would like to see practical experience like apprentice¬ 
ship included. 

What I feel should be stressed, taught and experienced 
in the classrooms of colleges and when students teach is 
a good, positive self-image. Also, if students were 
given teaching assignments their, freshman year on a level 
or subject they could handle (tutor other students, 
perhaps), then they would have the relaxed time to ^ 
discover more teaching skills. In the end, you have to 
discover them for yourself anyway. Start early. 

I am in agreement that performance ability is considered 
fundamental for the music educator, but no requirement ^ 
should be inflexible. Certain types of teaching roles 
require less concentration on a single instrument or 
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voice to be considered adequately prepared. However, 
each student should clearly excel in a compensating 
area. No studies have proved that successful music 
teachers have always been solo performers. Performance 
in major area should show advanced ability sufficient to 
assure accurate and musically expressive performance, ^ 
but these performance requirements must be flexable so 
that performance is not the most important aspect of 
training. For band, orchestra, and choir students, 
rehearsal skills are basic. Ensemble and large perform¬ 
ance organizations should emphasize techniques in all 
rehearsals, which can be adjusted to teaching situations. 

I do feel at the college level too much attention is 
spent on attempting to make a professional of the student. 
More time should be spent preparing the student for areas 
of vocal, instrumental, and classroom problems of schools 
from music classifications from D to AA. I have found 
semi-professional and professional level performers have 
a difficult time teaching even though they can hold a 
successful clinic. There are some exceptions to this 
rule but not many. If more time were spent in relation 
to students and actual situations rather than the 
idealistic AA programs. Arranging for odd instrumental ^ 
tion and voicing of small numbers of students would be of 
great importance. Not everyone becomes a Professional, 
or starts in a AA school. 

In order to teach more effectively, one must be a well 
rounded musician with some experience and knowledge in 
every basic area. Since we seem to learn best by doing, 
I would say performance in many different areas (solo, 
ensemble, large groups - both vocal and instrumental) is 
an invaluable part of the future music teacher's 
training. 

I have found out that you have to know the instruments ^ 
plus the voice when you have to teach everything in a 
little school. . . lots of work involved. 

If a music educator plans to teach in Montana (primarily 
small schools) emphasis should first be placee on methods, 
skills, and performance. Literature is secondary. Music 
history and theory are practically non-existent. 
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I think musicality, ear, and ability to get along with^ 
people are the most important. 

I filled this out as for someone definitely entering 
the teaching field. More often in teaching, you need 
to feel at ease with subject matter and basic skills 
in playing, performing, singing, etc. are a must. You 
can't have 'stage fright' and you can't teach a class¬ 
room of fifth graders a song on a clarinet. Piano or ^ 
guitar and a voice that is comfortable are a must. In 
high school you need an ear, literature, proficiency 
in your ares. Don't be a piano/vocal major - you may 
teach band or vice versa. Try to be prepared for 1-12. 
Seems most jobs are made that way. 

Majority of rehearsal techniques come from working under 
good rehearsal technicians in large ensembles. Skills u 

should be rehearsal oriented. Ex. Melodic dictation is 
not as importanat as tuning chords and picking out wrong 
notes to an educator. 

I think it takes five years to get a four year degree in 
music. You need every minute. Out of six student ^ 
teachers I've had, only two were qualified to teach. 
You have to perform, you have to gain experience, you 
have to be willing to spend time. Music has to be one 
of the toughest majors and minors I know, and it 
should be. 

Being a good performer as a music teacher is a big asset 
but I don't believe a music educator has to be a 
superior performer. 

Large performance organizations should be required, but 
not every quarter. 

A music major should be required to cross fields for 
a complete understanding. 

If you are teaching the most important areas in teacher 
preparation are methods and musicality. Literature is 
most important for advancing students . . .skills for 
cutting down on preparation time. 
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Piano proficiency is vastly understated. All music 
education students should be able to play fairly easy 
accompaniments for students they will have once they 
get a teaching position. 

The entire music preparation is worthless if a teacher ^ 
cannot work with kids. 


