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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to seek to identity assess factors that contributed to
undergraduate student acceptance, matriculatiehsaccess in MUS 115, Music Theory, during
the academic years of 2008-12. Data were (a) stuslem test scores, (b) SOM Audition
Diagnostic Exam scores, and (c) final grades fadestts who registered in MUS 115 during the
years 2008-12. Student gender, major, performindiume, home state and scholarship offer was
also included in the analysis. Research questi@ns:wWl) To what extent did student gender,
major, performing medium, home state, diagnostanescore, standardized test score and
scholarship offer affect student acceptance tdhigersity of Alabama School of Music (UA
SOM)? (2) To what extent did student gender, mgerforming medium, home state,
diagnostic exam score, standardized test scorsdradarship offer affect matriculation to the
UA SOM? (3) To what extent did student gender, majerforming medium, home state,
diagnostic exam score, scholarship offer, standaddiest score and diagnostic exam score
affect success in Theory I? (4) What was the meéagndstic exam score of accepted students by
performing medium and major? (5) What was the nsandardized test score of accepted
students by performing medium and major? (6) Wh#te percentage of success in MUS 115,
Music Theory, of matriculated students by perforgnnedium and major?

Data for this study were provided as a numeria dat with student names and other
identifying information removed. The database ideld standardized test scores, Music
Audition Diagnostic Exam scores, high-school gradmt average, declared major, home state,

gender, and principal instrument. Results werentegdas they related to changes and trends



over time. The results suggested (a) home stati®rpeng medium, and major influenced
success in Theory I, (b) diagnostic exam scoresdigppear to affect acceptance,
matriculation, or success in Theory I, and (c) déadized test scores influence success at the
freshman level. The results gathered from thisystatl be helpful in better identifying students

with the potential to succeed in the School of Muithe University of Alabama.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Numerous factors may influence student successrnsac program, specifically in
courses such as music theory. Student success bagiredicted by examining factors such as
high school grade point average, primary instrumgender, diagnostic exam score, and score
on standardized tests. By identifying the factbieg tontribute to success, the students who are
most likely to succeed idA SOM can also be determined.

Ernest (1970) investigated the relationship betwegh school rank and test scores. He
also examined college cumulative honor point ardwdative honor point in music courses in
order to predict the academic success of freshmaicrmajors. His findings showed that the
best predictor of academic success was high schokl He suggested that using this
information could better identify the most capadtiedents who might be successful at the
freshman level.

Another early research study examined the relatiprisetween certain personality traits
and musical ability (Cooley, 1961). A group of I@tdergraduate music students at Michigan
State University participated in a series of stadidad tests including th&merican Council on
Education Psychological Examination (AEPE), the Cooperative Reading Comprehension Test
(CRCT), the Bernreuter Personality Inventory (BPI), and theSeashore Measures of Musical
Talents (SMMT). The students also received ratings by themary professors on their

musicality, ability to sight-read music, and akilio perform.



Musicality was shown to be highly correlated witghintelligence and reading ability.

It also provided evidence that those two factoesadso correlated with ability to sight-read.
Though there was no evidence of a relationship éetvpersonality traits and musicality, the
results suggested that college music students diffeeent personalities than other college
students. The researcher suggested that none tasihscores showed sufficient correlation to be
used in predicting the success of students.

Jones (2008) studied elements including high scblask rank, composite score on the
ACT, math score on the ACT, performing medium, priausic theory experience and score on a
theory diagnostic exam to determine which aspeetgwmost strongly associated with success
in first year music theory. Jones concluded thghlsichool class rank was the factor most
associated with success, reinforcing the ideasihetessful high school students have already
learned the necessary skills and motivation neéalsdcceed in college. Also, he found that the
second element most connected to success was themat score. Both high school class rank
and the ACT score were more highly correlated granof the musical components.

This study also indicated that scores on a diagnegam and a student’s primary
instrument does not relate to their success itfmas music theory. Jones recommended that
the creation of a separate section of freshmarryttbat was divided according to ACT scores
and class rank could help students who need mogetidin and assistance. Because vocalists
seemed to perform poorly in this study, he als@sated the use of more vocal repertoire.

In contrast with previous studies, gender did mottcbute significantly to success in the
aural or written components of freshman theoryeXamining the aural requirement for

freshman theory, this study showed that the diagnesam is the best predictor of success. The



researcher recommended moving the aural sectibresifman theory to the second semester
once students acquired a better grasp of functicerahony.

Several musical aptitude tests have been develkhaeare also used as college entrance
exams. James Aliferis (1953) developedAhéeris Music Achievement Test (AMAT) in order to
provide institutions with a sufficient gauge oftadent’s musical achievement. This test
measures auditory-visual discrimination of meloti@monic, and rhythmic elements and
idioms. Freshman theory textbooks and college mhsiory professors contributed to the test
material.

Aliferis enforced the notion that the test is ahiagement test, and that it does not
measure aptitude. He suggested that only achiewamesported and that an evaluation of the
student and his or her talent should not be detexthby this test alone. He encouraged the use
of other musical tests that examine aspects sutiieasar’'s perceptual ability, performance
evaluation in the form of an audition, and a rdkalky test in determining the student’s
acceptance to a college music program.

Another early researcher used the SMMT and the ANApredict success in music
theory (Roby, 1962). Both these tests examinerdiffees in melody, harmony, and rhythm as
well as tonal sequences in order to evaluate the&aiam’s ear. Any student that attends a
National Association of School of Music institutiomust take “a composite course in music
theory to include the equivalent of two years ghsisinging and dictation, one year each of
elementary and advanced harmony, and an approatértentary counterpoint,” which is why
music theory grades are so often used as a refepamet for success.

Roby found that there was a strong correlation betwAliferis test scores and theory

grades, but no connection between theory gradethanSeashore battery scores. The author



suggested that the Seashore exam examines theipanoaf the ear at the time of the test, and
that this can be improved throughout a theory aaute also examined the correlations between
theory grades and tiinnesota English Entrance Test (MEET) andAmerican Council on

Education Psychological Examination (ACEPE). Both of these tests also demonstrated high
correlations with theory grades. He suggestedthtigindicated that the use of an intelligence
exam can be useful in predicting success in muasiory.

Harrison (1987) examined the use of khesical Aptitude Profile (MAP) developed by
Edwin Gordon as an entrance exam for college maigtents and as a predictor of success in
music theory. The MAP is composed of three areasalllmagery, Rhythm Imagery, and
Musical Sensitivity. This is used as an entran@ekecause those components are taught and
utilized in freshman theory courses.

Four separate components of the music theory gratieling, written work, sight
singing, ear training, and composite grade werdistl Results showed that the Musical
Sensitivity section of the MAP was not a good peéati of success in any of the components of
the music theory course. However, the Tonal Imageryion was a predictor of success in all
elements of music theory, and the Rhythm Imagery avgood predictor for sight singing and
ear training.

Schleuter (1974) investigated the reliability antkicorrelations of three standardized
music tests that are given to entering college asisidents. The three tests chosen were the
Aliferis Music Achievement Test (AMAT), theMusical Aptitude Profile (MAP), and thd owa
tests of Music Literacy (ITML). The MAP and ITML were originally intended for pidschool
students, and the results reinforced that concéptstudent’s scores being fairly high on both

examinations. Schleuter suggested that one ofititeeghancies with these tests is that they



function more like a pretest for music theory tlaananalytical achievement test. He proposed
the use of the MAP and a music achievement test@antent that matches individual situations.

In another study, an experimental college versiadh@Musical Aptitude Profile was
used as a predictor of music major achievementlé8tdr, 1983). This test included the three
original sections, Tonal Imagery, Rhythm Imagend Musical Sensitivity, as well as the Test
Composite. The results of this study showed traMIAP indicated a relationship with sight
singing grades and ear training scores.

Pembrook (1986) used a Melodic Discrimination T&HDT) with students at Florida
State University to explore the effect of thredediént background variables on their scores. He
examined a student’s musical experience, majorunstnt, and class level, as well as the
amount of music theory experience they have padheir audition.

The study yielded several different results. Fstidents who had more musical
performing experience scored higher on the MDT tinase who had not and students who
demonstrated experience in music theory, musiotyisand piano scored higher on the test.
Previous training in music theory also was highdyrelated with melodic discrimination skills.
However, major instrument and success on the M@Thdt seem to be linked.

The relationship of a student’s primary instrumtentheir success on a musical
achievement test was explored (Stecklein, 1957)ud¢el college freshmen scores from the
AMAT for this study. Major instruments were groupatb six categories: strings, woodwinds,
brass, percussion, piano, and voice. Results regde¢hat string majors received the highest
scores on the achievement test, and percussionsmageived the lowest scores. All of the

instrument groups averaged five or six years ofqmieege private instruction.



The results of this study showed some importamiffigs. First, 24% of the entering
freshmen who took the exam had no pre-college ivestruction on their major instrument.
Notably, string players who did not have more pobege experience, scored much higher on
the melodic and tonal sections of the test.

Franzen (1969) studied the validity of college ante exams in music theory. He
examined the entrance exam for the Royal Colledéusic in Stockholm, Sweden. The test
includes piano, singing, harmony, ear training, isalgderms and notation, and a test of teaching
ability. The results showed that success on theeceé exam was associated with final grades in
classes such as music theory, music history, aabpi

The validity of high school record and standarditesds as predictors of four year
college outcomes was examined in another studys@Be2007). The results showed that high
school grade point average was a superior indicdtoollege success than a standardized test
score. The author credited this finding to the ithed a standardized test measures a student’s
performance over a short period of time, while lsghool grade point average is a reflection of
the student’s ability over an extended period roti

Beecher (1999) investigated the relationship betvegh school coursework, academic
ability, and college success. He studied the cocnesdits the student received in high school, as
well as high school grade point average, ACT scamd,gender. The results of the study found
that high school grade point average was an extefidicator of completion of the freshman
year of college. It was also found that ACT scoes\significantly correlated with undergraduate
grade point average and completion of the freshyean Gender was not found as a significant

predictor of success at the freshman level.



One researcher used three separate approacheslictipg college grades, including a
traditional regression model, high school effectgled, and a hierarchical linear model (Pike,
2002). He examined ACT scores and high school ciagsand their relationship to first year
college grade point average. In agreement withipuswesearch, test scores and high school
performance were significantly related to freshrgeade point average. He suggested that
examining the student’s high school atmosphereaisas their admission test scores could also
give insight into success.

Belfield (2012) used data from a statewide colleggem to explore the validity of
placement tests and high school information in jotet) grades and performance in college.
The placement tests in this study are given toremgfeollege freshmen, and consist of
guantitative and literacy examinations.

Belfield found that placement test scores were \yeassociated with college grade point
average. However, high school grade point averaggesirongly associated with success in
college as well as with college grade point averagerestingly, the accuracy of the placement
tests was also analyzed. The results showed trest tut of every ten students was assigned to
the wrong placement after they were given a placétest. The author used this as evidence
that high school grade point average is a betediptor of college success than placement tests.

In another study, ACT scores and high school gpaitet average and their relationship
to college admission and acceptance were exam8ealyer, 2010). In this study, college
admission is defined as having two goals: “captalj on academic success and identifying
applicants who would be the most successful atticpkar institution.”

The results of this study suggest that high schoadie point average is more helpful than

admission test scores with students who perforanlaiv to average level in college. In contrast,



for those students who perform at an average to leigl in college, admission test scores are
more useful than high school grade point averagje students. The author suggested that the
high school GPA and test scores should be usetlyjamorder to accurately predict college
success.

Scott-Clayton (2012) analyzed the predictive vaidif the COMPASS exam, a
placement test that is used across the countryamyroollege settings. She found that placement
exams are more predictive of success in certaijestgsuch as math, and show which students
are more likely to succeed at college level coums&wShe recommended using placement test
scores, high school achievement, and other backgreariables when considering a student’s
performance ability as opposed to basing it omdividual test score alone.

Multiple regression techniques were employed tdyaeahow academic ability and
music experience could help predict grades in freshtheory courses (Harrison, 1990). Six
factors were analyzed including, general abilitgwgh through SAT scores, high school grade
point average, musical aptitude as indicated byescon the experimental college tests of the
MAP, precollege musical experience, principal imstent, and gender. Harrison found that the
best predictor of freshman academic success wasAfiescore of the math portion. Primary
instrument was the second best predictor of suceggsvocalists and pianists having higher
success rates than instrumentalists. Gender wateddtom the analysis because it appeared to
have no significant effect.

Harrison reported that high school grade pointaye, previous years of piano study,
and scores on the verbal portion of the SAT wese pledictors. Performance on more than one

instrument contributed to a higher success rateeBhman music theory courses. Harrison



suggested that using this information could aitdetter identifying those students who need
support.

In a second study, Harrison (1990) analyzed thee @bbhcademic ability, music
experience and musical aptitude in predicting gsadeach component of freshman theory
courses. Results showed that the score on the podibn of the SAT was the best predictor of
grades in the written-work and ear training compsieHigh school grade point average was
also a significant factor that contributed to theess of the students in freshman level theory.

Music experience and aptitude best predicted thdas in sight singing and keyboard-
harmony components of the course. Harrison repaht@dnstrumentalists performed at a lower
level in freshman theory than vocalists or pianiStse advised that investigating student’s
motivation, interest in music and out of class gttiche should be studied further as predictors
of success.

In another study, she explored the relationshigaabrs influencing success in a music
theory course for non-music majors (Harrison, 1996)ee factors were addressed including
pre-college music experience, scores onAitheanced Measures of Music Audiation (AMMA),
and gender. Results showed that the only statiistisignificant predictor of success was pre-
college music experience. Gender was not a sigmfipredictor, but results showed that females
scored higher on the AMMA than males.

Williams (1997) explored the relationships amongres on the SAT or ACT test, pre-
college music experience, number of performing megender, and scores on a music aptitude
test as predictors of grades in freshman musiayh&AT scores and experience with pre-

college theory were the two strongest predictorsuatess. The SAT math score was found as



the best predictor of written theory and sight siggyrades. However, the SAT verbal score was
the best predictor of ear training and dictatioadgs.

Success in sight singing also was influenced bys&pce in a principal ensemble, the
SAT math score, pre-college experience in musiorihend number of hours practiced per
week. He suggested that the best way to predicessdn freshman theory is by analyzing
standardized test scores as well as previous reMperience. In agreement with Harrison
(1990), he suggested that study time out of classld also be studied as factor in predicting
success.

Arenson (1983) studied the validity of entrancest@s predictors of grades in music
theory and ear training at the Department of Masithe University of Delaware. The students
were given the entrance exam from Ohio State Usityemwhich included several sections that
test both written and aural skills, a rhythm tagptest, and sections of tivusic Achievement
Test (MAT).

The results of the study showed that the best letiwa occurred between grades in
freshman music theory and the rhythm-tapping . next highest correlation was with math
scores on the SAT, and then with the Ohio Stateéfeity entrance exam.

A study was conducted to investigate how gendelafi@et musical ability (Whellams,
1973). He gave two groups of women and three grotipgen from the Sheffield City College
of Education th&andardized Tests of Musical Intelligence (STMI), which included chord
analysis and pitch changes. These scores were cethpéh scores from students at the

Eastman School of Music and the Royal Marines Sabiollusic.
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The results showed that women students on avetastgendhigher scores than men. It was

also found that this test could discriminate betwstdents with instrumental experience and

those without instrumental experience.

The purpose of this study was to seek to identity assess factors that contributed to

undergraduate student acceptance, matriculatiehsaccess in MUS 115, Music Theory, during

the academic years of 2008-12. Data were (a) stuslem test scores, (b) SOM Audition

Diagnostic Exam scores, and (c) final grades fadestts who registered in MUS 115 during the

years 2008-12. Student gender, major, performingiune, high school grade point average, and

home state was also included in the analysis diritaring factors.

Research questions were:

1.

To what extent did student gender, major, perfogmmedium, home state, diagnostic
exam score, standardized test score and scholaarmffect student acceptance to

the University of Alabama School of Music?

. To what extent did student gender, major, perfogmredium, home state, diagnostic

exam score, standardized test score and scholaarmffect matriculation to the
University of Alabama School of Music?

To what extent did student gender, major, perfogmredium, home state, diagnostic
exam score, standardized test scores and schalaf$éi affect success in Theory 1?
What was the mean diagnostic exam score of accspiddnts by performing
medium and major?

What was the mean standardized test score of axteptdents by performing

medium and major?

11



6. What is the percentage of success in MUS 115, MUsgory, of matriculated

students by performing medium and major?

12



CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Data

When students audition for the School of Musidat Wniversity of Alabama, the School
of Music Audition Officer gathers various data. Bealata include name, age, high school grade
point average, primary instrument, declared mdjome address, standardized test score, School
of Music Diagnostic Exam score, and scholarshiproffhe School of Music Audition Officer
created a database with this information for eagdr from 2008-2012. This database was stored
in the School of Music Office. At the request o¢ tiesearcher, data for this study were provided
as a numeric data set with student names and io@ifying information removed. The
database included standardized test scores, Muslitidn Diagnostic Exam scores, high school
grade point average, declared major, home statelegeand principal instrument.

There were some limitations to the information etbin the database. First, high school
grade point average was only reported during 2808 therefore this factor was eventually
eliminated from the final database. The Auditiorii€gi did not have audition records for 2010,
so the database was supplemented through othedsespplied by the Audition Officer.
However, the database still did not include congpletormation in all categories. Therefore,
because the findings of this study reflect an inglete set of data and because those data were
not obtained through random selection processesfis@nce tests were not considered relevant
and were not computed or reported. Therefore,dbelts of this study cannot be generalized to

another population.
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Definitions

All contributing factors were given a numeric syrhtmocreate a numeric database.
Acceptance was defined as accepted into the Sdfddlisic through passing an audition, or
being rejected to the School of Music by failingaardition. Diagnostic Exam Score was defined
as the score on the School of Music Diagnostic Ettmhaspirants take on the day of their
audition. Scores are calculated on a 100-poineséedpirant gender was defined as male or
female. Home state was defined as in the statdaifafna, or out of the state of Alabama.

Declared majors were those that the aspirantsradtirat the time of their audition.
Declared aspirant majors included the followingcBaor of Arts in Administration or General
Music, Bachelor of Music in Composition, Jazz SasdiMusic Therapy or Performance, and
Bachelor of Science in Music Education. Matricidativas defined as aspirants who were
accepted and then matriculated. Matriculation dudsnclude aspirants who were not accepted
and matriculated.

Performing medium was defined as the aspirantimany instrument. These instruments
include bassoon, cello, clarinet, euphonium, flgtatar, harp, horn, oboe, organ, percussion,
piano, saxophone, string bass, trombone, trumlea, tviola, violin, and voice. Scholarship
offer was defined as the aspirant being offerechalarship to the School of Music, or an
aspirant not beingffered a scholarship to the School of Music. Stadized test score was
defined as the aspirant score on the ACT or SATSAIT scores were converted to ACT scores
using a conversion table provided by the ACT comp&uccess in Theory | was defined as
achieving a 70% or higher in MUS 115, Theory Irexeiving lower than 70% in MUS 115.

This study only includes those aspirants who paséedry | the first time they took the course.

14



Statistical Tests

The UA SOM collects audition information for allpasants at the time of audition.
However, this information is somewhat incompleteswse of various unavoidable
circumstances. Because the data set was incongpldteot reflective of a randomized
population, significance tests were not computdteréfore, only means, standard deviations,

and ranges were examined and reported.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

A total of 1000 undergraduate aspirants auditidnethe School of Music at the
University of Alabama between the years 2008-2G0& hundred and thirty four of these
aspirants were male, and 466 were female. The @sg¢gtrovided was incomplete in some areas;
therefore numbers will vary across the variousgm@ies. The majors of the aspirants were as
follows: 102 Music Administration and General Musi@jors, 16 Composition majors, 18 Jazz
Studies majors, 263 Music Education majors, 99 Muitierapy majors, 172 Undecided, and
329 Performance majors. The aspirants’ primaryunsénts included: 12 bassoon, 14 cello, 62
clarinet, 31 euphonium, 55 flute, 21 guitar, 5 h&phorn, 28 oboe, 7 organ, 80 percussion, 73
piano, 54 saxophone, 13 string bass, 48 trombahguépet, 26 tuba, 20 viola, 39 violin, and
254 voice.

During the years 2008-2012, more men than womee aecepted, with 347 men
accepted and 288 women accepted (Table 1). Theerushlinen accepted over the five years
ranged from 77-150, and the number of women acdepteged from 30-87. The number of
women accepted increased over five years, witlexiception of 2008. The largest number of
men that were accepted was 84, and the smallesterumscepted was 47. The largest number of
women accepted was 87, and the smallest numbeB@vaklore men than women were
accepted in every year except 2012. Interestimgbre women were rejected than men as well.

105 women were not accepted over the five-yeapgeand only 95 men were not accepted.

16



Similarly, more men than women matriculated witl® 2den matriculating and only 183
women (Table 2). The number of men matriculatimgges from 29-71. The number of women
matriculating ranged from 24-48. Of the 432 aspgavho matriculated, 57% were men and
42% were women. The largest number of men thaticnédted was 71, and the smallest number
was 29. The largest number of women that matriedlatas 48, and the smallest number was 24.
Similarly to Table 1, more women did not matricel#tan men, with 105 women and 98 men
not matriculating. The number of men trended upweitt the exception of 2012 while the
number of women accepted increased every year.

From 2008-2012, 165 men were successful and 138awgrassed Theory | (Table 3).
The largest number of men that passed Theory W8as both 2010 and 2011. The smallest
number of men was 23 in 2009. The largest numberoofien that passed Theory | was 31 in
2008, 2010 and 2011. The smallest number of wonmandg in 2009. It is interesting to note
that in 2008 and 2012, more women than men sucdaeaddUS 115. In 2009, both men and
women had the smallest number of successful agpioswer the five-year period. There seemed
to be no consistent trends from 2008-2012 in regarydiender and matriculation.

The number of aspirants accepted ranged from 14pGsition majors to 246
Performance majors from 2008-2012 (Table 4). Thgelst number of aspirants accepted of all
six majors was 61 Performance majors in 2012. hindlest number accepted was 1 Jazz
Studies major in 2009. The number of aspirantsgedencreased for Music Education, Music
Therapy, and Performance over the five-year pesitial the exception of 2009. General Music
and Administration majors’ acceptance also incredsem 2009-2012. Both Composition and

Jazz Studies seemed to have a consistent numbec@pted aspirants over the five-year period.
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The number of aspirants that matriculated rangewh ft1 Jazz Studies majors to 145
Performance majors (Table 5). Unlike the result§able 4, Jazz Studies represented the least
number of aspirants that matriculated instead oh@asition. The largest number of aspirants
that matriculated occurred in 2009 with 41 Perfanogamajors matriculating. All aspirants that
were accepted with the majors of General Music/ahahinistration, Jazz Studies, Music
Therapy, and Performance matriculated in 2010bAtltwo Composition majors matriculated
over the five-year period. The other five majordnsalated consistently from 2008-2012.

Of the six declared majors, Performance majorewlee most successful and Jazz
Studies majors were the least successful (Tabl€h®.number of successful aspirants ranged
from 8-95. Music Education majors were increasirsylgcessful from 2008-2012, with the
exception of 2008. The largest number of aspirdr@ssucceeded in a single year occurred in
2010 with 68 total aspirants. Both Composition dadz Studies majors were consistently
successful from 2008-2012.

The number of aspirants accepted for each perfgrmiedium ranged from 4-151 (Table

7). The performing medium with the smallest numifesspirants accepted was Harp, and the
performing medium with the largest number acceptas Voice. Voice majors presented a
total of 151 aspirants accepted with the next lsirgamber of aspirants playing percussion or
piano with 48 aspirants accepted for both perfogmrediums. Organ, viola, and voice majors
were the only three majors whose acceptance reteased over time.

The number of aspirants that matriculated rangeah 0-100 (Table 8). Of the four

aspirants who auditioned on harp, none of themetmsatriculate to the UA SOM. The

largest number of aspirants matriculating was 1@l6evaspirants. The second largest number
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of matriculating aspirants was percussion majoth witotal of 35. There were no consistent
trends in this table, with the exception of hargarewhose matriculation decreased over time.

The number of aspirants passing MUS 115 in relatigperforming medium ranged from

1-70 (Table 9). Voice majors presented the largastber with 70 out of 100 passing MUS
115. Organ majors showed the smallest number afeedp with one out of two passing MUS
115. Piano majors were the next largest numbespifants that were successful. Aspirants
who auditioned on harp are not included in thisedlecause none of the aspirants chose to
matriculate. Several performing media were consiBtesuccessful over time, but none
increased or decreased specifically.

Three hundred and fifty-one aspirants that werepted were from the state of Alabama
and 248 were from out of state (Table 10). It teriesting to note that more in state aspirants
were accepted every year except 2012, in whichuf ®fostate aspirants were accepted, and only
55 in state aspirants were accepted. The numbmutadf state aspirants accepted increased
every year except 2009. The largest number ofate stspirants was accepted in 2008 with 88
aspirants. The smallest number of in state andfostiate aspirants was accepted in 2009 with 53
and 21 respectively.

Two hundred and seventy-nine in state aspirantscukdted and 132 out of state
aspirants matriculated (Table 11). In every yeamenin state aspirants matriculated than out of
state aspirants. However, in 2012, almost the sam@er of aspirants matriculated with 32 in
state aspirants and 31 out of state aspirant80Adf the in state aspirants who auditioned in
2010 also chose to matriculate.

Of the 279 in state aspirants that matriculate®, w8re successful in MUS 115 (Table

12). Of the 132 out of state aspirants, 107 pabHg8 115. However, less out of state aspirants
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were unsuccessful than in state aspirants. Onlyut ®f state aspirants did not succeed in MUS
115, and 96 in state aspirants did not pass THediye success rate of out of state aspirants
increased over time with the exception of 2012.

Of the 635 aspirants that were accepted, only thAdlarships were offered (Table 13).
The most scholarships were offered in 2008 witlo®&rs and the least in 2012 with 24 offers.
The number of scholarships offered decreased geamywith the exception of 2011.
Scholarship information was not available for 20IBere was a significant decrease in the
number of accepted students as well as the nunfilseholarships offered in 2009.

One hundred and forty-seven scholarships wereeaffeand of those, 108 aspirants
accepted the scholarships and matriculated to Whlel14 shows that the number who
matriculated ranged from 11 in 2012 to 43 in 2008 largest number of scholarship aspirants
matriculated in 2008 and the smallest in 2012, Wismincides with the number of scholarship,
offers in those years. In 2009 and 2011, almossgirants who were offered a scholarship also
matriculated.

Eighty-two of the 108 scholarship aspirants suceddrbm 2008-2012 (Table 15). The
largest number succeeded in 2008 and the smalledter succeeded in 2012. However, the
highest percentage of successful aspirants occunr2@l2 with 81% succeeding. The lowest
percentage occurred in 2008 with 74% succeedingdder, the largest number of scholarships
was offered in 2008 and the smallest number oflacslnps was offered in 2012.

The mean diagnostic exam scores ranged from 548(8&ble 16). Clarinet majors
demonstrated the lowest mean diagnostic exam s¢&#.8. Organ majors achieved the highest
mean diagnostic exam score of 85.7. An organ miaja008 with a score of 99 achieved the

highest individual diagnostic exam score. The lavedividual diagnostic exam score was
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achieved by one violin major in 2009 with a scor@@® There seemed to be no significant
trends associated with mean diagnostic exam scar@aforming medium.

The mean diagnostic exam scores ranged from 615(T&ble 17). Music Therapy
majors achieved the lowest mean score of 61.7. Stamlies majors demonstrated the highest
mean score of 78.5. Performance majors displayednly scores that increased from 2008-
2012 with the exception of 2012.

The mean standardized test scores ranged from2B145(Table 18). Organ majors
achieved the lowest mean standardized test sc@#.5f Viola majors presented the highest
mean standardized test score of 29.4. None oféHenming media showed consistent trends
throughout this table.

Table 19 showed percentages from 40%-100%. Fivi® @eljors represented the lowest
percentage of success with 40%. Six Viola majotsketed the highest percentage with 100%.
The scores seemed to vary greatly for each perfymiedium. However, all bassoon and viola
majors succeeded from 2009-2012.

The percentage of success ranged from 66%-100%e(28b. Performance majors
portrayed the lowest percentage of success andcMbgrapy and Composition majors
showed the highest percentage of success. BotarRenfice and Music Education majors’
percentage of success increased from 2008-2012e Weze varying rates of success for the
other majors from 2008-2012.

Because the findings suggested that certain supgrevidenced higher standardized test
scores than other subgroups, mean standardizesttasts were computed for (a) aspirants who

were not successful in Theory | and (b) aspirarits were successful in Theory I. Results of
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these computations showed a mean score for aspindnat were not successful in Theory | of

23.9 and a mean score for aspirants who were ssfat@s Theory | of 26.4.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

Though the University of Alabama School of Musistgynatically collects and stores
audition information from all students who auditidlue to various “real world” circumstances,
those materials are to varying degrees incompBxteause the findings of this study reflect an
incomplete set of data and because those datanseobtained through random selection
processes, significance tests were not considefedant and were not computed or reported.
Therefore, the results of this study cannot be gdized to another population.

Still, numerous findings reported in detail in lesults section suggest that trends in
these data tell an important story about who aoi#i, who matriculated, and who found
success after arriving at the school. For exangaeder appeared to influence acceptance to
SOM. Specifically, acceptance rates were highenfen and rejection rates were higher for
women. Similar findings were reported for matridida, though such findings could be simply a
result of disproportionate acceptance rates. Seclu$ suggest that future investigations should
look more broadly at music schools generally testigate whether this demography is specific
to this university or this region or whether thexa national trend toward more men than women
in schools of music.

Gender also was positively correlated with sucaesdusic Theory in the present
investigation. Men were more successful than womdrheory |I. However, because the data set
spanned only five years and because the ratio eetwen and women was only 3:2, these

findings cannot reasonably be considered to belgesine. Furthermore, Whellams (1973)
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reported that women consistently score higher osicatiaptitude tests than men. Such
inconsistency suggests that further research Irgodlative success of men and women in
beginning Music Theory classes likely is warranted.

Aspirants’ choice of major appeared to correlatiavels of acceptance. For instance,
Composition and Jazz Studies majors were moreylikebe accepted than others, with only one
Composition aspirant being rejected and only twaz Btudies aspirants being rejected during
the years of this study. Additionally, Music Theysgeemed to increase in popularity over the
five years, with the largest number of aspirant@itaaning in 2012. Music Education and Music
Performance evidenced the largest numbers auditiavery year. But these numbers were not
necessarily reflected in the numbers of the stisdehb actually matriculated to SOM. More
research is needed to investigate whether theramgreonsistent trends that would suggest that
specific choices of major correlate with the likelod that a student would matriculate.

Analyses of aspirants’ success in Music Theorydg@dlsome of the more interesting
findings of this study. The results indicated tG&neral Music or Music Administration majors
were the most successful while Performance majers e least successful. Music Education
majors were consistently somewhere in the middhmi€2 of instrument also appeared to
correlate positively with success in Music Thedfgr example, all bassoon and viola majors
were successful from 2009-2012. Such findings agigeHarrison (1990), who concluded
certain factors could predict success in freshmasiertheory. However, Harrison reported that
vocalists and pianists tended to experience highecess rates than instrumentalists. Such was
not the case in the present study.

Mean diagnostic exam score also provided somelitssipat were to some extent

unexpected. Organ aspirants achieved the highest diagnostic exam score for the five-year
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period while violin aspirants achieved the lowesiam diagnostic exam score. Of the declared
majors, Jazz Studies evidenced the highest megnabtic exam score and Music Therapy
majors evidenced the lowest mean diagnostic examne smterestingly, however, diagnostic
exam scores did not correlate positively with sgesda Theory | in the present study. Such
findings agree with Jones (2008) who concludeddhdibgnostic exam scores are not significant
predictors of student success.

Scholarship offer seemed to have some influenaaatniculation and success in Music
Theory. Of the 147 scholarship aspirants who wéfiexed a scholarship, 73% of them
matriculated. Interestingly, 76% of those aspiramtse also successful in MUS 115.

Perhaps the most robust finding of this study maspositive correlation between
aspirants standardized test scores and successsit Vheory. Specifically, students’ whose
majors and performing media demonstrated the highesall standardized test scores tended to
be the most successful in Theory I. Such findirggea@ with Jones (2008) who reported that
ACT math score was a predictor of success in Thedrigese conclusions also support the
findings of Beecher (1990) who reported that ACdreonas significantly correlated with
completion of the freshman year and undergraduatdegpoint average.

When the mean standardized test scores were dalduta those aspirants who
succeeded in Theory I, as well as those aspirantsdid not succeed, the scores provided
further evidence that standardized test scorea@marate predictors of success. Aspirants who
were not successful in Theory | achieved a meardstaized test score of 23.9. In contrast,
those aspirants who were successful in Theory lothstnated a mean standardized test score of
26.4. Because standardized test scores are styraadilable to schools of music and because

funding limitations should encourage more predetudition methods, future investigations
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should continue to focus on standardized test sasean effective predictor of music students’
potential for success.

In summation, this investigation suggests sevel@ s factors as the best predictors of
student success. For example, home state, perfgrméaium, and major were significant
factors in success at the freshman level. Stdl rtbtion that UA SOM officials should consider
guotas in these areas in order to maximize potastikely an impractical solution and one not
recommended at this time. However, this study siggests that the score on the diagnostic
exam that aspirants are given on the day of thelitian should not heavily influence decisions
about acceptance to the UA SOM. These results sugport the notion that standardized test
score tens to be the best indicator of freshmaoessc Arguably, by utilizing the findings of this
study, and other similar investigations, the Unsitgrof Alabama School of Music could make

better acceptance decisions that could more sudalggeredict success overall.
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Table 1
Aspirant Gender and Acceptance to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

Accepted Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
Total 143 30 77 33 130 51 135 50 150 36 635 200

Men 74 11 47 13 79 27 84 28 63 16 347 95

Women 69 19 30 20 51 24 51 22 87 20 288 105
Note. The data is incomplete and therefore some aspiranteptance status is unknown and
therefore not reported in this table. Y = accephéd, not accepted.
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Table 2

Aspirant Gender and Matriculation to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Matriculated Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
Total 86 57 64 13 119 11 100 35 63 87 432 203
Men 47 27 40 7 71 8 62 22 29 34 249 98
Women 3930 24 6 48 3 38 13 34 53 183 105

Note. Matriculated refers to those aspirants who weoepied and then matriculatedUé
SOM. Aspirants who matriculated but were not acceptednot included in this study. Y =

matriculated, N = did not matriculate.
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Table 3

Aspirant Gender and Successin Theory |

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
Total 61 25 39 25 74 45 74 26 55 8 303 129
Men 30 17 23 17 43 28 43 19 26 4 165 84
Women 31 8 16 8 31 17 31 7 29 5 138 45

Note. Y = passed Theory | with 70% or higher, N = failHteory | with 69% or lower
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Table 4

Aspirant Declared Major and Acceptance to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

Accepted Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
General

Music/Admin. 12 2 9 6 11 4 13 8 15 4 60 24
Composition 2 0 2 0 8 1 0O O 2 0 14 1
Jazz Studies 6 0 1 0 2 0 2 2 5 0 16 2
Therapy 14 7 5 2 15 4 16 7 21 6 71 26
Performance 60 7 30 12 41 14 54 13 61 11 246 57
Music Ed. 49 14 19 2 28 6 37 20 46 15 179 57

Note. Some majors of the aspirants are unknown and threr@bt reported in this table. Y =
accepted, N = not accepted. General Music/Admatisin = Bachelor of Arts; Composition,
Jazz Studies, Music Therapy, and Performance =daichf Music; Music Education =
Bachelor of Science.
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Table 5

Aspirant Declared Major and Matriculation to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

Matriculated Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
General

Music/Admin. 8 4 8 1 11 0 13 0 9 6 49 11
Composition 1 1 2 0 7 1 0O O 2 0 12 2
Jazz Studies 5 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 3 11 6
Music Therapy 9 5 5 0 15 0 13 3 12 3 54 11
Performance 3327 20 10 41 O 36 18 15 15 145 70

Music Education 2821 18 1 26 2 24 13 23 23 119 60

Note. Y = matriculated, N = did not matriculate. Genavhisic/Administration = Bachelor of
Arts; Composition, Jazz Studies, Music Therapy, Badormance = Bachelor of Music; Music
Education = Bachelor of Science.
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Table 6

Aspirant Declared Major and Successin Theory | at UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Pass Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
General
Music/Admin. 7 1 6 2 7 4 11 2 8 1 39 10
Composition 1 O 1 1 5 2 0O O 2 0 9 3
Jazz Studies 4 1 0 1 1 1 1 O 2 0 8 3

Music Therapy 5 4 4 1 12 3 12 1 10 2 43 11
Performance 2211 10 10 26 15 25 11 12 3 95 48

Music Ed. 20 8 14 4 17 9 18 6 23 0 92 27

Note. Pass = Passing MUS 115 with 70% or higher, Faihi#irig MUS 115 with 69% or
lower. General Music/Administration = Bachelor aftgs Composition, Jazz Studies, Music
Therapy, and Performance = Bachelor of Music; M&slacation = Bachelor of Science.
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Table 7

Aspirant Performing Medium and Acceptance to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Accepted Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
Bassoon 3 0 1 O 2 0 1 O 1 O 8 O
Cello 1 0 1 2 2 1 3 0 1 O 8 3
Clarinet 8 2 6 3 8 1 11 7 7 1 40 14
Euphonium 7 2 4 0 3 2 2 2 4 0 20 6
Flute 9 3 5 1 5 2 8 4 8 3 35 13
Guitar 0O O 2 0 7 1 3 1 2 0 14 2
Harp 1 O 0O O 0 1 1 0 2 0 4 1
Horn 10 O 3 1 8 O 6 O 5 0 32 0
Oboe 4 1 1 O 4 2 6 1 6 O 21 4
Organ 1 O 0O O 1 O 2 0 3 0 7 0
Percussion 13 0 3 2 102 9 9 13 5 48 18
Piano 8 O 4 4 13 5 12 3 11 O 48 12
Saxophone 7 0 6 O 103 6 1 8 3 37 7
String Bass 4 0 0O O 0o 2 2 0 3 0 9 2
Trombone 9 0 3 1 7 4 5 1 7 2 31 8
Trumpet 10 3 5 3 6 6 5 6 10 3 36 21
Tuba 4 0 4 2 3 0 4 0 1 4 16 6
Viola 2 0 1 O 2 1 4 2 5 0 14 3
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Violin 6 O 2 3 2 1 4 0 16 O 30 4

Voice 36 19 20 11 2817 31 13 36 13 151 73

Note. Some performing media of the accepted aspirantsrdaseown and therefore not
reported in this table.
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Table 8

Aspirant Performing Medium and Matriculation to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Matriculated Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
Bassoon 2 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 7 1
Cello 0 1 1 O 1 1 3 0 1 5 3
Clarinet 6 2 5 1 7 1 9 2 4 30 10
Euphonium 3 4 4 0 1 2 2 0 2 12 8
Flute 6 3 5 0 5 0 7 1 4 27 8
Guitar 0O O 2 0 7 0 3 0 1 13 1
Harp 0 1 0O O 0O O 0 1 2 0O 4
Horn 6 4 3 0 8 O 5 1 2 25 7
Oboe 2 2 1 0 3 1 4 2 3 13 8
Organ 0 1 0O O 1 0 0 2 1 3 4
Percussion 10 3 2 1 10 O 7 2 7 35 13
Piano 5 3 3 1 112 8 4 4 34 14
Saxophone 4 3 5 1 100 4 2 4 27 10
String Bass 2 2 0O O 0 O 0 2 1 4 5
Trombone 5 4 2 1 7 0 4 1 4 21 10
Trumpet 7 3 4 1 6 O 3 2 4 26 10
Tuba 3 1 3 1 3 0 1 3 0 11 5
Viola 0 2 1 O 2 0 1 3 3 6 8
Violin 2 4 1 1 2 0 2 2 14 9 21



Voice 22 14 16 4 24 4 27 4 11 25 100 51

Note. Some performing media of aspirants that matricdlate unknown and therefore not
reported in this table.
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Table 9

Aspirant Performing Medium and Successin Theory |

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Pass Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
Bassoon 0 2 1 2 0 1 0 1 5
Cello 0O O 1 O 0 1 1 2 0O O 2
Clarinet 6 20 3 2 5 2 7 2 3 0 246
Euphonium 2 1 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 7 5
Flute 4 2 4 4 1 7 0 4 2A
Guitar 0O O 1 4 3 3 0 1 9
Harp 0O O 0 0O O 0O O 0 0
Horn 4 2 2 1 6 2 3 2 2 179
Oboe 1 1 0 1 2 3 1 3 8
Organ 0O O 0 0O 1 0O O 1 1
Percussion 7 3 1 4 6 7 0 4 A2
Piano 4 1 3 6 5 5 3 7 23
Saxophone 3 1 3 9 1 2 2 3 20
String Bass 1 1 0 0O O 0O O 2 3
Trombone 2 3 1 5 2 4 0 3 1%
Trumpet 6 1 2 5 1 3 0 6 22
Tuba 2 1 2 2 1 1 0 1 8
Viola 0O O 1 O 2 0 1 0 2 0 6 O
Violin 2 0 1 O 2 0 1 1 0 2 6 3



Voice 17 5 8 8 15 9 21 6 9 2 70 30

Note. Pass = Passing MUS 115 with 70% or higher, Faih#irig MUS 115 with 69% or lower.
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Table 10

Aspirant Home State and Acceptance to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Accepted Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
In 88 20 53 15 80 32 75 30 55 18 351 115
Out 49 10 21 11 43 24 57 20 78 14 248 79

Note. Some aspirant’s acceptance status is unknown anefftine not reported in this table. In =
in the state of Alabama. Out= out of the state labbama.
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Table 11

Aspirant Home State and Matriculation to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Matriculated Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
In 64 24 45 8 80 O 58 17 32 23 279 72
Out 20 10 17 3 25 18 39 18 31 47 132 96

Note. Some aspirant’s matriculated status is unknowntleckfore not reported in this table. In=
in the state of Alabama. Out= out of the state labbama.
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Table 12

Aspirant Home State and Successin Theory | at UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Pass Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
In 38 26 28 17 49 31 36 22 32 0 183 96
Out 16 4 12 5 19 6 34 5 26 5 107 19

Note. Pass = Passing MUS 115 with 70% or higher, Faih#irig MUS 115 with 69% or lower.
In = in the state of Alabama. Out= out of the stidtAlabama.
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Table 13

Aspirant Scholarship Offer and Acceptance to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Accepted 143 77 130 135 150 635
Scholarships 63 26 N/A 34 24 147

Note. Scholarship information was not available for 2010
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Table 14

Aspirant Scholarship Offer and Matriculation to UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Scholarships 63 26 N/A 34 24 147
Matriculated 43 21 N/A 33 11 108

Note. Scholarship information was not available for 2010
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Table 15

Matriculated Scholarship Aspirants and Successin Theory | at UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Matriculated 43 21 N/A 33 11 108
Succeeded 32 16 N/A 25 9 82

Note. Scholarship information was not available for 2010
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Table 16

Accepted Aspirants Mean Diagnostic Exam Score by Performing Medium

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
N M M N M N M N M N M

Bassoon 3 68.6 715 2 86 2 90.4 69 10 771
Cello 1 94 54 2 545 2 62 1 94 7 717
Clarinet 7 61.8 513 6 546 8 531 7 534 34 548
Euphonium 6 57.5 8752 935 2 57 4 76.2 18 743
Flute 7 77.5 68.8 5 72 7 675 8 72132 716
Guitar 0 N/A N/A 4 817 1 43 2 88 7 709
Harp 0 N/A N/A 0 NA 1 75 2 845 3 797
Horn 9 44.7 79.5 6 58 6 67 5 55 28 60.8
Oboe 4 70.7 43 2 69 4 87.56 71 17 68.2
Organ 1 99 NJ/A 0 NA 2 7153 866 6 857
Percussion 9 56.8 68 7 56.15 66.2 13 70.1 36 634
Piano 8 55.6 68.78 713 11 837 11 781 42 715
Saxophone 6 47 645 12 7156 765 8 69.2 38 65.7
StringBass 4 62 NA 0 NA 2 67 3 803 9 697
Trombone 8 63.6 28 5 632 3 81 7 70.24 61.2
Trumpet 7 64.8 7155 772 4 737 10 63 30 70.1
Tuba 3 75.6 89 1 74 3 70 1 95 9 80.7
Viola 2 77 82 2 69 4 7755 724 14 755
Violin 5 40.6 26 2 39 4 82 16 73.328 52.1
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Voice 27 63.6 11 62815 531 25 534 35 62.1 113 59.1

Note. Some diagnostic exam scores of the aspirants &reowm and therefore not reported in
this table.N = number of aspirant$) = mean.
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Table 17

Accepted Aspirants Mean Diagnostic Exam Score by Declared Major

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

General
Music/Admin. 7 684 6 501 5 572 5 782 15 65.6 38 63.9

Composition 1 85 1 40 4 95 0 N/A2 685 8 721
Jazz Studies 4 6721 88 2 7851 89 5 702 13 785
Therapy 10 48.7 4 72 9 53514 651 20 69.6 57 617
Performance 52 64521 657 32 684 47 734 61 70.1 213 68.4

Music Ed. 40 56.9 16 68.6 22 589 35 59.1 46 68.6 159 62.4

Note. Some diagnostic exam scores of the aspirants &reowm and therefore not reported in
this table N = number of aspirant§) = mean.
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Table 18

Mean Standar dized Test Score of Accepted Aspirants by Performing Medium

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

N M N M N M N M N M N M
Bassoon 3 24 2 31 2 3051 29 1 22 9 273
Cello 1 30 1 21 1 19 3 22 0 N/A6 23
Clarinet 8 242 6 25 7 248 10 267 5 264 36 254
Euphonium 7 257 4 267 1 22 2 265 2 30 16 26.1
Flute 9 257 4 282 5 246 6 275 5 252 29 26.2
Guitar 0 NA 2 235 6 291 3 256 1 32 12 255
Harp 1 25 0 NNA 0 NA 0O NA O N/A 1 25
Horn 10 241 2 27 6 263 5 296 4 232 27 261
Oboe 5 266 1 27 3 286 4 272 5 288 18 27.6
Organ 1 20 0 NJ/A- 0O NA 0 NA 1 23 2 215
Percussion 13 234 3 226 9 238 7 241 8 256 40 239
Piano 8 245 4 297 8 272 9 254 9 266 38 26.6
Saxophone 7 241 6 245 9 247 5 282 7 25 34 253
String Bass 4 21 0 N/AO N/A 1 25 2 30 7 253
Trombone 8 246 3 223 6 248 4 297 6 261 27 255
Trumpet 10 27 4 2655 244 4 27 9 274 32 264
Tuba 4 222 4 212 3 22 2 30 1 28 14 255
Viola 2 26 0 N/A 1 32 1 34 4 257 8 294
Violin 6 243 O N/A 2 28 2 28 9 26219 26.6
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Voice 36 259 18 259 21 247 26 248 22 253 65 253

Note. Some diagnostic exam scores of the aspirants &eowmn and therefore not reported in
this table.N = number of aspirant8) = mean.
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Table 19

Matriculated Aspirants and Percentage of Successin MUS 115, Theory | at UA SOM

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
N P P N P N P N P N P

Bassoon 2 0 1 100 2 100 1 100 1 100 7 71
Cello 0 NA 100 1 0 3 33 0O NA 5 40
Clarinet 6 83 60 7 71 9 66 3 100 30 80
Euphonium 3 66 75 1 0 2 50 2 100 12 58
Flute 6 66 80 5 80 7 86 4 100 27 85
Guitar 0 NA 50 7 57 3 100 1 100 13 69
Harp 0 N/A NJA 0 NA O NA 0 NA 0 NA
Horn 6 66 50 8 75 5 60 3 66 25 65
Oboe 2 50 1 0 3 33 4 75 3 100 13 62
Organ 0 NA N/A 1 0 0O NA 2 100 3 66
Percussion 10 70 50 10 40 7 71 6 66 35 65
Piano 5 80 3 100 11 45 8 62 7 100 34 73
Saxophone 4 75 5 60 10 90 4 50 4 75 27 74
String Bass 2 50 0O NA O NA 0 NA 2 100 4 75
Trombone 5 40 2 50 7 71 4 100 3 100 21 71
Trumpet 7 86 4 50 6 83 3 66 6 100 26 85
Tuba 3 66 3 66 3 66 1 100 1 100 11 73
Viola 0 NA 100 2 100 1 100 2 100 6 100
Violin 2 100 50 2 100 2 50 2 0 9 66
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Voice 22 45 16 50 24 62 27 59 11 72 100 70

Note. Some theory grades are unknown and thereforeepotted in this study\N = number of
matriculated aspirant®, = percentage of success.
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Table 20

Matriculated Aspirants and Percentage of Successin MUS 115, Theory | at UA SOM by Major

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
N P N P N P P P P
B.A. 7 71 6 66 5 100 5 75 15 93 38 80
Composition
(B.M.) 1 100 1 100 4 100 O N/A 2 100 8 100
Jazz Studies
(B.M.) 4 75 1 0 2 50 1 100 5 40 13 73
Music
Therapy
(B.M.) 10 40 4 75 9 66 14 86 20 85 57 80
Performance
(B.M.) 52 77 21 43 32 50 47 68 61 97 213 66
Music
Education
(B.S.) 40 70 16 56 22 59 35 74 46 91 159 77

Note. Some theory grades are unknown and thereforeepotted in this studyN = number of
matriculated aspirant®, = percentage of success.
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APPENDIX

e dor Resesh October 25, 2012
Instihational Review Board lor the
Protertian of Hurmsin Sibjects
| “° Hilen Powell
Dept. of Music Education
College ol Education
THE UNIVERSITY OF Box 870366

ALABAMA

i

5

E

AR CH

Re: IRB # EX-12-CM-064, “An Analysis of Factors Influencing
Undergraduate Acceptance and Matriculation to the School of Music at
The University of Alabama™

Dear Ms. Powell:

The University of Alabama Institutional Review Board has granted
approval for your proposed research.

Your protocol has been given exempt approval according to 45 CFR part
46.101(b)(4) as outlined below:

{4) Research involving the collection or study of existing data, documents,
records, pathological specimens, ar diagnostic specimens, if these sources
are publicly available or if the information is recorded by the investigator
in swch a manner that subjecis cannot be identified directly or through
identifiers linked to the subjecis.

Your application will expire on October 24, 2013, If your research will
conftinue beyond this date, complete the relevant portions of Continuing
Review and Closure From. [f you wish to modify the application,
complete the Modification of an Approved Protocol Form, When the
study closes, complets the appropriate portions of FORM: Continuing

Should you need to submit any further correspondence regarding this
proposal, please include the above application number.

Good lock with vour research,
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