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on the couch with them, and maybe do some notation in the process. It might 

become a composition, because we record it or film it. It becomes a product 

without us forcing it to be a product, and it has been an eye opener for many 

of my students when it comes to how you can teach music. Through playing!  

(in Norwegian “leke”) (Interviewee)

This way of seeing teaching has a strong energy which differs substan-
tially from other views due to this way of seeing a child as resource. He 
explained that this comes from an improvisational perspective. The 
instructor must find entrances in the student that resonate with the stu-
dent which give the teacher a reason to play with the student for real and 
not simply for practice. This is a performative way of teaching that lets 
the student become himself musically again and again, but the teacher 
lets it happen and evolve again and again. The teacher also changes his 
position so that the student can always take the initiative. This is a strong 
de-territorialising process where a student becomes something new from 
moment to moment. 

Whiteness and Black Music (racialised moments)
When talking about whiteness and white privilege in relation to their 
backgrounds, practices and musical everyday life was new to many of the 
interviewees, which resulted in a wide variety of responses. Whiteness 
was connected to Norwegianness and white male guitarists (a stereotype 
in many popular music genres, including modern jazz), to limitations 
and to a fear of stepping into something wrong. Many talked about their 
connections to “black music” and how it is difficult for them to see them-
selves as white, musically, since they identify as mainly interested in jazz, 
soul, disco, blues or funk. Some mentioned that these genres have been 
developing a lot and maybe should not be considered “black” anymore: 
“Isn’t this music just for everyone now?” This was mentioned in the con-
versation about whiteness. It was also noted that playing “black” music 
was seen, by some, as something which made them feel less attached to 
whiteness or white privilege. This seems to be a way of taking owner-
ship of a cultural heritage which originated from African American and 
African people, who paid for this with much pain, and many still do. 
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Solving racialisation by appropriating music is part of what white privi-
lege can do: marginalising the importance of race, ethnicity or cultural 
belonging (Hankins et al., 2012). 

When speaking about teaching students the music but without talking 
much about present privileges, diversities or marginalisation, one inter-
viewee commented, “When we are a bunch of white people saying we are 
interested in black music, we are not interested the same way as we would 
if we had felt the context, the marginalization. We love the music, but we 
don’t necessarily have the context, or want the context, or are interested 
in communicating the context, which is pain. But we do not want to deal 
with this.” 

Norwegianess is equated by some to whiteness, and the students’ lack 
of competence in Norwegian folk music came from talking about white-
ness, which left me with the impression that talking about whiteness was 
new and somehow uncomfortable, and that the closest thing to whiteness 
to talk about in such a situation was what intuitively popped up as white: 
traditional Norwegian music, which was seen as underrepresented. “It’s 
almost like you have to fight to include some Norwegian culture,” and 
“the students don’t even know Millom Bakkar og Berg”.9 

The question about whiteness made one participant think about the 
music he was growing up with and is now playing: “It is kind of in my blood. 
From the neighbour and the generations before us.” The local culture and 
dance music is a big part of me, both professionally as a musician and in 
my family.” This local culture was also narrated as uninteresting, under-
rated and hillbilly-associated. This was the only answer to how whiteness 
had been important, whether anyone had felt whiteness or white privilege 
through their music practices.

Norwegianess and whiteness were also connected to working-class 
morals: “Things were supposed to be done properly, not halfway [det skulle 
ikke slaskes til].” Civilised behaviour and decency are two para meters 
Keinz and Lewicki describe as connected to European white bodies, in 

9 This is an answer that privately could have made me uncomfortable, as it turns the question 
from being about exclusion and discrimination of people with marginalised background into a 
victimisation of Norwegian culture and equates Norwegian culture with Norwegian folk music. 
It is, though, critical that all interviewees viewpoints are valued equally. 
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opposition to “carelessness,” which is related to presumptive Arabic and 
African bodies (Keinz & Lewicki, 2019). In other homes, there were “peo-
ple from different countries discussing many issues from many places. I 
experienced it as diversity because they didn’t agree. I had Sami culture 
close as well, but it wasn’t pointed out as it was shamed at that time. Which 
annoys me today.” Norwegianess was also described as punctual in oppo-
sition to one of the Norwegian minorities and that this was challenging for 
the teacher, as punctuality was considered a Norwegian trait. 

Whiteness was described as, effectively, limiting integrity in some fields 
as well as limiting the possibilities of what can be discussed in the class-
room. The fear of talking about a marginalised population that a teacher 
is not part of, as when discussing racism, discrimination of Muslims or 
people with physical disabilities, resulted in a focus on rather general 
aspects of inclusion and exclusion because it made it easier to avoid any 
“salads you can step in” and to say something individuals in those groups 
would see as wrong, offending or directly discriminating. 

Touchingpoints and Lines of Flight 
The thematic stratas I have been laying out have points of contact where 
they touch upon each other, regardless of time, geography, culture, etc.: 
touchpoints. There are also some commonalities in how energies that 
goes in other directions but the established, is taking shape: Lines of 
flight. A line of flight refers to energies in the periphery of a rhizome that 
are strong enough to create their own entity and to be pronounced as 
different. A touching point is a point where different lines within the rhi-
zome touch each other. They can be far from each other geographically, 
historically and philosophically and still have something in common for 
them to touch upon.

Solitary Line of Flight 1: Performative 
Understanding of Multiculturality and Whiteness
This solitary line of flight popped up in several places, and is present, in 
different ways, in all the institutions, but continuously told as a solitary 
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project. The music educators that share something in this line are very 
clear about their perspectives, and it means something to them. They talk 
about conflicts because of it, and they talk about not feeling at home in 
the institutions’ dominant perspectives, whatever they may be (as this 
differs from institution to institution). Multiculturality or whiteness is, 
within this line of flight, seen as part of the individuals’ complex back-
grounds, as one of many variations of expressed diversity. In someone’s 
performative musical practice, it is seen as necessary for a teacher to have 
an open, broad and diverse understanding of what music can be, depen-
dent on the student’s resources and interests, to understand what kind of 
diversity potential is present in a group or a classroom.

This perspective understands multiculturality as a resource and sug-
gests a problematisation of how competence and knowledge are mea-
sured and of hierarchical perceptions of musical expressions. All artistic 
expressions are seen as subjective, and the focus is not product-oriented 
but exploration. Whiteness and privileges are not important in these per-
spectives and experiences, even though it is seen as very important that 
the teachers understand their power and position. To co-create on equal 
terms is essential in this perspective. I see this as an overall process of 
de-territorialisation towards granting more power to the student, but not 
necessarily power towards identity politics. Some of the music educators 
who touched this line of a performative understanding of multicultural-
ity and whiteness emphasised the value of music as a place where people 
can express every part of themselves, including the parts not previously 
reflected upon but which are still embodied in the self. They see ethnicity 
as part of life, life as part of music, or music as part of life. Some see all 
contexts as disturbing, and that equality is embedded in the practice of 
music itself. I come back to this in the touching point titled Music is on 
equal terms. 

Touchpoint: Colour-Blindness
A specific type of “colour-blindness” comes up in different places, for 
example, when some music educators said that they are colour-blind, 
meaning that they do not really notice someone’s skin complexion or 
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ethnic markers. “We are all multicultural” is a phrase connected to this 
touching point. As it is also the belief that we can all, no matter what, play 
on equal terms. The latter is a way of ignoring privilege and being able 
to, through your own privilege, marginalise the significance of privilege. 
This was also touched upon when one of the interviewees problematised 
the whole idea of diversity: “Is it actually that important that everyone 
and everything is represented? Do we not merely as humans represent 
each other?” This fuels the problems posited by Skrefsrud and Østberg 
(2015), that the lack of training in seeing diversity potential causes bearers 
of multiculturality to be invisible. 

Touchpoint: Fear of Misstepping
In this touchpoints, there are different versions of fear of failed step. Some 
would avoid covering issues of marginalisation or would leave this task 
for someone with a different background, either in the classroom or in the 
staff. The practical solutions were many; some included representatives 
or people with knowledge about the subject in their classroom, physical 
resources or digital resources. Some avoided the topic and asked the stu-
dents to cover it themselves. Some used students, if they were available 
and willing, to talk about personal diversity perspectives, and some cov-
ered it up by talking about general inclusion and exclusion.

Sami culture was discussed as a Norwegian multiculturality with for-
mal power via policy documents but not taught without problematisa-
tion, except from an institution with Sami staff. Other places chose to 
play old, archived examples to hear “traditional” Sami joik or focused on 
popular music with Sami musicians or material as a bridge to something 
they feel that they can talk about. 

Touchpoint: “The Music Pedagogue”
This perspective was communicated as a focus on craftsmanship, a mea-
surable product of teaching and the teacher’s musical tradition, and was 
criticised both for being of little interest and for not pushing teachers out 
of their comfort zones, as Kallio and Westerlund emphasise as a critical 
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element for rethinking music pedagogy in the direction of “the art of 
living with difference” (2020, p. 47). I see this touching point as a strong 
process of re-territorialisation of what has become the pedagogical tra-
dition over recent years. The touching point is not positioned against the 
established when talking about pedagogy; rather, it is told as the dom-
inant perspective, but when talking about musical traditions there are 
great differences, and some saw themselves as outsiders musically, even 
though they felt at home in the dominant pedagogical understanding. 

Touchpoint: Music is on Equal Terms
In the line of flight concerning performativity, it was mentioned that some 
people would resist any contextual focus when teaching music. This touch-
ing point loosely follows the separation of musician-professionality from 
pedagogue-professionality. The touching point diverges from the perfor-
mative line of flight, as “the multicultural” in this perspective is recognised 
as implicit in the musical repertoire and not necessarily connected to the 
individual involved. By participating in music, the people playing together 
are positioned as equal, and they see a focus on a specific marginalisation 
as disturbing, as they play the music, not the life nor its context. In this 
touching point, there is also an element of resistance to talk about margin-
alisation or structural racism, meaning that this should be left to those with 
specific knowledge about it. Here, it also seems to be a separation between 
“us” and “them” – groups are seen as different since they come from differ-
ent musical cultures. I see this in relation to Hauge’s way of seeing privilege: 
it gives you the opportunity to marginalise the significance of it (2014).

Immanence
I see a significant variation in how the participants saw themselves as 
white and as carriers of white privilege through the analysis. Some had 
never discussed this and found it extremely challenging because they 
were afraid of saying something that others, e.g. students, peers, would 
feel was wrong, of feeling stupid or feeling provoked. There were also sev-
eral immanent perceptions expressed in the material. 
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The first relates to musical background, as everyone interviewed took 
it for granted that the common background which qualifies a person for 
music education or music teacher education is achieved through NSMPAs 
and/or a music programme at “videregående” (upper secondary school) 
and “folkehøgskole10” (folk high school) and the norm was discussed as 
Western classical music. A divergence from this path was described as 
“having a different background.” This is also the case for both assessment 
practices and teaching methods in participants’ institutions today. At 
the same time, genres labelled “African-American” were significant for 
most of the teachers. This is interesting, as it is a discrepancy between the 
experienced hierarchy, assessment practices and what kind of music they 
connect with. It is also interesting that NSMPAs are themselves seen as 
a conservative force, fuelling a re-territorialising process in higher edu-
cation, and that reproducing NSMPA structures is closely linked to what 
music education institutions aim to fulfil.

The second immanence is due to what I would describe as an abyss 
between the terms “multicultural” and “Norwegian.” This does not mean 
that all the interviewees expressed their own views like this, but that the 
collective discussion implied that “multiculturality” and “Norwegian” do 
not overlap. This is remarkable because quite a few defined themselves as 
multicultural or as playing music which positions themselves in “musical 
multiculturality” or expressed strong opinions on the matter in opposi-
tion to what they saw as an ignorant norm on the issue. This practice, 
where multiculturality is segregated from the majority (in this case, being 
Norwegian), opposes how Matarasso (2013) describes diversity and how 
the author of this article defines diversity. This has made me think that 
the weight many participants ascribed to travelling outside of Europe to 
change their perceptions of music and of the world, where they experienced 
themselves as white and privileged, was not reconnected to their everyday 
lives. I am left with the impression that many of these music educators 
have no experience of living in a multicultural society in Norway, and that 

10 9 months program with the aim of formation, not education, where you get to practice what you 
learn, without any grades, no rigid curriculum and exams (folkehogskole.no, 2020). Many music 
students have followed music program from upper secondary school and/or music program at a 
folk high school. 
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is maybe also why many connected “multicultural” with someone out-
side their lives and why they exoticized “multicultural” persons, making 
them tokens or representations of something. One participant suggested 
in an interview that her improvisational competence might be an opening 
to connect improvisation teaching and inclusive thinking in a teaching 
situation, but this has never appeared as relevant before in the teaching 
practice, as the issue of inclusive education had never been discussed. 

A third immanence was that multiculturality or marginalisation 
should be dealt with individually. None of the institutions had strate-
gies for being more inclusive and for preventing exclusive and oppressive 
structures, as the University of Michigan does through their “Inclusive 
Teaching Initiative” which provides teachers with tools to deal with indi-
vidual privileges (Inclusive Teaching Initiative, 2020). Berge et al. (2019) 
pointed out that it must be structures which take care of this, so that it 
would not be legitimate to be unaware of this field. Very few seem to be 
pushed out of their comfort zones by their leaders or their colleagues on 
these issues. This is pointed out as crucial for rethinking music pedagogy 
in the direction of “the art of living with difference” (Kallio & Wester-
lund, 2020, p. 47). Marginalisation was also expected to be handled indi-
vidually by the marginalised, e.g. through music. To expect marginalised 
people to need to express themselves more than majoritarian ones, like 
some music educators in the material do, is at first sight quite exoticiz-
ing, but when considering what privilege does to an individual, maybe 
it is not. The privileged will experience no lack of possibilities to express 
themselves, while it is part of marginalisation to lack spaces to be seen, 
expressed and acknowledged. Perhaps the mistake is to expect all indi-
viduals connected to “multiculturality” to feel marginalised. 

How do we Exclude, and Can we do  
Anything About it?
There are a couple of situations worth looking at closely while discussing 
how we support oppressive and discriminative structures: When some-
one, without being criticised for it, compares visually disabled and racist 
structures/cultural discrimination, it gives a strong impression that there 
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is a huge lack of awareness of privilege, sensitivity towards marginali-
sation and knowledge about marginalisation. This is a driving force for 
unconscious racism, as there is a lack of knowledge about white privilege 
and about specific marginalisations. To consistently see bearers of mul-
ticulturality as something different from “Norwegian” is also a driving 
force for unconscious racism, as it will always question someone’s iden-
tity based on complexion, ethnicity, religious markers, etc.

The performative line of flight is one of the clear de-territorialising pro-
cesses, and maybe one of the strongest alternatives to the two touching 
points of colour-blindness and “music on equal terms,” as the colour-blind 
perspective in particular is generally re-territorialising in its practice and 
has many examples of practices, experiences and perceptions that prevent 
us from being more inclusive. Here are some examples of how we exclude: 

• Not mentioning specific marginalisations, which makes marginal-
ised persons feel as though their problems do not exist;

• Expecting music (“if we start in the music, we are all equal”) to be 
neutral, which marginalises the relevance of skin complexion and 
ethnicity;

• Comparing and equating the marginalisation of Norwegian folk 
music with non-representation of people of colour or other margin-
alised groups in Norway;

• Not initiating strategies at the department level or the section level 
to include guidelines for every person to rectify marginalisation, 
not simply to leave marginalisation to those who specialise in it or 
who have personal experiences with a particular marginalisation;

• Not teaching marginalisation out of fear of misstepping (educating 
yourself and asking for advice are also options);

• Exoticizing multicultural backgrounds and labelling them as “dif-
ferent,” as continuously looking at multiculturality as something 
“foreign” that excludes you from being Norwegian;

• Focusing on scholarly achieved competence, e.g. competence to 
write music, to get into the education is an exclusive and possibly 
discriminative structure, as this greatly favours those within a spe-
cific genre and implies that this is a skill that all teachers must know, 
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even before entering the school (so that if someone comes from a 
production culture, such as hip-hop, then they will lack privilege 
if they try to get into an educational institution to formalise their 
musical competence); and

• Being afraid of stepping wrong and not daring to confront or pres-
ent opinions out of a fear of someone else disagreeing with these 
opinions – if a person does not know what they mean or who they 
are, then they cannot include others, and, as such, they sustain an 
exclusive culture.

There were more structures in education which sustain exclusivity than I 
could predict. There is a severe lack of knowledge of white privilege and 
of the experience of marginalisation. There are also some perceptions 
of multiculturality which prevent people from feeling acknowledged at 
institutions, in different forms and on different levels. But there are also 
de-territorialising initiatives that challenge these problems. Even though 
they are not the established perspectives, they are present in many shapes 
and versions. None of these practices are impossible, or even difficult 
to adjust, upgrade knowledge or change practices for. But it needs to be 
wanted or secured through central strategies to be changed; if not, it will 
be up to the individual to take responsibility, read up, ask and discuss.

It looks like the process of discussing these issues has started in all 
institutions, but many estimate something exceeding 20 years for any 
structural changes to occur. This perspective suggests that they see a near 
future where they deliberately continue to reproduce structures that sup-
port unbalanced cultural representation in music education. Still, it is a 
new process for many institutions, and a discussion has started with the 
aim of rethinking our music pedagogical perspectives if we are to support 
a more balanced representation in the future.
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chapter 12

Er jeg musikalsk? 
Barnehagelærerstudenters 
oppfatning av egen musikalitet 

Jan Ketil Torgersen & Morten Sæther
Dronning Mauds Minne Høgskole for barnehagelærerutdanning

Abstract: This article presents results from a quantitative study of Early Childhood 
Education and Care (ECEC) student teacher’s relationship to music and musicality. 
Survey data was collected among first-year students at a university college for ECEC at 
the start of studies in 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2017. The survey consists in its entirety of 
ten different questions. This article discusses four questions from the survey that deal 
with the students’ perception of their own musicality and what it means to be musical. 
 1,019 responses have been registered, which gives a response rate of approxi-
mately 91% of the total number of students in the four study years the survey was 
conducted. Frequency analyzes and cross-table analyzes have been performed. 
 Results show that perceptions of one’s own musicality can be put in context with 
different understandings of what it means to be musical. Musical activity in close 
family in childhood is important when it comes to musical interest and perception 
of one’s own musicality.
 The article discusses the significance of the results in relation to music teaching 
in higher education. 

Keywords: musicality, music self-concept, perception of musicality, music teaching, 
early childhood teacher education  

Hvilken oppfatning barnehagelærerstudenter har om egen musikalitet, 
kan ha betydning for musikkundervisningen i barnehagelærerutdan-
ningen og videre for musikkaktiviteten i barnehagen. Studentenes egen 

Sitering av dette kapitlet: Torgersen, J. K. & Sæther, M. (2021). Er jeg musikalsk? Barnehagelærerstudenters 
oppfatning av egen musikalitet. I E. Angelo, J. Knigge, M. Sæther & W. Waagen (Red.), Higher Education 
as Context for Music Pedagogy Research (s. 297–321). Cappelen Damm Akademisk. https://doi.org/10.23865/
noasp.119.ch12
Lisens: CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.
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oppfatning av fenomenet musikalitet kan forstås som en didaktisk forut-
setning for planlegging og gjennomføring av musikkundervisningen i 
barnehagelærerutdanningen. Musikk er ett av tre kunstfag i kunnskaps-
området kunst, kultur og kreativitet (KKK) i barnehagelærerutdannin-
gen (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2018). Musikk benyttes sjelden eksplisitt 
som fagbetegnelse, verken i rammeplanen for barnehagelærerutdannin-
gen (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2017) eller i de nasjonale retningslin-
jene for barnehagelærerutdanningen (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2018). 
Kunstneriske eller estetiske aktiviteter som beskrives i rammeplanen for 
utdanningen, oversettes i vår sammenheng til musikalske aktiviteter og 
prosesser.

Kort oppsummert kan vi si at musikkundervisningen ved Dronning 
Mauds Minne Høgskole (DMMH) består av to hovedkomponenter: 
1) undervisning i musikk og 2) undervisning om musikk. Komponent 
1) handler om at undervisningen skal bidra til å utvikle studentenes 
musikalske ferdigheter, og komponent 2) handler om at studentene skal 
erverve seg kunnskaper om barns musikalitet og musikalske  uttrykk med 
særlig vekt på kommunikasjon (Bjørkvold, 2005; Malloch &  Trevarthen, 
2009; Stern, 2003; Sæther, 2019). Slik vi ser det ut fra de nasjonale ret-
ningslinjene, er både utvikling av studentens musikalske ferdigheter 
og kunnskap om barns musikalske uttrykk i vid forstand vesentlig i 
barnehagelærerutdanningen.

Ved DMMH legges det vekt på at studentene skal trene og utvikle sine 
sang- og akkompagnementsferdigheter, slik at de kan anvende disse i 
barnehagen. Videre erfarer vi at studentene ikke oppfatter at de har til-
strekkelig kunnskap og ferdigheter, og at de derfor kvier seg for å uttrykke 
seg musikalsk sammen med medstudenter i undervisningen. Denne  
ut trykte oppfatningen av manglende tro på musikalske ferdigheter ut-
gjorde en motivasjon for å gjennomføre en undersøkelse blant studentene 
for å kartlegge deres oppfatning av musikalitet og deres forhold til musikk. 
Resultatene fra undersøkelsen har blitt presentert for og diskutert med 
studenter som selv har deltatt i undersøkelsen. Dette har gitt muligheter 
for en metarefleksjon over både selve undersøkelsen og resultatene fra den.

Resultater fra undersøkelsen drøftes ut fra vårt forskningsspørsmål: 
Hvilken oppfatning har barnehagelærerstudenter om egen musikalitet?
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Bakgrunn for studien
I 2011 ble det gjennomført en pilotundersøkelse om studentenes oppfat-
ning av egen musikalitet, og av hva som menes med det å være musikalsk. 
287 studenter, som utgjorde 90 prosent av studentene i første klasse ved 
høgskolen, svarte skriftlig på et standardisert spørreskjema helt i starten 
av semestret. Studentene kunne svare utfyllende med egne ord for å for-
klare sine avkrysninger. 

Omtrent 1/3 av studentene svarte at de ikke var musikalske, 1/3 svarte 
at de var musikalske, og 1/3 svarte «vet ikke». De som svarte at de ikke var 
musikalske, forklarte musikalitet som ervervede praktiske ferdigheter i 
musikk. De som sa at de var musikalske, forklarte musikalitet mye videre 
(for eksempel som evne til å oppleve, like å danse, lytte til musikk og så 
videre). Dette opplevde vi som interessant, og vi ville finne ut mer om 
det gjennom en større undersøkelse. Det var ingen graderte svaralterna-
tiver (for eksempel Likert-skala), men respondentene kunne skrive egne 
tilleggskommentarer, noe svært få gjorde. I den undersøkelsen som pre-
senteres i denne artikkelen, valgte vi å ta med flere svaralternativer for å 
kunne få tak i mer nyanserte data. 

I musikkfaget i barnehagelærerutdanningen ved DMMH er barns 
musikalitet og barns musikalske utvikling et sentralt tema i pensum 
og i undervisningen. Pensumlitteraturen som benyttes, representerer i 
hovedsak et relativistisk, relasjonelt og kommunikativt musikalitetssyn 
(Angelo, 2019; Bjørkvold, 2005; Brändström, 1997; Malloch & Trevarthen, 
2009; Vist, 2005). Musikalitet forstås da som egenskaper alle mennesker 
har, og ikke som et fenomen for noen utvalgte, som for eksempel kan bety 
at man har et medfødt talent eller ervervede ferdigheter. Et relativistisk og 
relasjonelt musikalitetssyn handler, i tråd med Brändström (2006), om å 
se barns musikalitet som en del av barns estetisk helhetlige, varierte og 
skapende væremåte. 

En inspirasjon for vår undersøkelse har vært Brändströms bok Vem 
är musikalisk (1997), som er basert på intervjuer med fire musikklærere i 
barneskolen og fire musikklærerutdannere ved Musikhögskolan i Piteå i 
Sverige om deres oppfatning av egen musikalitet. Empiri fra Brändströms 
materiale viser at fenomenet musikalitet ikke er et sentralt tema i utdan-
ningen. Musikalitet er noe man implisitt har som musikkstudent, forstått 
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som ferdigheter på høyt nivå, et mer sofistikert nivå som blir «tatt for 
gitt» (Brändström, 2006). Musikalitetsbegrepet knyttes gjerne til sam-
taler om hvor raffinert det musikalske uttrykket er, om formidling og 
interpretasjon. Som musikklærer kan dette ha betydning for hvordan 
man opplever elevers musikalske utvikling, og for hvem denne under-
visningen skal favne.

Vår erfaring er at studentene oppfatter barns musikalitet i vid forstand, 
men at de, når det gjelder egen musikalitet, stiller «strengere krav» til hva 
musikalitet er. Dette representerer en mer absolutt forståelse av musika-
litet, som ut fra Brändströms tenkning peker mot en medfødt evne til 
musikalske ferdigheter som er forbeholdt noen få. Det absolutte musi-
kalitetssynet bygger på en elitistisk tenkning om at mennesket enten er 
eller ikke er musikalsk (Brändström, 2006). Dette kan videre bety at det 
lar seg gjøre å måle musikalske ferdigheter. Brändström (2006) mener å 
se at det absolutte musikalitetssynet blir mer og mer gjeldende jo lenger 
ut i utdanningsforløpet man kommer, men at det på det høyeste nivået 
muligens også vil nærme seg et mer relativistisk syn. 

Musikalitet – et tema i musikkutdanningene? 
Vår erfaring er at temaet musikalitet ikke er sentralt i musikkfagets inn-
hold i lærerutdanningene. I høyere musikkutdanning vil det gjerne være 
en «tatt for gitt»-oppfatning at studentene er musikalske. Oppfatning av 
fenomenet musikalitet og av hva som utgjør musikalske forutsetninger, 
knyttes til den didaktiske kategorien «elev- og lærerforutsetninger» i 
den didaktiske relasjonsmodellen (Bjørndal & Lieberg, 1978; Hanken & 
Johansen, 2013). 

Kunnskap om musikalitetssyn og egen oppfatning av musikalitet er et 
tema som vi mener bør være sentralt, både for studentenes egen utvikling 
og for planlegging og gjennomføring av pedagogisk virksomhet i barne-
hagen. Når det gjelder begrepet «musikalsk», blir det gjerne forstått som 
noe man er eller ikke er (Angelo, 2019). Oppfatninger av hva musikk er, 
og om man selv er musikalsk «nok», kan være helt avgjørende for hvilken 
musikkpedagogiske virksomhet som skjer eller ikke skjer i barne hagen. 
Det handler blant annet om musikksyn, syn på elever (barn), syn på 
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lærer- eller barnehagelærerrollen (Hanken & Johansen, 2013). For den 
kommende barnehagelæreren vil et musikkpedagogisk grunnsyn ligge 
innenfor det vi i vår utdanning betegner som pedagogisk grunnsyn. 

I de første møtene med nye studenter i barnehagelærerutdanningen 
ved DMMH gir mange studenter uttrykk for at de «gruer» seg for musikk-
undervisningen. Musikk i barnehagelærerutdanningen er obligatorisk, 
et fag alle må ha bestått for å oppnå godkjenning som barnehagelærer. 
Ved vår høgskole er musikkundervisningen lagt til første studieår, og 
det er således et fag studentene møter allerede ved oppstarten av stud-
iet. Mange studenter forteller til sin lærer at de ikke kan synge, eller at 
de ikke våger å synge alene. Stemmen oppleves som veldig personlig og 
«avslørende» i noen sammenhenger. Schei (2011) skriver om «stemme-
skam» for utøvende sangere, men hennes diskusjoner er også relevant 
i vår sammenheng. Hun anvender også begrepet «identifisering», der 
hun beskriver en persons identitet som noe som hele tiden er i utvikling. 
Sang og stemmebruk har vesentlig betydning for en persons identitets-
forståelse, hevder hun (Schei, 2011). 

Erfaringen vår er at studentene etter hvert tør opp og ikke lenger er så 
redde for å spille eller synge. Utfordringen ligger i å kunne tilpasse under-
visningen slik at alle får utbytte av den. Dette vil være av betydning med 
tanke på å våge å uttrykke seg musikalsk og på å gjennomføre musikk-
aktiviteter i både formelle (planlagte) og uformelle (spontane) situasjoner 
i barnehagen. Gjennom å hjelpe studentene til å gjenoppdage og aktivere 
sitt musikalske repertoar fra barndommen kan vi som musikklærere bidra 
til at studentene får økt mestringsopplevelse og trygghet i slike situasjoner.

Teoretiske perspektiver og tidligere  
forskning på musikalitet
Fenomenet musikalitet hører hjemme i musikkpedagogikk som 
vitenskapsfag. Innenfor musikkdidaktisk tenkning handler det ifølge 
Nielsen (1997) om både interne og eksterne aktører. Interne aktører er 
blant annet forholdet mellom den som skal lære, eleven (studenten), og 
den som underviser (læreren). Videre handler det om innholdet i musikk-
faget (hva som skal læres) og rammefaktorer. Rammefaktorer er for 
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eksempel lover og bestemmelser, fagplaner og rammeplaner, institu sjon 
(oppdrag eller mandat) og eksterne aktører (Nielsen, 1997). Eksempler på 
eksterne aktører er personer som indirekte kan ha betydning for musikk-
undervisningen. Nilsen trekker fram ledere, forskere, politikere, lære-
bokforfattere og læreplanutviklere. 

Brändström (1997) framstiller en skisse for å belyse kjennetegn ved 
absolutt syn på musikalitet versus relativistisk syn på musikalitet. Et 
absolutt musikalitetssyn inkluderer at musikalitet er et medfødt fenomen, 
at det gjelder noen utvalgte, at det handler om musikalske ferdigheter, 
og at musikaliteten blant annet er målbar, i motsetning til et relativis-
tisk musikalitetssyn der musikalitet er ervervet, gjelder alle, bygger på 
opplevelse av musikken og ikke er målbar. Innenfor det sistnevnte synet 
vil det stilles krav til kunnskap og erfaring med formidling, interpreta-
sjon, lytting og musikkopplevelse. Et relativistisk og relasjonelt musikali-
tetssyn handler, i tråd med Brändström (2006), om å se barns musikalitet 
som del av barns estetisk helhetlige og skapende væremåte. Dikotomien 
et absolutt eller et relativistisk musikalitetssyn, slik Brändström (2006) 
framstiller det, oppleves som relevant ut fra funn i vår undersøkelse om 
barnehagelærerstudenters oppfatning av musikalitet. Vår forståelse av 
et absolutt musikalitetssyn vil i denne artikkelen være rettet mot musi-
kalske ferdigheter.

Mye av musikalitetsforskningen har handlet om å kunne måle musi-
kalske evner og ferdigheter. Allerede i 1883 ble ifølge Hallam (2006) den 
første musikalitetstesten utviklet av Carl Stumpf. Dette var en test som 
kunne bidra til å finne de musikalsk lovende elevene. Noe senere, og ut 
fra et strukturalistisk perspektiv, definerer Seashore (1938) musikalitet 
som et hierarki av kapasiteter. Han beskriver musikalitet som et med-
født fenomen, som kan bety at mennesker har mer eller mindre talent for 
musikk. Seashore (1938) utarbeidet tester ut fra fem kriterier (kapasiteter) 
som bygger på hverandre. Hensikten med denne musikalitetstesten kunne 
være å kartlegge den enkeltes musikalitet, slik at opplæringen kunne ta 
utgangspunkt i hvilke skårer den enkelte hadde oppnådd i musikalitets-
hierarkiet (Jørgensen, 1982; Seashore, 1938). 

I et gestaltpsykologisk perspektiv, representert ved Mursell (i Jørgensen, 
1982; Angelo, 2019) ses musikalitet som en del av et menneskes helhetlige 
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personlighet. Han tvilte på at musikaliteten kunne måles med tester, selv 
om at han også, som Seashore, mente at det har noe med arv å gjøre, men 
at det er helheten i menneskets oppvekst som har størst betydning. Et 
vesentlig trekk i Mursells musikalitetsforståelse er at helheten er mer enn 
summen av delene (Angelo, 2019; Jørgensen, 1982). 

Et antropologisk perspektivsyn, representert ved Blacking (1976),  
handler om å se musikk og musikalitet i sammenheng med den kulturen 
og det samfunnet det springer ut fra. Musikk handler om kommunika-
sjon mellom mennesker. Musikk og musikalitet oppfattes på forskjellige 
måter. I andre kulturer enn den vestlige kan for eksempel evnen til å gjøre 
og dele musikk inkluderes i fenomenet musikalitet (Elliot, 1995; Small, 
1998). 

I et eksistensfilosofisk perspektiv ser man på musikalske uttrykk 
som en del av det å være menneske. Her handler musikalitet om relas-
jonelle forhold mellom kunst og mennesker, og om hvordan undring 
og livsspørsmål kan uttrykkes til kunsten. I musikalske sammenhenger 
kan det dreie seg om evne til å inntone seg i andres uttrykk, eller om å 
kunne lytte til hverandre. En eksistensorientert tenkning om musikali-
tet påpeker musikkarbeidet som noe langt ut over det å utvikle rytmisk, 
tonal eller harmonisk sans, noe som inkluderer evne til å ta aktiv del i, og 
ansvar for, eget liv (Angelo, 2019, s. 57–58). Pio (2006) knytter tenkningen 
om musikalitetsbegrepet til en slags klokskap som handler om å kunne 
håndtere det «komplekse livet» på en god måte.

I en evolusjonsforståelse av musikalitet diskuteres ulike oppfatninger 
om musikalitet som et biologisk predisponert (medfødt) fenomen som 
har betydning for språk, og som er en nødvendighet for sosial tilhørighet. 
I artikkelen «Musicality: Instinct or acquired skill?» (Marcus, 2012) dis-
kuteres musikk som noe grunnleggende for menneskets utvikling. 

I et kommunikativt perspektiv forklares musikalitet som en vesentlig 
del i menneskers kommunikasjon. Særlig oppmerksomhet i forskningen 
på dette området har vært knyttet til barns kommunikasjonsutvikling 
(Bjørkvold, 2005; Malloch & Trevarthen, 2009; Stern, 2003). Musikali-
tet kan betraktes som et iboende og grunnleggende fenomen som alle 
mennesker er i besittelse av (Malloch & Trevarthen, 2009). Musika-
litet handler blant annet om at musikalske virkemidler inngår som en 
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vesentlig del av kommunikasjonen barn–voksen og barn–barn. Barn 
oppfattes som musikalske i videste forstand, noe som utgjør grunnlaget 
for all menneskelig kommunikasjon. Malloch & Trevarthen beskriver 
dette som «communicative musicality» (Malloch & Trevarthen, 2009). 
 Dissanayake (2012) mener blant annet at de tidligste narrativene er musi-
kalske. I noen sammenhenger kan det handle om evne til å inntone seg i 
andres uttrykk eller å kunne lytte til den andre. Hun beskriver den tidlige 
mor–barn-interaksjonen som musikalsk, da hun ser at de samme struk-
turelle musikalske prinsippene er til stede i rent musikalske uttrykk og i 
«babyprat». Dette gjelder blant annet de melodiske, rytmiske og dyna-
miske prinsippene (Dissanayake, 2012). 

Malloch og Trevathen (2009) og Stern (2003) beskriver barns forsta-
dier til talespråk som protosamtaler eller protodialog. Det vises her til 
musikalske uttrykk og virkemidler som sammen med blikk, gester og 
bevegelser utgjør selve kommunikasjonen. 

En kvantitativ studie gjennomført blant lærerstudenter rettet mot 
barneskolen i Finland, viser blant annet at det er sammenheng mellom 
musikalsk stimulering og erfaringer fra musikalsk hjemmemiljø i barn-
dommen og betydning for lærerstudentenes musikalske selvoppfatning. 
Studien viser videre at dette har betydning for progresjon i ens egen musik-
alske utvikling som voksen (Ruismäki & Tereska, 2006). I Ruismäki og 
Tereskas studie viser de til evalueringer med tanke på musikalske situas-
joner der sang, lek og skapende musikkaktivitet inngår som særlig betyd-
ningfulle for musikalsk selvoppfatning. Dette har videre betydning for den 
akademiske selvoppfatningen, som blir sentral for lærerstudenter under 
utdanning og dermed av betydning for generell selvoppfatning. Barne-
hagelærerstudentenes musikalske erfaringer fra egen barndom kan ut fra 
denne forståelsen ha betydning for deres oppfatning av egen musikali tet 
og for utviklingen av deres musikalske ferdigheter i utdanningen.

Goldsmiths Musical Sophistication index (Gold-MSI) er et  verktøy 
for individuell testing av musikalitet som handler om målinger av 
musikalske holdninger, atferd og ferdigheter. Verktøyet ble utviklet 
over tid og med flere revisjoner (Müllensiefen et al., 2013). Det består av 
blant annet et selvrapporteringsskjema (spørreskjema). Hensikten med 
dette selv rapporteringsskjemaet er a) å undersøke graden av musikalsk 
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engasjement, å finne ut noe om variasjon og allsidighet i musikalsk atferd 
hos en person, og b) å registrere et selvvurdert nivå innen ulike musi-
kalske ferdigheter. De ulike musikalitetsdimensjoner Gold-MSI måler, er: 

1) active musical engagement (hvor mye tid tilbrakt på musikk) 
2) self-reported perceptual abilities (nivå på musikalske lytteferdigheter) 
3) musical training (hvor mye musikkundervisning man har fått) 
4) self-reported singing abilities (nivå på egen syngeferdighet) 
5) sophisticated emotional engagement with music (evne til å snakke 

om følelser som musikk uttrykker) 

Gold-MSI viser at det er interesse for å få innsikt i ikke-musikeres 
forståelse for egen musikalitet. Gold-MSI-verktøyet er rettet mot den all-
menne befolkningen i en vestlig verden og ikke mot spesielle grupper i 
samfunnet. Endelig versjon av Gold-MSI ble publisert etter at vi startet 
vår datainnsamling, og den har derfor ikke hatt direkte påvirkning på 
studien. Vår undersøkelse er rettet mot barnehagelærerstudenter, men 
det kan hende disse studentene representerer en heterogen gruppe, gan-
ske lik den vi finner i allmennheten. 

Howe et al. (1998) diskuterer forskningsfunn og argumenterer gjen-
nom en forskningsgjennomgang for og imot denne påstanden: «Innate 
talents: Reality or myth?» I artikkelen stiller de spørsmålet om det er 
mulig å kunne identifisere et biologisk betinget talent allerede hos små 
barn. Forskerne oppsummerer i fem kriterier hva som kan ligge til grunn 
for beskrivelsen av hva et talent er: 

1) Et talent har sin opprinnelse i genetisk overførte strukturer. 
2) Det er tidlig indikatorer på talent. 
3) Talent gir grunnlag for å estimere sannsynligheten for høyt nivå. 
4) Kun få mennesker har dette talentet. 
5) Virkningen av talentet er relativt spesifikt. 

Hallam (2006) peker på tidligere forskning der det vises til paralleller 
mellom testing av intelligens og musikalske evner (musikalitet). Metoder 
innen forskningen gjør det så langt ikke mulig å kunne konstatere 
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at observerte forskjeller i musikalsk evne hos barn kun er resultat av 
genetisk arv, læring eller interaksjon mellom de to (Hallam, 2006). Det 
kan bety at musikalitet ikke er noe konstant, men noe som kan utvikles i 
samspill med omgivelsene. 

De teoretiske perspektivene som her er presentert, viser noe av bredden 
i oppfatninger av hvordan fenomenet musikalitet kan forstås ut fra ulike 
vitensområder. Teoretiske perspektiver som vi ser som særlig relevante for 
vår studie, er dikotomien et absolutt eller et relativistisk musikalitetssyn, 
slik Brändström (2006) fremstiller det. Videre er musikalitet forstått som 
kommunikativ musikalitet sentralt, fordi det musikalitetssynet som stu-
dentene vil bli presentert for, knyttes til nettopp musikalske kvaliteter i 
barns helhetlige kommunikasjon og måter å uttrykke seg på (Dissanyake, 
2012; Malloch & Trevharten, 2009; Stern 2003). 

Metode
Grunnlaget for datamaterialet er en kvantitativ spørreundersøkelse som ble 
gjennomført blant studentene i alle førsteklassene i barnehagelærerutdan-
ningen for studieårene 2012, 2013, 2014 og 2017. Kjønnsfordelingen blant 
svarene er 79 prosent kvinner og 21 prosent menn, noe som også gjenspeiler 
kjønnsfordelingen i utdanningen ved DMMH. Undersøkelsen består av ti 
spørsmål som omhandler blant annet musikksmak, oppfatning av egen 
musikalitet, hva det betyr å være musikalsk, interesse for musikk, egne fer-
digheter innen musikk og ulike definisjoner av hva musikk er. Gjennom sju 
ulike analyser blir fire av spørsmålene fra musikkundersøkelsen analysert 
og diskutert. Disse spørsmålene er: 

1) Er du musikalsk? 
2) Hva betyr det å være musikalsk? 
3) Er musikk viktig for deg? 
4) Hvem har påvirket deg mest når det gjelder musikkinteresse? 

Når det gjelder spørsmålet i undersøkelsen som omhandler definisjonen på 
musikalitet («hva betyr det å være musikalsk?»), ser vi sammenhenger mel-
lom våre svaralternativer og The Music Self-Perception Inventory (MUSPI) 
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(Morin et al., 2017), der de gjennom ulike spørsmål delte respondentenes 
oppfatning av egen musikalitet inn i seks alternativer: «singing, instrument 
playing, reading, composing, listening og dancing.» Spørsmål 4 («hvem har 
påvirket deg mest når det gjelder musikkinteresse?) synes kanskje ikke rel-
evant for forskningsspørsmålet. Men sett i sammenheng med Ruismäki og 
Tereskas (2006) forskning, som viser til sammenheng mellom musikalsk 
stimulering og erfaringer fra musikalsk hjemmemiljø i barndommen og 
betydning for lærerstudentenes musikalske selvoppfatning, vil spørsmål 4 
være relevant i vår diskusjon av forskningsspørsmålet. 

Spørsmålene i vår undersøkelse har forhåndsdefinerte svaralternativer 
der studentene har krysset av for det alternativet som passer best («single 
choice»). 

Hvordan vi som forskere i denne studien oppfatter fenomenet musi-
kalitet og egen musikalitet, representerer en forforståelse som har betyd-
ning for hvordan spørsmålene ble utformet. Våre preferanser preger også 
våre analyser, tolkninger og drøfting av funn. Hvordan vi tolker funnene 
er også knyttet til en kollektiv forståelse av hva som oppfattes som en 
relevant musikalitetsoppfatning i vår utdanning. Musikkundervisningen 
ved DMMH er profesjonsrettet, noe som betyr at undervisningen handler 
om inkluderende musikkaktivitet med barnehagebarn. Vår forforståelse 
representerer barns iboende musikalitet som viktig i barns opplevelses-
verden, kommunikasjonsevne og helhetlige utvikling. 

Det har vært viktig at informantene i minst mulig grad skulle være påvir-
ket av vår (forskernes) forståelse av de ulike temaene som undersøkelsen 
inneholder. Derfor ble undersøkelsen gjennomført helt i starten av første 
undervisningstime i musikkfaget. Det er likevel klart at besvarelsene til en 
viss grad er farget av at informantene vet at det de svarer, kommer til å bli 
tolket av forskere. På den måten vil de, bevisst eller ubevisst og i større eller 
mindre grad, prøve å tenke seg fram til hva som kan være «rett svar», med 
tanke på hva forskerne ville ha svart. Besvarelsene ble gjennomført anonymt, 
og spørsmålene ble utformet slik at svarene ikke skulle kunne knyttes opp 
mot noe som kunne føre til brudd på anonymiteten. Forskningsetisk kan 
man stille spørsmål ved at vi er både lærere og forskere for studentene som 
har deltatt i undersøkelsen, men i og med at datainnsamlingen foregikk i 
forkant av første undervisningsøkt, har vi klart å holde rollene atskilt. 



308

Resultater
I det følgende presenteres resultater fra de ulike analysene. Det er til sam-
men registrert 1019 besvarelser, noe som gir en svarprosent på 91 prosent 
av det totale antallet studenter i de fire studieårene undersøkelsen ble 
gjennomført. Datamaterialet er analysert i statistikkprogrammet SPSS 
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) (IBM, 2020). På grunn av 
spørsmålenes utforming og begrensede muligheter for graderte svar og 
for å kunne velge flere svaralternativer, er det i hovedsak frekvensanalyse 
og krysstabellanalyse som har dannet grunnlaget for de resultatene vi har 
fått. Synliggjøring av de ulike resultatene kommer fram gjennom tabeller 
og grafiske diagrammer. Frekvensanalyser er gjort der det er interessant å 
finne ulike størrelsesordener innen svargruppen som en helhet. De fleste 
resultatene har kommet gjennom krysstabellanalyse, der ulike svar i for-
skjellige spørsmål blir sett i sammenheng med hverandre.

1) Er du musikalsk?

Tabell 1 Frekvensanalyse: «Er du musikalsk?»

Antall Prosent

Nei, jeg er ikke musikalsk 221 21,7

Litt musikalsk 434 42,7

Ganske musikalsk 228 22,4

Ja, i stor grad 100 9,8

Jeg vet ikke 34 3,3

Total 1017 100,0

I spørsmålet om hvorvidt studentene anså seg selv som musikalske, fikk de 
graderte alternativer der de krysset av for det alternativet som passet best 
med deres oppfatning av egen musikalitet. 21,7 prosent av studentene svarer 
at de anser seg for ikke å være «musikalsk». Det svaralternativet som har 
høyest oppslutning – 42,7 prosent – blant studentene, er at de anser seg som 
«litt musikalsk». 22,4 prosent av studentene sier at de er «ganske musikalsk», 
mens 9,8 prosent svarer at de «i stor grad» er musikalske. Når man sammen-
fatter kategoriene 1–2 («ikke musikalsk» / «litt musikalsk») og kategoriene 3–4 

c h a p t e r  12



e r  j e g  m u s i k a l s k ? 

309

(«ganske musikalsk» / «i stor grad»), fører det til en fordeling på 64,4 prosent 
versus 32,2 prosent. Utvalget som helhet vurderer sin musikalitet med gjenn-
omsnittlig 2,21 (SD = 0,91; «ikke musikalsk» = 1, «i stor grad» = 4).

2) Hva betyr det å være musikalsk?

Tabell 2 Frekvensanalyse: «Hva betyr det å være musikalsk?»

Antall Prosent

Å kunne spille et instrument 144 14,8

Å være glad i å lytte til musikk 281 28,8

Å ha et godt gehør 272 27,9

Å kunne synge eller spille etter noter 261 26,7

Å kunne danse til musikk 18 1,8

Total 976 100,0

For å finne ut hva studentene legger i begrepet «musikalsk», fikk de ulike 
alternativer å velge mellom (tabell 2). Oppsummert ser vi at studentene 
legger vekt på et ferdighetssyn når det gjelder oppfatning av egen musi-
kalitet. Det dreier seg om tilegnelse av musikalske ferdigheter, som det 
å kunne spille et instrument, å kunne synge eller spille etter noter og å 
kunne danse til musikk. I vår behandling av datamaterialet ser vi at det er 
en betydelig overvekt av ferdighetsrelaterte svaralternativer. I og med at 
fire av fem alternativer er knyttet opp mot musikalske ferdigheter, er disse 
med på å påvirke studentenes svar. Likevel mente 28,8 prosent av studen-
tene at musikalitet handler om å være glad i å lytte til musikk. Dette er 
i tråd med et mer relativistisk musikalitetssyn, der spesielle ferdigheter 
ikke er i søkelyset. Selv om dette er det eneste alternativet som klart viser 
et relativistisk musikalitetssyn, viser det seg også at det er det alternativet 
som har flest svar. 27,9 prosent av studentene hadde krysset av for det siste 
alternativet, «å ha et godt gehør». Det kan være vanskelig for studentene å 
ha en enhetlig oppfatning hva de legger i begrepet «godt gehør», men vår 
erfaring er at studentene kobler det opp mot det å synge rent. Hvorvidt 
denne evnen er medfødt eller er en opparbeidet ferdighet, er en problem-
stilling vi ikke drøfter i denne artikkelen, men det kan argumenteres for 
denne evnen i begge overnevnte musikalitetssyn. 
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3)  Krysstabellanalyse: «Er du musikalsk?» versus 
«hva betyr det å være musikalsk?»

Tabell 3 Krysstabellanalyse: «Er du musikalsk?» versus «hva betyr det å være musikalsk?»

Hva betyr det å være musikalsk?

Total

Å kunne 
spille et 

instrument

Å være 
glad i å 
lytte til 
musikk

Å ha et 
godt 

gehør

Å kunne 
synge 
eller 
spille 
etter 
noter

Å 
kunne 
danse 

til 
musikk

Er du 
musikalsk?

Nei, jeg 
er ikke 
musikalsk

 Antall 58 22 48 84 1 213

% 27,2 % 10,3 % 22,5 % 39,4 % 0,5 % 100,0 %

Litt 
musikalsk

Antall 51 137 115 107 8 418

% 12,2 % 32,8 % 27,5 % 25,6 % 1,9 % 100,0 %

Ganske 
musikalsk

Antall 20 77 67 49 6 219

% 9,1 % 35,2 % 30,6 % 22,4 % 2,7 % 100,0 %

Ja, i stor 
grad

Antall 10 37 32 8 3 90

% 11,1 % 41,1 % 35,6 % 8,9 % 3,3 % 100,0 %

Jeg vet 
ikke

Antall 5 7 10 12 0 34

% 14,7 % 20,6 % 29,4 % 35,3 % 0,0 % 100,0 %

Total % Antall 144 280 272 260 18 974

% 14,8 % 28,7 % 27,9 % 26,7 % 1,8 % 100,0 %

Ved å utføre en krysstabellanalyse mellom spørsmålene «er du musi-
kalsk?» og «hva betyr det å være musikalsk?» kan vi finne ut av om det 
er tendenser til ulike musikalitetsoppfatninger ut fra hvor studentene 
plasserer seg selv innenfor syn på musikalitet. Av de fem alternativene 
representert i «hva betyr det å være musikalsk?», har vi valgt ikke å kom-
mentere «å kunne danse til musikk», da dette alternativet er representert 
ved bare 1,8 prosent av svarene. 

Blant studentene som betegner seg selv som «ikke musikalsk», er 
ferdighetsrelatert musikkoppfatning dominerende: «å kunne spille et 
instrument» (27,2 prosent), «å kunne synge eller spille etter noter» (39,4 
prosent). 22,5 prosent valgte «å ha et godt gehør», mens 12,2 prosent 
mener at det å være musikalsk er «å være glad i å lytte til musikk». 
De som anser seg som «litt musikalsk», har en litt annen oppfatning: 
12,2 prosent valgte «å kunne spille et instrument», 25,6 prosent valgte 
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«å kunne synge eller spille etter noter», og 27,5 prosent mente at «å ha 
et godt gehør» definerte det å være musikalsk. Den største forskjellen 
mellom disse to gruppene («ikke musikalsk» og «litt musikalsk») er «å 
være glad i å lytte til musikk». 32,8 prosent blant dem som mente de var 
«litt musikalsk», valgte dette alternativet, mot 10,3 prosent blant dem 
som krysset av for «ikke musikalsk». Blant dem som oppfatter seg selv 
som «ganske musikalsk» og musikalske «i stor grad», er det en overvekt 
av «å være glad i å lytte til musikk» – henholdsvis 35,2 prosent og 41,1 
prosent. «Å kunne spille et instrument» har en forholdsvis liten repre-
sentasjon blant disse studentene; 9,1 prosent av dem som anser seg som 
«ganske musikalsk», og 11,1 prosent av dem som sier at de «i stor grad» 
er musikalske. 8,9 prosent av de sistnevnte mener at musikalitet handler 
om «å kunne synge eller spille etter noter», mens 22,4 prosent av dem 
som anser seg som «ganske musikalsk», har den samme oppfatningen. 
«Å kunne danse til musikk» er det bare 1,8 prosent av studentene som 
anser som å være musikalsk. «Å ha et godt gehør» kan, som tidligere 
nevnt, forstås ut fra både et relativistisk og et ferdighetsrelatert musika-
litetssyn. Det er interessant å se at dette alternativet har nest høyest skår 
på alle gradene av selvoppfattet musikalitet, bortsett fra hos dem som 
anser seg som «ikke musikalsk», der alternativet ligger som nummer 
tre. Hvorvidt studentene anser «å ha et godt gehør» som en medfødt 
egenskap, noe man erverver seg, eller en kombinasjon av disse, vil være 
et interessant tema å ta opp i en senere undersøkelse. 

4) Frekvensanalyse: «Er musikk viktig for deg?»

Tabell 4 Frekvensanalyse: «Er musikk viktig for deg?»

Antall Prosent

Er musikk viktig for deg? Nei, ikke i det hele tatt 10 1,0

Litt 125 12,4

Ja, ganske viktig 273 27,1

Musikk er veldig viktig 295 29,2

Jeg kan ikke klare meg uten 306 30,3

Total 1009 100,0
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En frekvensanalyse av spørsmålet «er musikk viktig for deg?» viser at 1 
prosent av studentene anser musikk som ikke viktig i det hele tatt. 12,4 
prosent mener at musikk er litt viktig, 27,1 prosent mener at musikk er 
ganske viktig, 29,2 prosent mener at musikk er veldig viktig, og hele 30,3 
prosent av studentene svarer «kan ikke klare meg uten» musikk. Gjen-
nomsnittlig vurderer studiens utvalg musikkens viktighet med 3,76 
(SD = 1,05; «ikke i det hele tatt» = 1, «jeg kan ikke klare meg uten» = 5), 
det vil altså si at et stort flertall av studentene anser musikk som en viktig 
del av livet. 

5)  Krysstabellanalyse: «Er du musikalsk?» versus 
«er musikk viktig for deg?»

Tabell 5 Krysstabellanalyse: «Er du musikalsk?» versus «er musikk viktig for deg?»

Er musikk viktig for deg? Total

Nei, ikke 
i det hele 

tatt Litt

Ja, 
ganske 
viktig

Musikk 
er veldig 

viktig

Jeg kan 
ikke klare 
meg uten

Er du 
musikalsk?

Nei, jeg 
er ikke 
musikalsk

Antall 7 60 65 47 38 217

% 3,2 % 27,6 % 30,0 % 21,7 % 17,5 % 100,0 %

Litt 
musikalsk

Antall 3 55 142 140 91 431

% 0,7 % 12,8 % 32,9 % 32,5 % 21,1 % 100,0 %

Ganske 
musikalsk

Antall 0 5 45 77 99 226

% 0,0 % 2,2 % 19,9 % 34,1 % 43,8 % 100,0 %

Ja, i stor 
grad

Antall 0 0 10 21 68 99

% 0,0 % 0,0 % 10,1 % 21,2 % 68,7 % 100,0 %

Jeg vet 
ikke

Antall 0 5 10 10 9 34

% 0,0 % 14,7 % 29,4 % 29,4 % 26,5 % 100,0 %

Total Antall 10 125 272 295 305 1007

% 1,0 % 12,4 % 27,0 % 29,3 % 30,3 % 100,0 %

For å se om det er noen sammenheng mellom hvor viktig musikk er for 
studentene og deres syn på egen musikalitet, ble det foretatt en kryssta-
bellanalyse mellom disse to spørsmålene i spørreundersøkelsen. Det vil 
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være nærliggende å gå ut fra at hvorvidt musikk er en viktig del av livet, 
vil korrelere positivt med graden av musikalitet. Dette stemmer for så 
vidt (r = 0,41, p < 0,01), men det som kanskje er mest interessant, er hvor 
viktig musikk er for dem som anser seg som «ikke musikalsk». Blant dem 
som beskriver seg som «ikke musikalsk», finner vi at bare 3,2 prosent sier 
at musikk ikke er viktig i det hele tatt, mens 21,7 prosent anser musikk 
som veldig viktig for dem. 17,5 prosent sier «kan ikke klare meg uten» 
musikk. Selv om musikk er en viktig del av livet deres, inngår ikke dette 
alternativet som en definisjon av hva musikalitet er for disse studentene. 
Det kan altså synes som at det ikke er en tydelig sammenheng mellom 
angitt musikkinteresse og studentenes svar på om de er musikalske eller 
ikke. Selv de som oppfatter seg som «ikke musikalsk», gir uttrykk for å ha 
glede av og interesse for musikk.

6)  Frekvensanalyse: «Hvem har påvirket deg mest 
når det gjelder musikkinteresse?»

Tabell 6 Frekvensanalyse: «Hvem har påvirket deg mest når det gjelder musikkinteresse?»

Antall Prosent

Hvem  
påvirket?

Foreldre 251 26,1

Søsken 86 9,0

Venner 308 32,1

Lærere 44 4,6

Ulike media 250 26,0

Uaktuelt – ikke spesielt interessert i musikk 21 2,2

Total 960 100,0

Alternativene i dette spørsmålet er valgt ut fra forhåndsundersøkelser 
blant kollegaer og studenter om aktuelle påvirkningskilder fra barndom-
men når det gjelder interesse for musikk. 26,1 prosent av studentene sva-
rer at foreldre har hatt størst påvirkningskraft. 9 prosent har blitt mest 
påvirket av søsken. 32,1 prosent krysset av for «venner», mens 26,2 prosent 
oppga ulike media. 
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7)  Krysstabellanalyse: «Er du musikalsk?» versus 
«hvem har påvirket deg mest når det gjelder 
musikkinteresse?» 

Tabell 7 Krysstabellanalyse: «Er du musikalsk?» versus «hvem har påvirket deg mest når det 
gjelder musikkinteresse?»

Hvem har påvirket deg mest når det gjelder 
musikkinteresse?

Total

Foreldre Søsken Venner Lærere Ulike 
media

Uaktuelt –  
ikke 

spesielt 
interessert 

i musikk

Er du 
musikalsk?

Nei, jeg 
er ikke 
musikalsk

Antall 20 17 84 10 64 16 211

% 9,5 % 8,1 % 39,8 % 4,7 % 30,3 % 7,6 % 100,0 %

Litt 
musikalsk

Antall 89 40 138 15 124 4 410

% 21,7 % 9,8 % 33,7 % 3,7 % 30,2 % 1,0 % 100,0 %

Ganske 
musikalsk

Antall 89 19 57 14 38 0 217

% 41,0 % 8,8 % 26,3 % 6,5 % 17,5 % 0,0 % 100,0 %

Ja, i stor 
grad

Antall 48 6 14 5 17 0 90

% 53,3 % 6,7 % 15,6 % 5,6 % 18,9 % 0,0 % 100,0 %

Jeg vet 
ikke

Antall 5 2 15 0 7 1 30

% 16,7 % 6,7 % 50,0 
%

0,0 % 23,3 % 3,3 % 100,0 %

Total Antall 251 84 308 44 250 21 958

% 26,2 % 8,8 % 32,2 % 4,6 % 26,1 % 2,2 % 100,0 %

Krysstabellen for «er du musikalsk» versus «hvem har påvirket deg 
mest når det gjelder musikkinteresse?» viser hvem studentene mener 
har bidratt mest til deres interesse for musikk: Blant dem som definerer 
seg som «ikke musikalsk», er det venner (39,8 prosent) og ulike media 
(30,3 prosent) som er de største påvirkningsfaktorene for musikkinter-
esse. Venner (33,7 prosent) og ulike media (30,2 prosent) er også de største 
påvirkningsfaktorene for dem som anser seg som «litt musikalsk». Det 
som er interessant ved den sistnevnte gruppen, er at foreldre (21,7 prosent) 
begynner å gjøre seg gjeldende. Og ser vi på dem som anser seg som 
«ganske musikalsk» og musikalske «i stor grad», er foreldre den grup-
pen som påvirker musikkinteressen mest, med henholdsvis 41 prosent og 
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53,3 prosent. Foreldrenes rolle kan dermed synes viktigere for musikkin-
teressen jo mer man definerer seg som musikalsk. En annen interessant 
observasjon er at læreres betydning for musikkinteresse jevnt over er lav, 
uansett i hvilken grad studentene definerer seg som musikalske. 

Diskusjon
Vårt forskningsspørsmål har vært: Hvilken oppfatning har barne-
hagelærerstudenter om egen musikalitet? Vår motivasjon for å gjennomføre 
denne studien har vært basert på våre erfaringer i møte med studentene 
ved studiestart, der de har uttrykt skepsis eller frykt for å uttrykke seg 
musikalsk i undervisningssammenheng. Flere studenter sier at de ikke 
kan synge eller er musikalske. Hvilken oppfatning barnehagelærerstu-
denter har om egen musikalitet, kan ha betydning for musikkunder-
visningen i barnehagelærerutdanningen og videre for musikkaktiviteten 
i barnehagen. Studentenes egen oppfatning av fenomenet musikalitet kan 
forstås som en didaktisk forutsetning for planlegging og gjennomføring 
av musikkundervisningen i barnehagelærerutdanningen ved DMMH. 
Elevers, eller i denne sammenhengen studenters, forutsetninger er vik-
tig for å kunne tilrettelegge for tilpasset musikkundervisning (Hanken & 
Johansen, 2013, s. 44). 

Musikkundervisningen ved DMMH har som hensikt å kvalifisere stu-
denter til å gjennomføre musikkaktiviteter i barnehagen. Med dette som 
utgangspunkt ser vi en hovedutfordring: Hvordan kan vi møte studen-
tene slik at de får både selvtillit og motivasjon til å uttrykke seg musi-
kalsk, slik at de med trygghet vil synge, utøve musikk, både med barn og 
sammen med andre voksne i barnehagen?

I det følgende kommenteres kort resultater fra frekvensanalysene, og 
diskusjonen knyttes til krysstabellanalysene ut fra vårt hovedspørsmål, 
«er du musikalsk?», i sammenheng med hva studentene svarer i korrelasjon 
til spørsmålene «hva betyr det å være musikalsk?», «er musikk viktig for 
deg?» og «hvem har påvirket deg mest når det gjelder musikkinteresse?». 

Vår erfaring er at studentenes musikalske ferdigheter varierer stort, og, 
som resultatene viser i denne undersøkelsen, at en større andel av dem 
oppfatter seg som lite eller ikke musikalske når de forklarer musikalitet ut 
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fra ferdigheter som det å kunne spille, synge, lese noter og ha godt gehør. 
Et utvidet musikalitetssyn kan knyttes til evner som eksperimentering, 
lek med musikalske grunnelementer, lytting, rim og regler. Dette kan 
bidra til at flere studenter opplever mestring og får motivasjon for egen 
musikalsk utvikling. 

I studiens hovedspørsmål, «er du musikalsk?», svarer en større andel 
av studentene at de «ikke» eller «i liten grad» oppfatter seg som musi-
kalske (til sammen 64,4 prosent). At studentene oppfatter seg som ikke 
eller lite musikalske, har i særlig grad betydning for musikklærerens 
første møte med studentene. Studentene viser at de har en oppfatning 
av hva fenomenet er, uten at vi vet hva de legger i det. I neste spørsmål, 
der studentene kan krysse av for hva det betyr å være musikalsk, ser 
vi at svaralternativene knyttes mot allerede ervervede musikalske fer-
digheter, og slik vi ser det, heller dette synet mot et ferdighetsorientert 
musikalitetssyn (Brändström, 1997). Vektleggingen av musikalske fer-
digheter som forklaring på musikalitet representerer, slik vi ser det, en 
smalere oppfatning enn vi formidler i vår undervisning ved DMMH, 
der musikk undervisningen tar utgangspunkt i at alle er musikalske, et 
syn som inkluderer noe mer enn musikalske ferdigheter, og der alle har 
utviklingspotensial. Hallam (2006) viser til forskning som studerer par-
alleller mellom intelligens og musikalske evner, der man kan forstå musi-
kalitet som noe som ikke er konstant, men som noe som kan utvikles i 
samspill med omgivelsene. Dette er også i tråd med nasjonale retnings-
linjer for barnehagelærerutdanning (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2018), 
studieplan for barnehagelærerutdanning ved DMMH (2013) og pensum-
litteratur (Angelo, 2019; Bakke et al., 2017; Sæther, 2019). Vi har selv vært 
aktive i utviklingen av studieplaner og læremidler, der vår forforståelse 
av syn på musikalitet kommer til uttrykk. Dette er eksempler på det  
Nielsen (1997) forklarer som eksterne aktører, og som kan ha betydning 
for musikkundervisningen.

Musikalitetsforskningen har handlet mye om å teste musikalske fer-
digheter (Hallam, 2006). Hallam viser til strukturalisten Seashore (1938), 
som definerer musikalitet ut fra et hierarki av kapasiteter. Vi ser at 
mange av testene også i dag handler mye om kartlegging av ferdigheter 
eller oppfatning av egne musikalske ferdigheter (Fiedler & Spychiger, 
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2017; Müllensiefen et al., 2013). Dette kan ha betydning for hvordan all-
mennheten oppfatter hva musikalitet handler om. Vi opplever i media 
stor satsing på musikalske talentkonkurranser som for eksempel Idol, 
Stjernekamp og The Voice. Dette kan også ha betydning for at mange 
studenter oppfatter seg som lite eller ikke musikalske. 

I spørsmålet om musikk er viktig for dem (tabell 4), svarte 99 prosent 
av de spurte at musikk i større eller mindre grad er en viktig del av livet. 
Vi ser av tabell 5 at betydningen av musikk i studentenes liv ikke ses i 
sammenheng med deres oppfatning av det å være musikalsk. Evne til 
å lytte til, oppleve og glede seg over musikk er sentralt i barnehagen 
(Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2017). I musikkundervisningen vil det være 
relevant å inkludere musikkengasjement som del av fenomenet musikk. 

Resultatene fra krysstabellanalyse mellom studentenes oppfatning av 
egen musikalitet og påvirkning av musikkinteresse (tabell 7) kan ses i 
sammenheng med finsk forskning (Ruismäki & Tereska, 2006), som viser 
en forbindelse mellom tidlig musikalsk stimulering, erfaringer fra musi-
kalsk hjemmemiljø i barndommen og betydning for lærerstudentenes 
musikalske selvoppfatning. Studien viser videre at dette har betydning 
for progresjon i egen musikalske utvikling som voksen. Vi mener å se 
en tendens til dette også i vår undersøkelse. Den viser at foreldres rolle 
(et musikalsk hjemmemiljø) som påvirkningskraft for musikkinteresse 
synes å være større jo mer studentene anser seg som musikalske (53,3 
prosent blant dem som anser seg som musikalske «i stor grad»). I musikk-
undervisningen ved DMMH vil oppmerksomhet på aktivering av stu-
dentenes musikalske erfaringer og kompetanse fra egen barndom kunne 
bidra til en mer positiv musikalsk selvoppfatning og progresjon i musi-
kalsk utvikling blant studentene. En slik aktivering kan gjøres gjennom 
at studentene stimuleres til å huske eller gjenoppdage musikkopplevelser 
og sanger fra barndommen. 

Avslutning
Musikkundervisningen i barnehagelærerutdanningen ved DMMH har 
som formål å kunne bidra til å utvikle musikalsk kompetanse hos kom-
mende barnehagelærere. Dette handler om øving for å utvikle studentenes 
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musikalske ferdigheter. I tillegg vil musikkundervisningen handle om å 
se musikk i sammenheng med andre fag og kunnskapsområder. Her kan 
nevnes spesielt å se musikk som del av barns kommunikasjon og narra-
tive uttrykk (Dissanyake, 2012; Malloch & Trevarthen, 2009). 

Vår motivasjon for å gjennomføre denne musikkundersøkelsen blant 
studentene har vært å kunne kartlegge studentenes forhold til musikk og 
musikalitet fordi vi mener at det kunne gi oss kunnskap om studentenes 
forutsetninger som utgangspunkt for planlegging og gjennomføring av 
musikkundervisningen ved DMMH.

Hovedresultatene som er presentert i denne artikkelen, viser at det kan 
synes å eksistere en sammenheng mellom de studentene som sier at de 
ikke er musikalske og en ferdighetsorientert musikalitetsforståelse. De 
som i større grad definerer seg som musikalske, svarer mer i tråd med 
en relativistisk og relasjonell musikalitetsoppfatning (Brändström, 1997). 
Videre kan vi se at studenter som anser seg som «ganske» musikalske og i 
«stor grad» musikalske, oppgir at foreldrene har vært av størst betydning 
for deres musikkinteresse. Ut fra dette kan vi anta at tidlig musikalsk 
stimulering i hjemmemiljøet har en positiv effekt på studentenes musi-
kalske selvoppfatning og kan ha betydning for progresjon. Dette finner 
vi igjen i finsk forskning vi har referert til, som viser at et rikt musikalsk 
hjemmemiljø i barndommen har betydning for musikalsk utvikling også 
i voksen alder (Ruismäki & Tereska, 2006). 

En hovedutfordring er å legge til rette for at alle studenter skal få 
utbytte av musikkundervisningen, og hvordan den kan bidra til den 
enkelte studentens musikalske utvikling. Store deler av musikkunder-
visningen ved DMMH er knyttet opp mot praktisk musikkarbeid. 
Studentene blir opplært i akkompagnementsinstrumenter, de utøver 
samspill, og de synger. I den sammenheng kan det være en utfordring 
å argumentere for et relativistisk musikalitetssyn, samtidig som det i 
betydelig grad er søkelys på musikalske ferdigheter i undervisningen. 
Eller sett fra en annen synsvinkel: Hvordan kan vi argumentere for fer-
dighetstrening i musikk undervisningen når vi selv formidler et relativ-
istisk musikalitetssyn? Det vil derfor være viktig å kunne gi studentene 
en forståelse av at alle er musikalske, i betydningen at vi alle har et musi-
kalsk utviklingspotensial. Vi ser at det vil være en god mulighet å kunne å 
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starte musikkundervisningen med sanger, regler, lyttestoff med mer som 
allerede er kjent for studentene. Det kan skape trygghet og en bevissthet 
om at de allerede har «gyldige» musikalske erfaringer og kanskje motiv-
asjon for øving og progresjon. 

Videre forsknings- og analysearbeid 
Det hadde vært interessant å vite om våre studenter skiller seg fra stu-
denter ved andre studier og studiesteder. Her regnes ikke musikkutdan-
ninger som aktuelle i denne sammenhengen, da man kan tenke seg at 
musikkstudenter oppfatter seg som musikalske basert på musikalske fer-
digheter. Er det slik at de som starter på barnehagelærerstudiet, repre-
senterer «en allmenn oppfatning» av musikalitet? Å sammenligne funn 
fra for eksempel ingeniør- og sykepleierutdanninger med funn fra vår 
undersøkelse kan i så måte være et relevant prosjekt.

Et annet perspektiv som er aktuelt å studere nærmere, er studentenes 
oppfatning av hvilken kompetanse de har fått gjennom musikkunder-
visningen ved DMMH, særlig med tanke på deres egen utvikling og 
ikke minst om de føler seg rustet til musikkpedagogisk virksomhet i 
barnehagen. 

I undersøkelsen hadde studentene anledning til å krysse av for kun 
ett alternativ på hvert spørsmål. Dette kan anses som en svakhet ved 
undersøkelsen, da muligheten for å velge flere alternativer falt bort i de 
tilfellene studentene vurderte to eller flere alternativer som likestilte. 
Undersøkelsen ble gjennomført analogt (på papir), noe som medførte 
at enkelte studenter glemte å svare på alle spørsmålene eller krysset av 
for flere alternativer. Ved en digital gjennomføring av undersøkelsen 
kunne dette ha vært unngått. Det er imidlertid ganske få feilbesvarelser 
på de ulike spørsmålene, og disse går ikke ut over validiteten av resul-
tatene. Ut fra våre erfaringer kan det være aktuelt å endre en framtidig 
undersøkelses design med tanke på svaralternativer som kan bidra til 
bedre nyansering av resultatene i en utvidet studie. Deler av Goldsmiths 
Musical Sophistication Index (Gold-MSI) kan være til nytte i denne 
sammenhengen, da dette måleverktøyet ser ut til å ha relevans for vårt 
forskningsfokus. 
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chapter 13

Music Teachers’ and 
Administrators’ Perspectives on 
Entrepreneurship in Norwegian 
Higher Music Education:  
An Exploratory Pilot Study

Benjamin Toscher
Norwegian University of Science and Technology

Abstract: Arts entrepreneurship education has been increasingly offered in Nor-
wegian Higher Music Education (HME) since 2011 (Watne & Nymoen, 2017). I 
argue that a teacher’s perspective and definition of entrepreneurship influences 
how they teach the subject. Using a qualitative content analysis approach (Elo & 
Kyngäs, 2008; Mayring, 2000), this article explores a small (n=37) pilot survey of 
administrators and teachers from four institutes of HME in Norway. In addition to 
mapping respondents’ definitions of entrepreneurship to the most influential defini-
tions of entrepreneurship from the literature, I explore their perceptions of the need 
for entrepreneurship in HME and their prescriptive changes for entrepreneurship 
education’s integration into the curriculum. Respondents most commonly defined 
entrepreneurship in the “opportunity creation, recognition, and exploitation” sense, 
with definitions related to “self-employment” and “innovation” being the second 
and third most common response, respectively. 95% of respondents perceive a need 
for entrepreneurship education in HME. Prescribing curricular changes, 57% of 
respondents see a need for a more market oriented and entrepreneurial focus in the 
current curriculum to “some extent”, 19% to a “large extent”, 16% to “a little extent”, 
and 8% to a “very little extent.” Rationale for such changes is further analyzed using 
Bridgstock’s (2013) typology of arts entrepreneurship pedagogical approaches. I 
conclude by guiding educators and readers to existing knowledge and tools in the 
literature as they relate to each arts entrepreneurship pedagogical approach – an 
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organization of knowledge that is important given the field’s diversity of perspec-
tives and the power an educator has in the subject’s implementation.

Keywords: arts entrepreneurship education, higher music education, entrepreneur-
ship education pedagogy, educator perspective

The purpose of this exploratory pilot study is to explore pedagogical per-
spectives on teaching of entrepreneurship in Norwegian higher music 
education (HME) through a small pilot survey responded to by 37 music 
teachers and administrators in Norwegian HME. In this pilot survey, 
respondents: (a) defined entrepreneurship, (b) rated their perceptions 
of the need for entrepreneurship courses in the HME curriculum, and 
(c) prescribed what changes should be made to the curriculum, if they 
felt to a relatively larger extent that there needed to be a more entre-
preneurial focus in the current curriculum. In other words, the respon-
dents provided their pedagogical perspectives in terms of the “what”, 
the “to what extent”, and the “how” of entrepreneurship education in 
HME. Their responses are analyzed using a qualitative content analy-
sis approach (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Mayring, 2000), in which the most 
influential scholarly definitions of entrepreneurship and Bridgstock’s 
(2013) typology of arts entrepreneurship education are used as templates 
(Brooks et al., 2015) to map their responses into the existing pedagogical 
literature. But why should these perspectives be studied? While previous 
research makes an effort to characterize the perceived needs of entrepre-
neurship from the perspective of music students (Schediwy et al., 2019; 
Toscher, 2019; Toscher & Bjørnø, 2019), it is largely the educator who 
decides what entrepreneurship is in the context of their classroom and to 
what extent entrepreneurship should be integrated into the curriculum. 
So far, research studying this perceived need from the perspective of 
teachers and administrators in HME, which may be collectively referred 
to as faculty, is lacking. 

But so what? Some may view that entrepreneurship is being increas-
ingly institutionalized into HME as evidenced by its rapid growth in many 
countries across the world (Beckman, 2005; Schediwy et al., 2019; Watne 
& Nymoen, 2017). Yet, there appears to be no standardized curriculum 
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for the subject and profoundly different pedagogical approaches (Bridg-
stock, 2013). If one can agree with the importance of the premise that 
how an educator defines and interprets a concept influences how they 
decide to teach it in their educational practice, then differences in var-
ious educators’ definitions and interpretations of entrepreneurship may 
be a reason why there are several distinct and profoundly different peda-
gogical approaches to teaching arts entrepreneurship (Bridgstock, 2013). 
Even the broader field of entrepreneurship is characterized by a multitude 
of definitions and perspectives as to what entrepreneurship actually is 
(Landström et al. 2012). More importantly, the impact of an educator’s 
perspective and subsequent choice of pedagogical approach should not 
be understated if one assumes that in an HME institutional environment, 
there may exist constraints in teaching resources, compacted study and 
degree plans which are already filled with courses, established institu-
tional requirements regarding individual course plans and learning out-
comes, and differing perspectives on the place of entrepreneurship in the 
music curriculum.

Such a pedagogical choice by an educator may not only be influenced 
by their definitions of entrepreneurship, but also by how they perceive 
the need of entrepreneurship in the music curriculum, where the sub-
ject’s integration is rather new when considered against the backdrop 
of higher music education’s 17th century origins (Angelo et al., 2019;  
Beckman, 2005). While the general consensus in the literature examining 
the professional lives of working musicians seems to be that some degree 
of entrepreneurial skills and knowledge are needed in their careers, only 
recently has research examined how music students perceive such needs 
and the role entrepreneurship education may play in helping them acquire 
the skills to meet such needs (Schediwy et al., 2019; Toscher, 2019; Toscher & 
Bjørnø, 2019). An understanding of this perception of needs from the per-
spective of teachers and administrators is important for a few reasons. First, 
a need may be defined as “the difference between a current and expected or 
desired state” (McKillip, 1987), and that if something is desired, one argu-
ably has a positive attitude towards it. Further, social psychologist Peter 
Burke claims that “persons who have a positive attitude toward a particular 
behavior are seen as more likely to perform that behavior” (Burke, 1991,  
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p. 191). Thus, a music student’s perceptions of the need for entrepreneurship 
may arguably influence their subsequent entrepreneurial behavior, includ-
ing whether or not they would take a course in entrepreneurship if it was 
optional and not a required course. Using the same logic, I can imagine 
that an arts educator’s behavior in teaching entrepreneurship, including 
the extent to which they think it should be integrated in the curriculum, 
may be influenced by their own attitudes and perceived needs of teaching 
that subject in their educational environment. 

Previous research has documented “artists’ resistance, politically and 
methodologically, to the ‘entrepreneur’ label”, (Bonin-Rodriguez, 2012, 
p. 9) perhaps due to some cultural connotations of profit-maximization 
implied by the term entrepreneur (Mulcahy, 2003). Moore (2016) per-
suasively argues why music educators may be skeptical or reluctant to 
the “institutionalized push for musical entrepreneurship … rooted in 
the discourse and ideals of neoliberalism” (p. 33), an attitude which, in 
some circumstances, has resulted in the “resistance” of entrepreneur-
ship’s integration into the arts curriculum by faculty (Roberts, 2013). 
Some argue this tension between art and entrepreneurship has to do with 
conflicting bohemian and entrepreneurial identities – perhaps meaning 
that artists are not willing to consider themselves to be “entrepreneurs” 
due a potential conflict in values between money and art, or for entre-
preneurship’s potential associations with neoliberal political ideology  
(Eikhof & Haunschild, 2006; Moore, 2016) – a tension which other educa-
tion researchers argue should be resolved in order for students to sustain 
a career in the arts (Wyszomirski & Chang, 2017). Yet, this tension may 
be more observable amongst teachers than amongst the students, who 
may just care about pursuing higher musical education in order to pur-
sue a musical career rather than purely artistic ideals. Brook and Fostaty 
Young (2019) found that over 72% of the higher music education alumni 
they surveyed pursued their studies in HME to prepare for a job in music. 
Further, given that other empirical research examining the perceptions of 
musical career identities of 146 music students in the Netherlands revealed 
that these students do not necessarily experience a tension between entre-
preneurial and bohemian “imperatives” (Schediwy et al., 2018, p. 174), 
it may be particularly interesting to study both this perceived need and 
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conceptualization of entrepreneurship from the perspectives of teachers 
and administrators whom help comprise the artistic context of HME. 

But again, so what – why does this all matter? Ultimately, an empirically 
based articulation of teachers’ perspectives which includes “what” entre-
preneurship is to them and “to what extent” it should be taught in HME 
may be useful for other educators whom have been given the assignment 
to teach arts entrepreneurship and whom can potentially identify with 
one of these perspectives. Subsequently, they can be directed to exist-
ing educational tools, resources, and knowledge for this quickly growing 
field. In other words, depending on a reader’s own “what” and “to what 
extent” of entrepreneurship, it would be of value to provide some direc-
tion to further resources on the particular “how” of teaching arts entre-
preneurship. If you are such a reader and you already know what your 
pedagogical perspective is and what actually needs to be or should be 
taught when it comes to teaching entrepreneurship in HME, simply skip 
ahead to table 6 towards the end of this paper to find the organization of 
resources and literature which may assist in the teaching of the subject. 

For others, this article proceeds as follows. First, I briefly discuss the 
background literature which describes and explains the emergence of 
entrepreneurship education in HME, alongside the definitional diver-
sity of the term entrepreneurship. I then conduct a thought experiment 
to demonstrate how different notions of the term entrepreneurship will 
influence how the subject is taught. I follow by presenting my research 
questions and method, after which I present the results from a small 
(n=37) survey of teachers and administrators in Norwegian HME along-
side discussion and interpretation of these results. I conclude the paper 
by guiding both educators and readers to existing knowledge, tools, and 
resources in the literature as they relate to the various arts entrepreneur-
ship pedagogical approaches examined in this study. 

Background Literature
Research shows that musicians require a set of entrepreneurial skills 
(Lackeus, 2015) such as networking (Coulson, 2012), recognizing oppor-
tunities (Beckman, 2011; van Zuilenburg, 2012), and managing multiple 
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professional roles simultaneously (Brown, 2005; Cawsey, 1995) in order to 
maintain their careers in music. As a potential response, entrepreneur-
ship education has been integrated into the higher arts education curric-
ulum in the United States, Australia, Germany, the Netherlands, and the 
UK as a possible way to help arts students acquire such skills (Beckman, 
2007; Brandenburg & Roosen, 2016; Pollard & Wilson, 2014; Thom, 2017). 
Norway is no exception to this trend, where in higher music education 
(HME) there are at least 35 courses where entrepreneurship is a stated 
competency goal and 49 obligatory courses where entrepreneurship is 
either a minor or main component of the course and that this offering has 
been growing since 2011 (Watne & Nymoen, 2017). Despite the growth 
of this curricular offering, which is commonly referred to as arts entre-
preneurship education or sometimes cultural entrepreneurship (Essig, 
2016), scholars and educators have a variety of interpretations and defi-
nitions of what the concept of arts entrepreneurship actually is (Chang 
& Wyszomirski, 2015; Essig & Guevara, 2016; Hong et al., 2012). Through 
their discussion about how different definitions of entrepreneurship are 
used by various actors in the music field, Watne and Nymoen (2017) note 
that the “music field makes it possible for different definitions of entre-
preneurship” (p. 372). 

Even the broader research field of entrepreneurship is no stranger to 
this definitional and interpretational variety of entrepreneurship (see  
Landström et al. 2012 for an excellent review of the entrepreneurship 
research field’s historical development). The following thought experi-
ment may illustrate how different definitions of entrepreneurship may 
have a significant pedagogical impact. With 15,919 Google scholar cita-
tions as of May 29, 2020, one of the most highly cited definitions of 
entrepreneurship is offered by Shane and Venkataraman (2000), who 
define entrepreneurship as the “examination of how, by whom, and with 
what effects opportunities to create future goods and services are dis-
covered, evaluated and exploited;” they speak primarily about acting 
upon and recognizing opportunities. Compare this with the definition 
proposed by Schumpeter (1934), whose notion of the word entrepreneur-
ship relates more closely to innovation and “doing things that are not 
generally done in the ordinary course of business routine” (Schumpeter, 
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1934). To understand how these two distinct definitions might influence 
pedagogy, let’s imagine a teacher in HME has been assigned the task 
of teaching a course in entrepreneurship. Now let’s imagine that this 
teacher views entrepreneurship in the opportunity sense of the word as 
defined by Shane and Venkataraman. In this teacher’s entrepreneurship 
course, students are asked to perform an assignment in which they must 
speak with their social networks, go out into their community, approach 
people they have never spoken to before and find an opportunity to book 
a performance gig in their own town within the next two hours. After 
preparing, promoting, and performing the event, they consider what 
new opportunities have emerged from it – whether it is connecting 
with a new audience or perhaps serendipitously meeting a promoter in 
attendance who wants to book them for another gig. This happens to be 
an actual entrepreneurship assignment that takes place at the Julliard 
School in New York City (Beeching, 2016). However, imagine instead 
this teacher defined entrepreneurship in the innovation sense described 
by Schumpeter. Based on this view of entrepreneurship, they might ask 
their students to be innovative and re-imagine, freshen up, and breathe 
new life into a classical piece of music in a way that it could connect 
with hip, young, modern audiences. Maybe these students would be 
assigned Raph Vaughan Williams’s Lark Ascending as an example of a 
piece from the classical repertoire whose performance needed an inno-
vative re-imagining. This teacher would want their students to be entre-
preneurial by being innovative, doing new things like incorporating 
real-time audience feedback mechanisms (like by using Twitter) into the 
piece’s performance, or otherwise creating a new concert experience by 
combining things which had never been combined before. The above two 
definitions of entrepreneurship can be further contrasted by Gartner’s 
(1988) own definition – entrepreneurship is simply organization creation 
or “the process by which new organizations come into existence.” If the 
teacher in our imagined example instead viewed entrepreneurship in this 
organization creation sense, they might simply have their students learn 
about the formalities of establishing a legal entity like a corporation or 
non-profit foundation, keeping records, filing taxes, issuing invoices, 
and other aspects of administering an organization. 
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Questions of “What”, “To What Extent”,  
and “How”
To summarize, I have so far argued that how an educator defines the 
concept of entrepreneurship may influence how they teach the subject, 
and that how they perceive the need of the subject may influence to what 
extent they teach it. It is important to note, however, that I have not argued 
there should be only one definition of entrepreneurship (the “what” of 
entrepreneurship in HME) or that there is an objective, optimal extent 
to which entrepreneurship should be integrated in the HME curricu-
lum (the “to what extent” of entrepreneurship); nor it is the intent of this 
paper to argue such points. Instead, I submit that these latter questions 
of normativity are to be decided by the educators themselves based on 
their own arts entrepreneurship pedagogical perspective, which I define 
as being comprised of their definitions of entrepreneurship and their per-
ceptions of its need in the curriculum – and that empirical research is 
lacking which characterizes what these perspectives actually are. Of the 
limited empirical research, which has explored educator perspectives, 
some evidence indicates that Norway may be an interesting context to 
examine these questions in more depth. In their survey of 23 leaders of 
Norwegian HME institutions, Watne and Nymoen (2017) found that a 
majority of participants believed musical skills to be more important than 
entrepreneurial skills when considering their institution’s strategic plans 
for teaching, plans which other research has shown teachers and leaders 
in Norwegian HME often refer to (Angelo et al., 2019). Yet, “a plurality 
of the participants admit[ted] that there is a potential for strengthening 
entrepreneurship teaching at their institutions. One reason given is the 
challenge of balancing entrepreneurship on one hand and ‘pure’ music 
subjects on the other” (p. 367) and that “participants’ own associations 
to the concept of entrepreneurship has an impact on their responses”  
(p. 381), perhaps because the “music field makes it possible for different 
definitions of entrepreneurship” (p. 372). 

Thus, I have the following research questions:

RQ1. What are music teachers’ and administrators’ definitions of entrepreneur-

ship in Norwegian HME?

c h a p t e r  13
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RQ2. To what extent do music teachers and administrators perceive the need of 

entrepreneurship in relation to the current HME curricula in Norway?

RQ3. What existing educational tools, resources, and knowledge are available to 

help teachers teach entrepreneurship in higher music education depending on 

how they choose to teach it?

Method – Empirical Data
To answer research questions 1 and 2, a survey was disseminated to music 
teachers and administrators at institutes of HME in Norway during the 
spring of 2018. The survey was distributed through a variety of informal 
and formal channels such as social networks and e-mail lists. The sam-
pling approach may be characterized as a type of nonprobability con-
venience sampling in which “members of the target population meet 
certain practical criteria, such as easy accessibility, geographical prox-
imity, availability at a given time, or the willingness to participate are 
included for the purpose of the study” (Etikan et al., 2016, p. 2). However, 
this sample was also purposive in the sense that faculty in higher music 
education were the most appropriate individuals to participate in answer-
ing the research questions in this study (Bernard, 2006). The majority 
of institutes of HME in Norway were approached regarding the survey 
and respondents from 4 institutes were willing to participate and thirty- 
seven individuals from faculty responded, with 24 self-reporting their 
role in their HME institution as a “teacher”, 11 as an “administrator”, and 
2 reporting as both “teacher” and “administrator”. 

To answer research question 1, respondents were asked to answer the 
following open-ended question: “How do you define entrepreneurship?” To 
answer research question 2, respondents were first asked to respond to the 
following question using a likert-type scale: “To what extent do you see a 
need for a more market-oriented and entrepreneurial focus in today’s cur-
riculum?” Those respondents who answered either “to some extent”, “to a 
large extent”, or “to a very large extent” to this question were then asked: 
“which concrete changes do you think should be done to the curriculum?” 
This follow-up question was asked to this subset of respondents for the 
following reasons: first, those teachers who see a greater need (McKillip, 
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1987) for entrepreneurship in music education may be more likely to argue 
or work towards its implementation in the HME curriculum in the future 
(Burke, 1991); second, such teachers are being directly asked what “concrete 
changes” they think should be done to the curriculum; and third, these 
responses may provide further qualitative insight into their arts entrepre-
neurship pedagogical perspectives. Readers should note that I relate and 
operationalize the words “entrepreneurship” and “entrepreneurial” in the 
same way that I relate and operationalize the words “music” and “musical”; 
the latter is simply the adjective form of the former, which is a noun.

After a discussion of results from research questions 1 and 2, RQ3 is 
addressed through an organization (via literature search) of some of the 
existing educational tools, resources, and knowledge available in the 
literature to orient the reader to relevant information, depending upon 
their arts entrepreneurship pedagogical perspective. 

Method of Analysis
To analyze the results from research question 1, I use nine definitional 
themes of entrepreneurship which are listed in Table 1 as a template to 
analyze and code the respondents’ responses. This form of “template 
analysis” (Brooks et al., 2015) utilizes the same approach other research-
ers have used to study how music students define entrepreneurship in 
HME (Toscher & Bjørnø, 2019), and is based upon a literature review of 
the most influential and widely cited definitions of entrepreneurship used 
in both the entrepreneurship (Landström et al., 2012) and arts entrepre-
neurship research fields. For each of these definitions, table 1 displays the 
author, the thematic focus of that author’s definition, the word-for-word 
operationalized definition I used to analyze responses, and the full cita-
tion from which the definition first appeared in the literature. This table 
is provided for both the purposes of transparency in my research meth-
odology but also to encourage the reader to familiarize themselves with 
these definitions (which may be new to them) and to begin contemplating 
just how different some of these definitions are. If you recall the previous 
discussion of how the opportunity, innovation, and organization creation 
definitions of entrepreneurship would affect the teaching of the subject, 

c h a p t e r  13
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one can begin to consider how the six other definitional themes influence 
the nature of an assignment in the entrepreneurship classroom. 

To analyze the results for research question 2, I first present the descrip-
tive statistics resulting from the responses to the likert-type scale ques-
tion. I then perform a qualitative content analysis (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; 
Mayring, 2000) of the open-ended responses from respondents who 
indicated a need for more market-oriented and entrepreneurial focus in 
the current curriculum to either “some”, “large”, or “very large” extents. 
These responses are then coded using Bridgstock’s (2013) typology of arts 
entrepreneurship education approaches as a template. Examples of how 
responses were coded according to Bridgstock’s typology can be found in 
the right-hand most column of table 5 in the results section. Bridgstock’s  
(2013) effort may represent the most comprehensive typology of arts 
entrepreneurship education, which could be interpreted as the peda-
gogical manifestation of the perceived needs of entrepreneurship by 
those educators who created the courses which form the basis of such a 
typology. Building on Beckman’s (2007) early empirical efforts to under-
stand the pedagogical approaches to arts entrepreneurship, Bridgstock 
(2013) describes three main approaches to the subject: (1) employability 
and career self-management, (2) being enterprising, and (3) new venture 
creation. While the employability and career self-management approach 
focuses on “the artist’s ability to build a sustainable career through recur-
rently obtaining or creating arts employment, and the skills relating to 
career self-management” (p. 127), and the being enterprising approach is 
about “less tangible capabilities such as opportunity recognition, entre-
preneurial behavior, or resilience … the identification or creation of 
artistic opportunities and exploitation of those opportunities in terms of 
applying or sharing artistic activity in order to add value of some kind” 
(p. 126), the new venture creation approach “is a more traditional view 
which corresponds the most closely to Business School notions of entre-
preneurship … students learn skills and knowledge associated with start-
ing and growing an artistic enterprise, including sales and marketing, 
legal issues, business strategy and finance” (pp. 125–126).

Finally, to analyze the results for research question 3, I use Bridg-
stock’s typology to organize a list of resources, tools, and knowledge in 



m u s i c  t e a c h e r s ’  a n d  a d m i n i s t r ato r s ’

335

conjunction with recent research from Schediwy et al. (2019). Schediwy 
et al. have created an inventory of factors as they relate to each type of arts 
entrepreneurship approach described by Bridgstock and directly address 
a perceived need for entrepreneurship in HME. This inventory of fac-
tors is based on their empirical survey of 167 music students in HME in 
which they used Bridgstock’s typology to identify, articulate, and empir-
ically test 22 concrete factors which determine pedagogical activity; they 
then surveyed music students to understand music students’ perceptions 
of the need for these factors as they relate to their future careers. While 
Schediwy et al. applied these factors to the perspectives of students, this 
study is concerned with these factors as perceived by the music faculty, 
and is thus concerned with how teachers may practically approach teach-
ing arts entrepreneurship depending upon their own perceptions of the 
need for the topic in the curriculum and their pedagogical perspective. 

Results and Discussion
In this section, I present and discuss the results from the survey orga-
nized by their relation to each specific research question. 

RQ1. What are music teachers’ and administrators’ definitions of entrepreneurship?

The results for RQ1 relate to questions of “what” in arts entrepreneurship 
education, and table 2 shows that the most frequent definition offered by 
the respondents relates to opportunity (32%) in the sense proposed by 
Shane and Venkataraman (2000). This indicates that perhaps amongst the 
respondents, the term entrepreneurship is not predominantly viewed to be 
in conflict with aesthetic ideals, such as the notion of “art-for-arts-sake” 
(Beckman, 2005, p. 21). This conflict may emerge by those teachers and 
administrators who view entrepreneurship education as simply vocational 
training, which has been observed to “be a conflict between the mission 
of liberal arts institutions and entrepreneurship education … an obstacle” 
(Beckman, 2007, p. 93). The pedagogical implications of framing entre-
preneurship in this opportunity sense should not be understated. First, 
whereas a teacher’s framing of entrepreneurship as strictly “new venture 
creation” may see students learning relevant information and performing 
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tasks relevant for their career (like how to write a grant application or 
understanding how to set up a legal entity), this information could argu-
ably be learned from books and, as is the case with the trade-offs involved 
in any course design, taught in lieu of other more experiential activi-
ties directly related to recognizing and acting upon opportunities as an 
 artist – something which is arguably relevant for music students who may 
often need to act as “artist-producers” (Bonin-Rodriguez, 2012) in creating 
their own flow of sustainable projects and gigs. Indeed, with only 5% of 
the respondents defining entrepreneurship in the “new venture creation” 
sense, it may appear that the majority of respondents are perhaps in agree-
ment with this perspective. Notably, the second most frequently offered 
definitions relates to “self-employment” (22%). In related research, this was 
the most frequently offered definition on a survey of Norwegian music 
students with approximately 32% of the respondents defining entrepre-
neurship in this way (Toscher & Bjørnø, 2019). It may not be surprising 
that this is the second most common definition of entrepreneurship in this 
study, as “employment and career self-management” has been offered as 
its own type of arts entrepreneurship pedagogy by Bridgstock (2013) due 
to its observed prevalence in practice. An understanding of career options 
and the encouragement of students to take ownership over their careers 
are argued, by Schediwy et al. (2019), to be factors which comprise this 
pedagogical approach. Unsurprisingly, these important and applicable 
aspects of career preview have been explored elsewhere in the literature 
(Bennett & Bridgstock, 2015), and given the nature of portfolio careers 
which many artists must maintain (Cawsey, 1995), it may make sense why 
self-employment was the second most common definition. Further, the 
third most common definition was in the Schumpeterian sense of “inno-
vation”, which may indicate the respondents in general situate the concept 
of entrepreneurship in a broader sense than simply vocational training. 
Regardless, the respondents did not uniformly define entrepreneurship in 
a singular sense, nor do I argue that they should. Instead, I submit that 
how they define entrepreneurship is important since it will influence how 
and what they teach. The findings show that there are indeed many differ-
ent definitions of the term, and that perhaps a first step in making a choice 
in how to teach the subject is an array of choices, which articulates and 

c h a p t e r  13
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makes explicit these different perspectives. In order to consider and re- 
examine how one thinks about a subject, I would argue they first need to 
expose their own thoughts on the subject. In this sense, the present study 
makes a contribution to making explicit such a range of options. 

Table 2 Presents the results of how the respondent music teachers and administrators defined 
entrepreneurship

Definition of Entrepreneurship (Author (s)) # of Respondents % of Sample

Self-Employment / Personal Traits (McClelland) 8 22%

Opportunity (Shane and Venkataraman) 12 32%

Business Creation (Norwegian Dictionary) 3 8%

No answer 3 8%

Organization Creation (Gartner) 4 11%

New Value Creation (Bruyat and Julien) 2 5%

Innovation (Schumpeter) 5 14%

Table 2 – Music Teachers’ and Administrators’ Coded Definitions of 
Entrepreneurship 

RQ2. To what extent do music teachers and administrators perceive the need of 

entrepreneurship in relation to the current HME curricula in Norway?

The results to RQ2 are summarized in tables 3, 4, and 5. Table 3 pres-
ents results which show how respondents perceive the general need of 
entrepreneurship courses in HME and table 4 elaborates on this percep-
tion by showing to what extent respondents’ perceive a need for a more 
 market-oriented and entrepreneurial focus in the current HME curricu-
lum. Table 5 further builds upon these perceptions of the extent of need, 
and displays results for the concrete changes which should be made to the 
current HME curriculum according to those respondents who perceive a 
further need for entrepreneurship to “some” or a “large” extent. 

The results of RQ2 relate to questions of “what extent” in arts entre-
preneurship education, and table 3 shows that a large majority (95%) of 
respondents view a need for entrepreneurship courses in Norwegian 
HME. This result is a piece of evidence which could indicate that the con-
flict between arts and entrepreneurship described elsewhere in the liter-
ature (Bonin-Rodriguez, 2012; Bridgstock, 2013; Moore, 2016) may not be 
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a significant issue for the respondents in terms of their view of its need in 
the curriculum. Watne and Nymoen’s (2017) finding that in Norwegian 
HME there were at least 35 courses where entrepreneurship is a stated 
competency goal and 49 obligatory courses where entrepreneurship is 
either a minor or main component of that course further supports this 
view. They also found that entrepreneurship courses had been increas-
ingly offered since 2011. As seen in table 4, the majority (57%) perceive 
there to be a need for a more market-oriented and entrepreneurial focus 
in the curriculum to “some extent” and 19% to a “large extent”, perhaps 
indicating that the trend Watne and Nymoen observed may continue 
into the future. While roughly a quarter (24%) of the respondents view 
the need for more entrepreneurship to a “very little” or “little” extent, 
the concrete changes prescribed by those who perceive a greater need 
reveal what type of arts entrepreneurship pedagogical approaches should 
be implemented. Table 5 displays the distribution of these prescriptive 
changes using Bridgstock’s (2013) typology of arts entrepreneurship 
pedagogy, with 61% prescribing career self-management, 7% prescribing 
being enterprising, and 14% prescribing the new venture creation type of 
arts entrepreneurship pedagogy. Eighteen percent could not be coded 
to Bridgstock’s typology; however, based upon these specific responses, 
this seems much more likely due to a misunderstanding of the question 
rather than respondents providing a response which could not be reason-
ably coded to the typology as it currently is, as opposed to representing 
a potentially fourth type of pedagogy. Whether there is indeed a fourth 
type of pedagogy is another interesting question, which could perhaps be 
answered by performing a thorough analysis of entrepreneurship curric-
ula and course descriptions in HME all over the world. Examples of how 
these responses were coded are included in table 5. 

These results are not particularly surprising when considered in light 
of the frequency which the “self-employment” definition was provided by 
respondents. The predominance of this career self-management perspec-
tive seems to be consistent with other discussions regarding vocational 
training in the arts entrepreneurship literature, which again may not be 
a big surprise. It is also notable that despite “opportunity” being the most 
commonly provided definition of entrepreneurship by respondents, the 
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pedagogical approach in which the idea of opportunity recognition and 
action arguably most closely fits – the “being enterprising” approach – 
was prescribed the least frequently. One can speculate in many different 
directions as to why this is the case. But I will offer a few potential ideas. 
First, perhaps in the field of arts entrepreneurship education, where to 
many administrators the “practical experience of potential instructors” 
is balanced against their “academic legitimacy” (Beckman, 2007 p. 94), 
such educators may lack to a certain extent formal pedagogical train-
ing related to the “being enterprising” approach. This approach closely 
resembling other experiential entrepreneurship education with origins 
in the disciplines of business and economics (Cooper et al., 2004; Neck & 
Corbett, 2018). Alternatively, it could be these respondents are personally 
aware of the real and observed demands of being a self-employed musi-
cian in a portfolio career that awaits students after they graduate. This 
reality might simply weigh more heavily on the minds’ of these respon-
dents, and that the correspondent career self-management approach is 
perhaps more concrete than the “less tangible” (Bridgstock, 2013, p. 126) 
approach of being enterprising, thus arguably more appropriate to address 
what some may call a HME in “crisis” (Orning, 2017). 

While I cannot conclusively argue for a new typology of arts entre-
preneurship pedagogical perspectives, various responses in the survey 
allude to the broad spectrum of views when it comes to the suitability 
and extent entrepreneurship’s integration in HME. For example, while 
one respondent said that “we need to assure that entrepreneurial think-
ing is a common thread throughout all the music performance subjects. 
[Entrepreneurship] has to be integrated into other subjects to a greater 
extent rather than replacing them.” Another said there should be a “big 
focus on creating your own projects/brands, and give students knowledge 
and tools to maintain/administer these.” However, other respondents 
took a rather different perspective. One noted that “I think it is sad such 
a [entrepreneurship] course is necessary in music education, I think to 
be a musician should be the only thing necessary in a music education,” 
and another that “I am also unsure to which degree it should be up to 
the educational institutions to take care of this knowledge. As I said in 
the previous answer, I think it is up to the students themselves, which 
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has a lot of positive sides.” This could be interpreted as evidence of the 
previously documented debates regarding entrepreneurship’s place in the 
arts curriculum (Bonin-Rodriguez, 2012; Moore, 2016; Roberts, 2013), but 
more importantly, it points to the diversity, importance and power of the 
individual teacher’s perspective. Further, this qualitative result also tells a 
somewhat different story than the quantitative results from RQ1 and RQ2 
discussed earlier – a subtle narrative difference which perhaps reinforces 
the importance and influence of a single individual teacher’s autonomy 
and perspective on the matter. It is the teacher, after all, who has a regular 
practice of meeting the student during the coursework. 

Table 3  Respondents (Teachers and Administrators) Perceptions of the Need for 
Entrepreneurship Courses in Norwegian HME

“Is there a need for music-oriented entrepreneurship courses at  
institutes of higher education in Norway?”

# of Respondents % of Sample

Yes 35 95%

No 2 5%

Table 4 Respondents (Teachers and Administrators) Perceptions of the Extent of the Need for A 
More Market-Oriented and Entrepreneurial Focus in the Current Curriculum

“To what extent do you see a need for a more market-oriented and  
entrepreneurial focus in today’s curriculum?”

Extent of Further Need # of Respondents % of Sample

To a very little extent 3 8%

To a little extent 6 16%

To some extent 21 57%

To a large extent 7 19%

RQ3. What existing educational tools, resources, and knowledge are available to 

help teachers teach entrepreneurship in higher music education depending on how 

they choose to teach it?

Table 6 presents a list of factors from Schediwy et al.’s (2019) Perceived Need 
of Entrepreneurship Education Scale. This scale is comprised of a list of 
factors which are then organized into one of 3 arts entrepreneurship educa-
tion pedagogical types described by Bridgstock (2013). I then present, in the 
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Table 5 Responses by Surveyed Teachers and Administrators as to What Concrete Changes 
Should be Made to Current Curriculum

Those who answered there is a further need for entrepreneurship to ‘some extent’,  
to a ‘large extent’, were asked “what concrete changes should be made?”  

Responses coded to Bridgstock, 2013

Arts 
Entrepreneurship 
Pedagogical 
Approach 
(Bridgstock, 2013)

# of 
Respondents

% Example Responses

Career Self 
Management

17 61% R13: “Give the students various practical 
experiences during their bachelor studies, so 
that they come in contact with working life 
and the music field. To a greater extent include 
project based courses which give students 
experience with entrepreneurial thinking which 
is relevant for musicians.” -- R12: “I Don’t know. 
I think it is sad that such a subject is necessary 
in a music education, because I think to be a 
musician should be the only important thing 
in the education. I also see however that a 
certain level of knowledge about the market and 
entrepreneurship can be necessary to be able to 
meet the working life.”

Being Enterprising 2 7% R23: “Entrepreneurship is necessary but it is 
almost receiving too much focus. It shouldn’t be 
the new religion. Teaching in entrepreneurship 
should have with it the philosophical and 
ideological foundations that entrepreneurial 
thought builds upon.” -- R6: “We have to ensure 
that entrepreneurial thinking goes as a ‘common 
thread’ through all music performance courses. It 
has to be integrated in other courses to a greater 
extent rather than becoming it’s own subject.”

New Venture 
Creation

4 14% R25: “Greater focus on making your own 
projects/brands, and giving the students the 
knowledge and tools to manage/adminster 
these.” -- R35: “Involve the students more in 
concert production: make an interesting concert 
program, plan a tour, run public relations, 
promote ideas and concepts around the concert 
to the audience.”

Could not be  
coded //  
No answer

5 18% R30: “I base my choice here on statements I 
have heard from students. I know too little about 
teaching and teaching components to suggest 
changes or improvements.” -- R19: “We should 
prepare for more study programs where students 
that don’t fit into classical, jazz or folk music can 
also be adapted for the teaching.”
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Table 6 (Continued)
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Table 6 Existing Knowledge, Tools, and Resources Addressing Specific Perceived Needs for 
Entrepreneurship Education in HME

Factor from Perceived Need of 
Entrepreneurship Education Scale 
(adapted from Schediwy et al., 2019)

Promising Existing Resource Which Explores This 
Factor in Depth

Employment and Career Self-Management

Self-confidence Bandura, A. (2010). Self-efficacy. The Corsini 
encyclopedia of psychology, 1–3.

Dealing with challenges in music 
industry

Vaag, J., Giæver, F., & Bjerkeset, O. (2014). Specific 
demands and resources in the career of the 
Norwegian freelance musician. Arts & Health, 6(3), 
205–222.

Being flexible and adaptive in career Johnson, S. (2015). Who moved my cheese? Random 
House.

Encouragement in ownership of career Hall, D. T. (2004). The protean career: A quarter-
century journey. Journal of vocational behavior, 65(1), 
1–13.

Career options in music sector Baskerville, D., & Baskerville, T. (2018). Music 
business handbook and career guide. Sage 
Publications.

Managing uncertainty and taking risk “Strategies for Dealing with Uncertainty and Risk”, 
pp. 39–43. Anderton, C., Dubber, A., & James, M. 
(2012). Understanding the music industries. Sage.

Being Enterprising

Identifying and recognizing 
opportunities

Saks, N. T., & Gaglio, C. M. (2002). Can opportunity 
identification be taught? Journal of Enterprising 
Culture, 10(04), 313–347.

Innovative thinking Brousseau, K. R., Driver, M. J., Eneroth, K., & Larson, 
R. (1996). Career pandemonium: Realigning 
organizations and individuals. Academy of 
Management Perspectives, 10(4), 52–66.

“What record labels think is good 
music”

Essling, Christian and Koenen, Johannes and 
Peukert, Christian, Competition for Attention 
in the Digital Age: The Case of Single Releases 
in the Recorded Music Industry (May 22, 
2017). Information Economics and Policy, 
Forthcoming. Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/
abstract=2444708 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.2444708 

Self promotion to record labels, 
publishers, and syncing services

Powers, D. (2011). Bruce Springsteen, rock criticism, 
and the music business: Towards a theory and 
history of hype. Popular Music and Society, 34(02), 
203–219.

“What music journalists care about” Kearney, S. A. (2010). Could the professional 
music journalist vanish in the digital age URL: 
www. clearmindedcreative. com/wp-content/
uploads/2011/04/Could-the-Professional-Music-
Journalist-Vanish. pdf.



m u s i c  t e a c h e r s ’  a n d  a d m i n i s t r ato r s ’

343

Factor from Perceived Need of 
Entrepreneurship Education Scale 
(adapted from Schediwy et al., 2019)

Promising Existing Resource Which Explores This 
Factor in Depth

Understanding audience preference 
and behavior

Participations Journal of Audience & Reception 
Studies https://www.participations.org/

Developing audience Beeching, A. M. (2016). Who is audience? Arts and 
Humanities in Higher Education, 15(3–4), 395–400.

Promoting to journalists Waters, R. D., Tindall, N. T., & Morton, T. S. (2010). 
Media catching and the journalist–public relations 
practitioner relationship: How social media are 
changing the practice of media relations. Journal of 
Public Relations Research, 22(3), 241–264.

New Venture Creation

Managerial finance Warren, C., Reeve, J. M., & Duchac, J. (2013). 
Financial & managerial accounting. Cengage Learning. 
(*The applicability of law varies jurisdiction by 
jurisdiction, or country by country; so educators 
are advised to find a resource which applies to their 
jurisdiction/country.)

Business Strategy Sarasvathy, S. D. (2001). Causation and effectuation: 
Toward a theoretical shift from economic inevitability 
to entrepreneurial contingency. Academy of 
management Review, 26(2), 243–263.

Marketing O’Reilly, D., Larsen, G., Kubacki, K., & Larsen, G. 
(2013). Music, markets and consumption. Oxford: 
Goodfellow Publishers Limited.

Starting a business Educators are advised to find a resource which is 
suitable for your jurisdiction/country/state regarding 
incorporation of a business.

Legal issues in the music industry Stim, R. (2018). Music law: How to run your band’s 
business. Nolo. (*The applicability of law varies 
jurisdiction by jurisdiction, or country by country; 
so educators are advised to find a resource which 
applies to their jurisdiction/country)

Writing grant applications DeVereaux, C. (2015). Fund-Raising and Grant-
Writing Basics for Arts Managers. The Arts 
Management Handbook: New Directions for Students 
and Practitioners

Gamble, J. R., Brennan, M., & McAdam, R. (2017). A 
rewarding experience? Exploring how crowdfunding 
is affecting music industry business models. Journal 
of business research, 70, 25–36.

Selling music Peter Tschmuck’s Music Business Research article 
database is a comprehensive resource which contains 
many articles related to selling music in the music 
industry, as well as other factors listed in this table: 
https://musicbusinessresearch.wordpress.com/
article-database/ (Accessed January 23, 2020)
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right hand column, promising existing resources which explores these fac-
tors in greater depth and could be used as an educational tool, resource, or 
record of knowledge to help teachers of entrepreneurship in higher music 
education, depending on which factor they perceive to be important and 
which type of arts entrepreneurship pedagogy they embrace. 

Finally, while it is not the aim of this paper to thoroughly examine 
such individual teacher autonomy nor to argue for the importance of such 
autonomy, table 6 does provide existing knowledge, tools, and resources 
which address specific perceived needs for entrepreneurship education in 
HME. The intention behind this table is to direct the reader (who may per-
haps be a teacher interested in arts entrepreneurship education) to exist-
ing resources and knowledge, and allow the reader to direct themselves to 
those resources depending upon how they perceive the need of entrepre-
neurship in music education, and as such, respects their autonomy. The list 
is not exhaustive, and is merely a starting point for further study. 

Limitations
This study has a few limitations. First, despite that respondents provide 
their own definitions and perceptions of the need for entrepreneurship in 
HME, this may not be a perfect proxy for understanding how those who 
teach entrepreneurship in these institutional contexts actually do so in 
practice. In the future, a case study could be conducted with a purposeful 
sample of the teachers actually teaching entrepreneurship at these insti-
tutions in order to study their perspectives in greater depth. Second, a 
future study could benefit from both building on some of the initial find-
ings from this exploratory pilot survey in order to build a refined survey 
instrument and increase the number of respondents. While there were 
thirty-seven respondents for the survey used in this study, there are many 
more teachers and administrators working in HME – meaning this num-
ber of respondents could be seen as low. This study has not attempted to 
make statistical predictions to larger populations or to demonstrate any 
causality or correlative relationship – thus increasing the total number of 
respondents in a future study could help further characterize the perspec-
tives of those teaching in Norwegian HME. Further, my nonprobability 
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sampling approach in this study could be considered convenience sam-
pling (Etikan et al., 2016), thus the findings are limited to the samples 
themselves, rather than as representative of a broader population (such 
as, for example, the entirety of teachers in higher music education in 
either Norway or the entire world) due to uncertainties surrounding gen-
eralizability. In convenience samples as in this study, participation is to a 
large extent based on whom I had access to and whom was willing to par-
ticipate in a study, thus raising the prospect that those participants who 
feel strongly about an issue may be the individuals more likely to partici-
pate (Sousa et al., 2004). This is a potential response bias which should be 
recognized as a limitation. Third, besides respondents’ self-reporting as 
either a “teacher” or “administrator”, this study does not make use of any 
other information which could further describe respondents’ roles and 
responsibilities within their educational institution. Future studies could 
examine their perspectives on entrepreneurship based on a more granu-
lar analysis of these varying roles and responsibilities, and whether there 
are any interesting differences between such perspectives or between 
teachers and administrators. This type of analysis, however, was not the 
aim of this study. Finally, it should be noted that the empirical context 
of this study is in Norwegian HME, and that there exists a diversity of 
socio-economic and cultural contexts throughout the world. In turn, var-
ious endogenous aspects of such cultural contexts may have an impact on 
this study’s findings or impacts on a future study, if it was conducted in a 
different socio-economic context. For example, there could be significant 
differences in cultural policy and the perspectives on the roles of both the 
market and the state as a source for finance or economic stimulus in the 
professional lives of musicians when comparing contexts such as the USA 
and Norway. As such, the reader is encouraged to consider the context 
of this study, and it may be of interest in future studies to replicate this 
study’s approach in a variety of different contexts.

Conclusion
This study has empirically explored music teachers’ and administrators’ 
perspectives on entrepreneurship in Norwegian higher music education –  
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in particular questions related to the “what”, “to what extent”, and “how” 
of entrepreneurship in HME. Through a small survey, the results indi-
cate that the most common definitions of entrepreneurship relate to the 
“opportunity”, “self-employment” and “innovation” definitions of the 
word – indicating the respondents do not view entrepreneurship as sim-
ply business creation, but frame the concept a bit more broadly as it relates 
to a life living, working, and creating as a musician. However, while 95% 
of respondents perceive a need for entrepreneurship courses in the HME 
curriculum and 76% perceive that the current curriculum needs a more 
market-oriented and entrepreneurial focus to either “some” or a “large 
extent”, 61% of these respondents think such changes should be imple-
mented through what may be characterized as the career self-management  
type of arts entrepreneurship pedagogy. The tendency to prescribe this 
type of pedagogical approach most frequently, despite the prevalence of 
the “opportunity” definition offered by respondents and that “opportu-
nity” most closely relates to the competing being enterprising approach, 
is an interesting finding. One can further question whether this is due 
to a lack of formal training or familiarity in experiential education ped-
agogy associated with the being enterprising approach in arts entrepre-
neurship pedagogy; or whether the more immediate, practical concerns 
of the likely realities of self-employment/portfolio careers faced by stu-
dents upon graduation may explain this notable discrepancy. Regardless, 
through the examination of the diversity of perspectives of entrepreneur-
ship in HME, the importance and influence of the individual educator’s 
perspective and pedagogical autonomy is highlighted amidst what some 
may call the increasing institutionalization of entrepreneurship into HME 
as interpreted by its recent growth. The question of how and what should 
be taught is a normative inquiry which is not the aim of this chapter, and 
is perhaps better addressed in a broader analysis of educational policy 
and what the goals of HME should be. Irrespective, an evidence-based 
investigation which might include an examination of identified needs 
from professional musicians within a given socio-economic context or 
the measured learning outcomes of pedagogical interventions, may be a 
significant contribution to the study of what and how entrepreneurship 
in HME should be taught. But for now, a list of resources related to the 
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teaching of entrepreneurship in the context of HME – depending on an 
individual’s own arts entrepreneurship pedagogical perspective – is pro-
vided in an effort to assist those in this quickly growing field.
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Abstract: In this chapter, we examine how music/teacher education is represented on 
the websites of four Norwegian institutions that offer diverse kinds of music/teacher 
education at the BA, MA, and PhD levels and that offer qualifications for all types of 
music teaching professions in Norway. These four cases serve as examples of the main 
traditions of music/teacher educations in the Nordic area, with distinctive differences 
in their notions of music, pedagogy, professional orientation, and research. The anal-
ysis is theoretically grounded in Foucault’s concepts of power/knowledge and govern-
mentality. The findings suggest, on the one hand, considerable variations among the 
institutions and, on the other hand, similarities in how the representations operate 
in a range of steering techniques in the ways that these education programs, orienta-
tions, groups, and individuals are portrayed. The concluding discussion questions the 
power/knowledge constructions that provide authority to the dominating discourses, 
critically pointing to some effects that diverse representations might have for posi-
tions, ambitions, and individuals. Getting the diverse communities of music/teacher 
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educations to communicate seems imperative to evolve more reflexive, conscious, and 
participative music/teacher education programs in the 21st century. 

Keywords: music teacher education, higher music education, website analyses, 
governmentality, power/knowledge 

Music/teacher education in Norway is located in both higher music edu-
cation (e.g., music academies) and in teacher education (at universities and 
colleges) institutions. These institutions are built on numerous traditions, 
foregrounding variations of music and modes of music education, teacher 
education and pedagogy, or the traditions combining these. The relation 
between music/teacher education and diverse music teacher professions 
in Nordic countries was previously identified to follow specific paths: 
universities educated teachers for upper secondary school, music conser-
vatories educated teachers for music schools, and teacher education pro-
grams educated teachers for compulsory school (Nielsen, 2001). Because 
of extensive merging and collaboration in vocational fields and in the 
field of higher education, these paths are no longer as distinct (Aglen & 
Karlsen, 2017; Eidsvaag & Angelo, 2021; Holgersen & Holst, 2020;  Nielsen, 
2010). Today, musicians, teachers, and music teachers might combine a 
range of vocational tasks at the intersection of performing and teach-
ing, correspondingly music teacher qualifications can be earned through 
many routes. A considerable body of discourse-oriented research has 
examined these fields, focusing on music teachers’ practices and negoti-
ations of professional identity and expertise (Ericsson & Lindgren, 2011; 
Jordhus-Lier, 2018; Krüger, 2000; Nerland, 2003; Mills, 2004). Interna-
tionally, there is a growing interest in evolving music teacher education 
programs to responsibly and inclusively embrace cultural, contextual, 
and local diversity (Benedict & Schmidt, 2014; Bowman, 2007; Kaschub 
& Smith, 2014). While the diverse music education practices in schools 
and society merge in the vocational field, this merging has not necessarily 
influenced the different music teacher programs. For example, although 
generalist music teacher education seems to train teachers to be compe-
tent in classroom management and group activities as singing and danc-
ing, specialist music teacher education leads to practices of nurturing 
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individual skills in instruments, composing, and listening (Sætre, 2014, 
2018). Music teaching seems to a great extent to be personally conducted, 
dependent on the individual teacher and his/her competence, confidence, 
and background (Dobrowen, 2020; Georgii-Hemming & Westwall, 2010; 
Kaschub & Smith, 2014). Music is also observed to be a threatened subject 
and area of practical and specialized knowledge area in teacher educa-
tion, suppressed by less economically demanding arts subjects (Lindgren 
& Ericsson, 2011; Nielsen, 2010). So far, little research has been conducted 
on the institution’s websites and their role in gearing knowledge develop-
ment in the specific directions in this field. This chapter is a contribution 
in that regard.

Websites are a main way of recruiting new students and of reflecting 
and constructing institutional visions, values, achievements, and learning 
opportunities for the public and for the internal audience. Studies of the 
websites of educational institutions have been conducted within several 
fields (Callahan, 2005; Campbell-Price, 2017; Leathwood & Read, 2009; 
Zhang & O’Halloran, 2013). Studies of university prospectuses suggest an 
increased shift from how universities earlier communicated their identity 
as academic communities of scholars and learners toward increased mar-
ketization and the use of corporate branding language (Askehave, 2007; 
Fairclough, 1993; Hoang & Rojas-Lizana, 2015; Lažetić, 2019; Saichaie, 
2011). Differences in university websites have also been identified as the 
consequences of national and institutional cultures (Callahan, 2005). Our 
approach to the examination of music/teacher education websites focuses 
on the negotiations of power/knowledge relations and the steering tech-
niques that these include. Following Foucault’s thinking on “authorship”, 
we consider the authors of the websites as discursive entities who are 
“speaking” on behalf of the dominating discourses in each institution 
(Bayne, 2006; Foucault, 1977). 

The background for this chapter is the research network MiU (Musikk-
pedagogikk i utvikling/Music Pedagogy in Development), established in 
2018 through a collaboration among the four institutions that this chapter 
focuses on. Today, the MiU network consists of four institutions, five depart-
ments, and around 60 researchers employed at institutions that (intention-
ally or unintentionally) educate music teachers for schools, kindergartens, 
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societies, communities, and higher education (Angelo, 2020, F1). These 
institutions and departments are built on different and even contradictory 
traditions but have in common that they qualify music teachers/musicians 
that also teach many of the same music teacher positions in the merged 
fields of practice. Discussions among researchers at the various seminars 
and workshops offered by the MiU network from 2018 to 2020 have led to 
several questions about what courses the different institutions offered, the 
titles of those courses and education programs, employees’ titles, and the 
main aims for each education program. Institutionalized habits and norms 
were identified and questioned. For example, discussions arose about the 
variety of terms used for subjects, disciplines, professional titles, and prac-
tices – even though the content was more or less the same; also, the titles 
of professional positions and subjects were similar but reflected dissimilar 
content and practices. Those discussions and observations led us to the 
idea of thematizing the institutionalized differences and addressing the 
following research question: How is music/teacher education represented 
and conducted through the websites of four different institutions? The 
slash sign in “music/teacher education” is employed to mark that not all of 
these institutions have music teacher education as their primary target. For 
example, two of the institutions are first and foremost teacher educations, 
with explicit mandates to educate teachers for kindergartens or school, in 
diverse kinds of subjects and knowledge areas. Another institution in the 
study is primarily oriented toward educating musicians and musicologists, 
with pedagogical education as only one of several choices for the students. 
Still, all these institutions educate teachers, and who are qualified to teach 
music, or educate musicians/musicologists, and who are also qualified to 
teach – in schools, kindergartens and a merged practice field. An inten-
tion of the current study is not to identify any “right” or “wrong” music 
teacher education but to scrutinize the diverse representations of music 
pedagogical qualification that are expressed on the four chosen institu-
tions’ websites. We mirror them in each other and suggest correctives and 
discussions that might provide reflexive and conscious approaches toward 
qualifying music/teachers in the twenty-first century. Before we present 
the research design and the four cases and discuss our findings, we first 
outline our theoretical premises. 

c h a p t e r  14



t h e  d i s c u r s i v e  t e r m s  o f  m u s i c / t e a c h e r  e d u c at i o n 

355

Theoretical Premises
Theoretically, this chapter uses a discourse-oriented approach, where the 
term “discourse” is drawn from social sciences and cultural studies. Lean-
ing first and foremost on Foucault’s theories, discourse is employed as a 
concept connected with power and conducting for institutionalized ways 
of reasoning and acting. More specifically, the theoretical premises for this 
chapter are built on Foucault’s (1998/1980) thoughts on power/knowledge 
and forms of steering and steering technologies, developed in his later 
writings and progressing from his earlier works on unfolding how historic- 
specific processes led to certain perceptions, articulations, and procedures 
in specific fields of knowledge (e.g., Foucault, 1966/1989, 1988, 1995/1975, 
2003/1963). In particular, the chapter builds on the term “governmentality”, 
which concerns the nature of power and the steering techniques that power 
operates in modern society (Dean, 2006; Foucault, 1991; Rose, 1996). Even 
though the term “power” rarely appears in study plans and strategy docu-
ments, this approach enables us to consider how power operates in the offi-
cial representations of these education programs. Foucault sees power as 
productive rather than repressive and as mediated through all participants 
in a community rather than as a force directed from the top of the hierarchy. 
In fields of power/knowledge, for example, in the field of music pedagogy, 
certain perceptions, articulations, and terms are at stake. Related to this 
chapter, for example, are the ways to posit music as a subject, how music 
teacher qualifications are earned, and what they consist of, as well as ways 
to consider individuals as students, educators, and student applicants in 
relation to the education programs. In an analysis of governmentality, one 
main aim is to unfold how knowledge and power connect in specific ways 
and to determine which steering rationalities are included (Dean, 2006, 
p. 15). Through, for example, disciplinary power, pastoral power or biopo-
litical power, or through steering rationality as liberalism and risk conduct, 
individuals and groups can be seen to incorporate self-conduct and self- 
monitoring to integrate well into a given power/knowledge community, 
or to “identitate” (Schei, 2007) specific self-understandings. “Discipline”, 
in Foucauldian terms, is a mechanism of power that regulates the behav-
iors of individuals in a social society, while “pastoral” power encompasses 
these mechanisms toward some kind of “salvation” (Christianity), and 
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“biopolitical” power also concerns an individual’s biological and social 
body, including illness, health, life, and death. Thus, the institutions that 
serve as Cases 1–4 in the current study can be seen to fuel power through 
their website portrayals of individuals, learning activities, and knowledge 
development and to posit certain visions, ideals, and expertise as normal 
and rewarding. 

According to Foucault, education is one of the strongest mechanisms in 
society because of its “claims for truth”. Given that, not only is knowledge 
power but the paths toward knowledge are also paved with power. With 
governmentality as our theoretical lens, we aim to examine how power 
displays in subtle mechanisms that merge outer, direct, and visible steer-
ing with inner steering, such as self-discipline, ownership, and autonomy 
(Dean, 2006). The individual’s participation in any power/knowledge 
community is authorized through incorporating specific perceptions, 
aims, and ways of using language; then, power operates to facilitate and 
stimulate certain actions and ways of thinking. In Rose’s (1996) theories 
about governmentality and advanced liberal conduct, power operates 
with reference to the individuals as “free subjects” with the capability, 
responsibility, and agency to make wise choices on their own. Molding 
and regulating individuals and groups through representations of music/
teacher education can thus be viewed as ways of orchestrating the com-
munities toward specific positionings and actions.

Methodology
In this methodological part of the chapter, we describe our data material, 
our analytical approach and ethical considerations, and the four music/
teacher education institutions which this study concerns (Cases 1–4).

The data material consists of screenshots (June 2020) of the official 
websites, including hyperlinks to course descriptions and descriptions 
of mission and vision, and subgroups and employees at the institutions 
investigated: (Case 1) Norwegian University of Science and Technology 
(NTNU), Department of Music; (Case 2) Queen Maud University College 
(DMMH); (Case 3) Nord University; and (Case 4) NTNU, Department of 
Teacher Education. All of these web pages are stored as PDFs using the 
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Fireshot software and can be found in the OSF repository.1 The web pages 
are arranged by institution and number and will be referred to in the 
text as, for example, “C1, F1”—meaning: Case 1, Fireshot 1. Some websites 
exist only in Norwegian, so the translation to English used in the analysis 
section is done by the authors. Geographically, these four institutions are 
close (< 80 km; all located in the mid-Norwegian county Trøndelag), but 
the traditions and profiles of these institutions are different. Together, 
they qualify music teachers for kindergartens, schools, music and art 
schools, and universities. They all offer music/teacher education at the 
BA, MA, and PhD levels (alone or in collaboration with others) through 
the study programs of music performance, music technology, and musi-
cology (along with one-year practical pedagogical education), vocational 
music teacher education, early childhood teacher education, general 
music teacher education for compulsory school, and specialized music 
teacher education.

The analytical work with this material follows a path framed by  
Jackson and Mazzei (2012) as a theory-driven approach to qualitative 
research. From this, the analytical process is more focused on identifi-
cations of steering techniques and knowledge/power relations based on 
a Foucauldian reading and less focused on following specific analytical 
steps. This theoretical approach also follows a considerable path of dis-
course theoretical studies within Nordic research in music education 
from 2000 onwards (Angelo et al., 2019; Jordhus-Lier, 2018; Krüger 2000; 
Lindgren & Ericsson, 2011; Nerland, 2003; Nielsen & Karlsen, 2020; Rolle 
et al., 2017). In this chapter, the term “discourse” is drawn from the field 
of social sciences and cultural studies and labels the whole set of terms, 
issues, and formulations embedded in a given cultural field. Steaming from 
Foucault’s theories and development of the term discourse (from 1960), 
we employ discourse as a social theoretical term connected to power and 
reflecting on how power in society materializes in institutionalized ways 
of reasoning and acting. From this approach, researchers might iden-
tify certain discourses as, for example, dominating (commonly accepted 
ways to view and speak about certain matters), hegemonic (supreme, 

1 https://osf.io/zdp7u/. Choose + on the option “data”, and the PDFs turn up.
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interconnected with an ideology that justifies a society’s acceptance of 
truths and normality), or antagonistic (opposing the given truths and 
normality, struggling among themselves to gain hegemonic positions). 
In the huge variations of how discourse-oriented research is connected, 
Angermüller (2015) suggests distinguishing between discourse-analytical 
paths, which follow exact methodological procedures, and discourse the-
oretical paths, which read the data from theoretical views without fol-
lowing particular steps and procedures. The current study follows the 
discourse theoretical path. 

The ethical considerations in the present study concern the ways that we 
present our institutions and colleagues and how we engage in the analyti-
cal process concerning “our own” institutions’ websites. Website/document 
studies have advantages regarding openness, availability, stability (in PDF), 
lack of obtrusiveness, and reactivity (Bowen, 2009). Still, the analysis and 
interpretations of these websites can lead to different connections, patterns, 
and conclusions. Even though an insider perspective can be beneficial to 
pinpoint and more deeply explain the historical development and effects 
of identified steering mechanisms, we have thoroughly engaged in reading 
each other’s websites and questioned and rechecked in-progress analyses. 
The analysis has been conducted as a “bottom-up” approach, beginning 
with the body of website information. Ongoing discussions in our institu-
tions – that are not represented on these websites – on the potential effects 
and causes have not been included in the analysis. With a social construc-
tive approach, our aim is still not to present any one and only “truth”, but 
to provide transparent and respectful interpretations and discussions with 
transient references to specific websites (as PDF files in the OSF repository) 
and previous research. The study is conducted in line with the Norwegian 
Guidelines for Research Ethics in the Social Sciences, Humanities, Law 
and Theology (NESH, 2016) and the guidelines and requirements from 
the Norwegian Data Protection Services (NSD). Internet research is the-
matized in both these guidelines, but still, there exist several gray zones. 
Direct consultation with the NSD gave us clear directions in storing and 
treating the websites from research ethical perspectives. One main conse-
quence of these consultations is that all individual names and photographs 
on the websites are blurred in the OSF repository. 
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The specific questions that frame our analyses are the following: 
(1)  What dominating discourses mark the representation of music/
teacher education on the institutions’ websites? (2) How are teachers and 
students positioned within the area of music education on these websites? 
(3) Which steering techniques can be identified to conduct educators and 
students through these representations? Before we discuss the findings, 
we briefly present our four institutions. 

The Four Cases
Case I. NTNU, Department of Music (IMU)
The Department of Music (IMU) has 450 students and 100 employees. 
IMU has developed over the past 40 years from a teacher training college 
(later: NTNU, Department of Musicology) and an independent conser-
vatory, being firmly anchored in a teaching program, to a professional 
education program integrated with NTNU that also meets the academic 
conceptions of knowledge, practices, and qualifications. Upon integra-
tion, the department’s only pedagogical position disappeared because 
ILU (Case 4) took over responsibility for pedagogy. 

IMU offers studies within four programs: music performance studies 
(including practical pedagogical education), musicology, music technol-
ogy, and dance studies (C1, F1). These programs all define their social mis-
sion by giving descriptions of job opportunities after study completion 
(C1, F5). The term “music pedagogue” does not appear among these social 
missions although the contents have significant pedagogical elements 
related to the job market and aim to qualify students for music teacher 
positions in compulsory schools and music schools. Music pedagogy is 
not mentioned in the titles of courses, with the exception of Instrumen-
tal Didactics,2 which is an add-on course that performance students can 
choose. IMU has no MA program in music education, but several of the 

2 The term “didactic” as used in Scandinavian education context relies to the German term 
“Didaktik”, which has a very different meaning than the English term “didactics” and can be 
explained as the science of teaching. Please see the introduction chapter in this book for a more 
thorough elaboration.
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MA theses in musicology (C1, F11) and a few of the MA theses in music 
performance (artistic/scientific interpretation) are characterized by their 
pedagogical focus. 

Even if the department staff participate in artistic and creative activ-
ities in national and international contexts, their titles only reflect their 
level in the academic hierarchy, such as professor, senior researcher, or 
assistant professor (C1, F2). There is one exception: there is an associate 
professor of music didactics (C1, F8) (author 4). 

Case II. Queen Maud University College (DMMH)
Queen Maud University College (DMMH) is a private college with the social 
mandate to educate early childhood education teachers; there are approx-
imately 1,400 students and 150 employees. In 2013, “Preschool Teacher” 
was renamed “Early Childhood Teacher Education”. This marked a shift 
in the view of children as “becomings” to children as “beings”. Today’s 
framework of Norwegian kindergarten (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2018, 
pp. 11–21) emphasizes the kindergarten as a cultural arena and one for 
children’s participation and democracy, including children’s play, wonder, 
and exploring. However, at the same time, several significant alterations 
appeared in early childhood teacher education. One was that the aspects 
of art and children’s culture were diminished in the field of education, 
replaced with more focus on learning (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2012). 
In all course plans pursued by the new framework, clear requirements are 
set for measurable learning outcomes. Another significant change was 
that education became centered around interdisciplinary subjects instead 
of specific disciplines and subjects, and general pedagogy was included 
among the interdisciplinary subjects.3 The reason for this was expressed 
in the curriculum framework: to target the education toward the teaching 
profession (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2018, 2012). This led to that devel-
opment that even though the title of the educational program and the 
profession turned away from the term “school”, schooling, learning, and 
pedagogy were emphasized more.

3 Course plans, DMMH: https://studier.dmmh.no/nb/studieplaner
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DMMH offers a BA (180 credit points [cp]) through four different pro-
grams with their own profiles and also four MA programs (120 cp) in the 
following areas: (1) a general program of early childhood teacher educa-
tion; (2) a program focusing on music, drama, and the visual arts; (3) a 
program focusing on nature and the outdoor environment; and (4) a pro-
gram focusing on multiculturalism in early childhood teacher education 
(ECTE) (C2, F1). One of the master’s programs includes the module Chil-
dren’s Culture and Art Pedagogy. Music is not a separate subject in the 
general model for ECTE but is included as one of several subjects in the 
module Art, Culture, and Creativity (ACC), which positions arts subjects 
and artistic activity as one of several paths in ECTE. This module is man-
datory for all four BA programs but is differently emphasized depend-
ing on the BA program. All education programs target early childhood 
teachers as independent of the educator’s subject-specific background. 

The music department at DMMH holds six academic positions (C2, F2). 
Five of these (one associate professor and four assistant professors) all have 
“music” included in their professional work title. The one top-level posi-
tion in this department, the professor (docent) (author 3), gained the pro-
fessional title of music pedagogy by applying advancement. All employees 
in the music department have their master’s degree from NTNU, Institute 
of Music (Case 1) (C1, F11). All employees therefore applied for their jobs at 
DMMH expecting to adapt the music content for the ECTE students and, 
through them, for the kindergartens (Jobbnorge, 2014, 2018). 

Case III. Nord University, Faculty of Education  
and Arts, Campus Levanger4 (NORD)
Within Nord University, all artistic subjects are located within the Fac-
ulty of Education and Arts (C3, F1). The faculty has approximately 3,500 
students and includes a division for Arts and Culture that offers studies 
in music, drama and in arts and crafts. The division’s music department 

4 Until recently, Levanger was an independent university (HiNT) and was merged with other uni-
versities to form Nord University in 2016. However, the structure of music teacher education 
continued, so even today, there is still an independent music teacher education, which can be 
examined as an individual case in the present study. (Within Nord University, however, the sub-
ject of music is also part of other teacher education programs on the Nesna and Bodø campuses.)
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at Campus Levanger has seven full and five associate professors and nine 
lecturers and assistant professors (C3, F3a,b). The music department has 
no individual website, and the university’s website only provides a sub-
page for the research group Music-Related Learning Processes, which 
comprises 10 members of the music department (C3, F2). The music 
department offers three study programs: (1) music teacher training (BA, 
180 cp); (2) music teacher in music schools (kulturskole) (BA, 180 cp); and 
(3) an MA in music and ensemble direction (120 cp). Furthermore, there 
is the possibility of undertaking a doctorate in the field of music educa-
tion (PhD program, Study of Professional Praxis).

None of Nord’s course titles mentions musikkpedagogikk (music ped-
agogy) or similar terms (e.g., musikkdidaktikk/music didactics). How-
ever, musikkpedagogikk (music pedagogy) is part of the content of several 
bachelor’s courses. First and foremost, it is an explicit and main element 
of the “teaching profession” modules (45 cp in total; these modules com-
bine various educational contents and subjects). Outside these modules, 
when musikkpedagogikk (music pedagogy) is mentioned, there is often 
a strong focus on methodological aspects (e.g., warm-up techniques for 
choir singers) or a more implicit understanding (e.g., through mention-
ing a target group, like primary school children, for whom a piece of 
music should be composed) (C3, F7). In line with these observations, the 
term “pedagogy” is mostly used without the prefix “music,” mainly when 
general pedagogical content is addressed (allmenpedagogikk/general 
educational science). When the term “music” is combined with educa-
tional content, the term “didactics” is mostly used (i.e., musikkdidaktikk). 
Within the curriculum of the MA program, the term musikkpedagogikk 
(music pedagogy or similar terms) is not used at all. However, there is the 
possibility of realizing projects and artistic work in pedagogical contexts 
(kindergarten, primary school, etc.). Also, an MA thesis can have a ped-
agogical focus (C3, F8). 

At Nord University, the employee register shows only the positions 
(professors, lecturers, etc.) at the register’s top level (C3, F3a,b). Music 
as a subject is not explicitly mentioned as part of the descriptions but 
is assigned to a person within a subcategory (“employee’s skills”, i.e., 
the content indicated by “music” is attributed as a “skill” to any person 
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working with music in any way). Scientific/artistic disciplines/domains 
(e.g., music education, musicology, violin, conducting, etc.) are not men-
tioned. Within the Department of Music, there are two employees with a 
PhD in (music) education (and four doctoral students working on a PhD 
in music education). The other employees (i.e., the vast majority) have an 
artistic professional background and subsequently teach mainly artistic 
courses (C3, F3a,b).5 

Case IV. NTNU, Department of Teacher  
Education (ILU)
The Department of Teacher Education (ILU) at NTNU is presented on the 
website as Norway’s largest academic environment within teacher educa-
tion and educational research, with around 360 employees and 4,000 stu-
dents (C4, F4). The overall focus is to educate general and subject-specific 
teachers in all school subjects for grades 1–13, as well as to educate school 
leaders. All course descriptions at ILU are clearly targeted at the profes-
sion of teaching. ILU offers education at the BA, MA, and PhD levels and 
a one-year add-on teacher program. The artistic and pedagogical devel-
opment work and research at ILU is also geared toward schools, class-
rooms, and workplaces. This focus on the teaching profession strongly 
influences all sections at ILU, including the Arts, Physical Education, and 
Sports section, which comprises 38 professional positions, out of which 13 
are within the subsection Music, Dance, and Drama, and seven positions 
are in music or music education (C4, F3). 

The music department does not have its own website: it is part of the 
interwoven Arts, Physical Education, and Sports section and focuses on 
bodily, sensory, and aesthetic approaches to teaching and learning (C4, 
F2). Within the 10 bullet points presenting “research in, about or through 
the arts and artistic development”, the word “music“ is displayed in one, 
while the other nine more generally describe research on teaching peda-
gogies, arts education, aesthetic learning, art in public spaces, and so on. 

5 Timeedit, which is open to search for the individual staff ’s teaching tasks: https://cloud.timeedit.
net/nord/web/open/ri161XQQ7w0Zu0Qv5605YgZ6ynY.html
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Several of the course descriptions within music reflect that music is part 
of the interdisciplinary subject of “arts education” (e.g., the two-year MA 
program in arts education). Following this, subject-specific words such as 
“music”, “musician”, and “musical” are replaced with more general and, 
hence, not discipline-specific terms such as “the arts”, “artist”, and “artis-
tic”. The lexical term “music pedagogy” exists in one study plan at ILU as 
a research and development (R&D) subject in the five-year teacher educa-
tion for the compulsory school (MGLU) with MA in music. 

The employee register at ILU shows both position and subject (C4, F3). 
The music group has one “professor in music education”, one “assistant 
professor in music didactics”, four “assistant professors in music”, and 
four “associate professors in music”. Two of these associate professors 
have a PhD in music education (C4, F3). The whole context of ILU’s web-
site (C4, F1) reflects that all employees are, first and foremost, teacher 
educators, even though that is not specified in the employees’ professional 
titles. By clicking those employed in music and on their publication lists, 
it can be seen that two of the associate professors have music performance 
as a central R&D area, while the other five have either scholarly music 
education research or a mix of music performance/music education 
research as their core R&D work.

Dominating Discourses that Form  
the Representation
Across the presented institutions, we identified four discourses that oper-
ate power/knowledge relations in the representations of music/teacher 
education through embedded steering techniques. The first three include 
an antagonistic division between two confronting chains of equivalence, 
which both through present and absent elements demand hegemony: 
(i) two antagonistic profession discourses, (ii) two antagonistic discourses 
on the subject of music (iii) two antagonistic discourses on R&D, and (iv) a 
discourse of marketization. The following text elaborates on the identifi-
cation of these discourses, examines how they seem constructed and how 
power operates through them in positioning individuals, groups, aims and 
articulations of knowledge. In the conclusionary remarks, we scrutinize the 
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authorities through which these discourses are mediated and critically out-
line some effects that these might have on future music/teacher educations. 

Profession Discourses: Music or Pedagogy?
The profession discourse is marked by two antagonistic discourses: one 
fore fronting music and musicians/artists and the other foregrounding 
pedagogy and pedagogues/teachers. Cases 1–4 position quite differently 
on an axis between these representations, with Case 1 (IMU) being the 
most marked on the first (music); Cases 2 (DMMH) and (partly) 4 (ILU) 
the most marked on the latter (pedagogy, teacher education); and Case 3 
(Nord) somewhere in the middle.

Music-Oriented Representation 
On their opening web page and in the descriptions of the institution, 
courses, groups, and individuals, IMU (Case 1) claims to educate excel-
lent and groundbreaking musicians. For example, a video portrayal of 
one of IMU’s performance educators presents herself as a person who has 
“always played music” and posits music as being “about performing and 
communication” (C1, F3). Governance can be seen as operating power by 
“recognizing individuals’ capacities for freedom and agency and directing 
this energy in specific ways” (Rose, 1996). IMU’s portrayals can be seen 
as a means to identify the external and internal aims and background of 
individuals and gear their efforts toward integrating themselves well into 
IMU’s community and the institution’s discursive terms. This means, 
for example, spending much time practicing an instrument, aiming for 
personal expressions, and describing their knowledge development with 
words from the music performing world. Authority is then claimed for 
perceptions of music education directed at music performance. To oper-
ate self-understandings as musicians and performers displays as a pre-
vailing condition in this education program, conducting self-discipline 
and effort to certain actions.

Music teacher education and music pedagogy are never mentioned in 
any of IMU’s 165 course titles (except in the 30 cp course Instrumental-
didaktikk). Neither is it apparent that all employees here spend 40–60% 
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of their time teaching. The words musikkpedagogikk and “music teacher 
education” are absent from all course descriptions. Still, IMU’s website 
calls attention to how at least 80% of the students will become employed 
as music teachers (C1, F4), and that educating music teachers is a crucial 
part of this institutions social mandate. For example, the vision and mis-
sion page about the music performance program states that “music per-
formance education at NTNU Department of Music shall educate highly 
qualified performing musicians and music teachers” (C1, F6), and the 
musicology program is described as follows: “Educating adjuncts and lec-
turers for the educational system was and is the most clearly defined social 
mission for the educational program of musicology” (C1, F7). Several of 
the courses at IMU are directed at leading others in musical activities 
(ensemble leadership, accompaniment, cantor practice, laptop instruc-
tion, performance) (C1, F1). Through transient omission of the employees’ 
teaching practice and words of pedagogy/didactic/teaching and learning 
in course titles, the websites might be seen to route the IMU environment 
towards emphasizing musical artistry, creative and performing courses, 
and research. Viewed in totality, there is a discrepancy between the for-
malized social message about job opportunities, on the one hand, and the 
factual contents of course plans and teacher status, on the other hand. 
The responsibility for pedagogical education and introduction into educa-
tional research seems clearly ascribed to ILU (C1, F1).

IMU’s discursive praxis suggests that music education itself qualifies 
music teachers, without referring to either pedagogy or teacher education. 
This claims the authority to view and articulate musical knowledge as 
implicitly also referring to teaching expertise. In a governmentality anal-
ysis, power does not originate from a centrum but is a productive force 
that circulates among individuals and groups in all parts of a hierarchy. 
Through the websites, course plans, and presentations, power is exercised 
through directing individuals and groups to follow a music performance 
path and considering this to implicitly contain music teaching expertise. 

Teacher/Pedagogy-Oriented Representation
The two institutions clearly positioned on the teacher/pedagogy part 
of the music pedagogy axis are DMMH (Case 2) and ILU (Case 4). 
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The websites of both institutions posit music as one of several subjects 
that play a subordinate role in qualifying teachers. For example, the fol-
lowing statement appears on ILU’s website: “We educate teachers within 
a wide range of school and vocational subjects for grades 1 through 13. … 
Our practice- and profession-oriented programs provide a solid founda-
tion for future careers and life-long learning” (C4, F5). Music is just one 
of several subjects and is subordinated to the professional subject of peda-
gogy for earning a teaching qualification. Arts subjects on DMMH’s web-
site are positioned more as decorations in the form of photos of students 
doing music and art than as autonomous areas of knowledge and exper-
tise. The primary subject at DMMH seems to be early childhood peda-
gogy. The term “music” is expressed and communicated as an expert field 
only in announcements of new positions (e.g., Jobbnorge, 2014, 2018). It 
is taken for granted that early childhood pedagogy is a lens for teaching 
and understanding the qualities of music in education when explaining 
the child’s holistic development and cultural expression. Additionally, all 
music lecturers at DMMH have received their MA in music education 
from IMU (C1, F11), the institution that most clearly downplays pedagogy 
and teacher education. Following this, music lecturers at DMMH meet 
institutional expectations to “use” music as a tool for learning outcomes, 
such as social competence, language and communication development, 
cultural education, and aesthetic experience, without any educational 
background represented to cover such topics. 

In both institutions (Cases 2 and 4), power is encompassed to view 
the subject of music as one of several subordinated fields of knowledge 
that future teachers gain from. In the same way as in the music-oriented 
representation of music pedagogy, these representations incorporate a 
claim for knowledge with embedded power relations, but the other way 
around. Here, pedagogy and teacher orientation mark the territory and 
work toward self-technologies that lead toward becoming a teacher and—
through this—mean something for the child, the school, and society. 
These self-technologies are operated into the positioning of students and 
educators. 

A common position that unites the communities at ILU and DMMH is 
their way of representing future teachers as responsible and autonomous 
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individuals with ambitions to be saviors. For example, ILU’s website 
states, “As a teacher at a primary school, you are more than a person with 
a responsibility for the subject content. You are a key person in the child’s 
life” (C4, F5). This quote positions the student and future teacher as an 
important person with a responsibility for understanding and taking 
care of the new generation. “A key person” in a child’s life bears a main 
responsibility and authority to govern society and humans in the future. 
ILU’s website can be seen as operating a pastoral form of power through 
portraying teachers as someone who can both lead children toward 
important knowledge and care for children’s growth as members of a 
society. This power is even more clearly observed on DMMH’s website, 
which opens with the following: “Are you adult enough to work with chil-
dren? Choose early childhood teacher education at DMMH. Then you 
will obtain the skills that you need for the new jobs that exist. Do what’s 
best for children” (C2, F3). On DMMH’s website, we identified an embed-
ded encouragement to “save” the children and an included presupposition 
that this role needs to be qualified. In positing that children’s welfare is 
at stake, this representation operates both pastoral and biopolitical forms 
of power, including both the bodies and minds of the new generation. 
These self-steering mechanisms are further emphasized through a range 
of testimonials from teachers and students on DMMH’s website, which 
all forefront DMMH as a provider of education where both students and 
teachers make a difference. Through DMMH’s education program, the 
students gain professional identity and pride – to become child caretak-
ers, or maybe even “child saviors” and thereby “societal saviors”, even 
though what the children need to be saved from is never articulated. 

So far, we have identified representations of music/teacher education 
as, more or less, without music and, more or less, without pedagogy. 
Nord University’s position is somewhere in between, with an equal 
emphasis on music and pedagogy, operating power mechanisms and 
presenting claims for knowledge that include both positions. On Nord 
University’s website, pedagogy is often the context referred to without 
determining precisely the relationship of a course’s content to this con-
text, what exactly pedagogical thinking means, or what the content 
means for the pedagogical thinking. A musicology course description 
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illustrates this: “The student can apply knowledge of music history in 
his didactical practice” (C3, F4).

When turning to the professional titles of the employees at the four 
institutions, only ILU and DMMH label their employees according to 
both title and subject, for example, as “associate professor of music”. 
IMU and Nord, on the other hand, only offer the employees an aca-
demic title (professor, associate professor, etc.) without any reference 
to the subject. This posits the academic hierarchy as the dominating 
subject and operates power that claims climbing the academic career 
ladder as superior to subject-specific expertise. The academization dis-
course will be elaborated on later in this chapter, but this labeling of the 
professional community also concerns targeting professions. Through 
a praxis that molds academic aspirations as crucial, the academic posi-
tioning of music teacher educators operates power contributing to a 
public presentation of music pedagogy. Both students and educators are 
provided with tools and opportunities through their education to act 
on this, which entails effort to influence individuals and groups to fol-
low desired directions. 

In sum, we find two antagonistic discourses that operate power through 
recognizing and targeting the capacities and agencies of individuals and 
groups to posit music/teacher education as falling primarily within either 
music or pedagogy. Music teachers (students and educators at these insti-
tutions) are offered roles as “child saviors”, “music experts”, “perform-
ers”, and “community-builders” and are provided with the language, 
tools, and choices needed to fuel their professional development toward 
this. These two discourses exclude each other and make it challenging 
to involve understandings that merge them. A main topic in the field of 
music education research is which ideals govern; those of music or those 
of the individual and the society (Bowman, 2007; Ericsson & Lindgren, 
2011; Georgii-Hemming & Westwall, 2010; Sætre, 2018). While general 
teacher educations emphasize social skills and personal growth, fronting 
music as a means toward this, specialized music educations emphasize 
individual music skills and artistic expression, being less concerned with 
classroom management and music activities for inequal groups (Sætre, 
2018). Critical concerns here include observations that legitimacy for 
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arts education in teacher education is constructed through position-
ing students, teachers, and future pupils as in need of therapy. A lack 
of specialized knowledge and expertise in music is even seen as a qual-
ity mark for teacher competence and a pedagogical tool, in positioning 
the students and the teachers with equal, unskilled premises (Lindgren 
& Ericsson, 2011). Also, specialized music teachers rarely include collec-
tive music activities such as singing and dance in their music teaching in 
the compulsory school, instead focusing on individual skills, listening 
and composing (Sætre, 2018). Because of a continuously merging practice 
field and hybrid tasks for music teachers – future music teacher educa-
tion programs seem to need grounding in several approaches that can 
provide for a multitude of identity formations, role understandings, and 
epistemological standpoints. A challenge for future music teacher edu-
cations then seems to be to critically reflect on the diverse perspectives 
and steering techniques that these include and to provide a meeting place 
to articulate and critically reflect on the differences where students and 
educators develop tools to identify, discuss, and even change the hege-
mony and antagonistic representations of music teacher professionality 
as either concerning music or concerning humans.

Interdisciplinarity: Music and “the Arts” –  
Two Sides of the Same Coin?
The websites represent the subject of music in two different ways: (i.) as 
its own autonomous field of expertise (IMU and Nord) and (ii.) as part of 
an interdisciplinary field of “arts education” (DMMH and ILU). Within 
the more or less “pure” music-specific representations, the area, groups, 
and individuals are posited as individuals (IMU) or participants in a 
community, together with the educators, co-students, and related com-
munities (Nord). Within its interdisciplinary representation, music is 
presented as an area with desires for “aesthetical approaches to learn-
ing” and as an area where subjects such as music, visual arts and drama, 
and theater and dance are considered several sides of the same coin. The 
tendency to merge music with other arts subjects is also observed in 
Danish and Swedish music/teacher educational programs (Holgersen & 
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Holst, 2020; Lindgren & Ericsson, 2011; Nielsen, 2010). As a result of that 
music has disappeared as a compulsory subject in general teacher edu-
cations in several countries (2003 in Norway, in the 1980s in Denmark;  
Holgersen & Holst, 2020, p. 9), general teachers in schools have not nec-
essarily received any music teaching since they left compulsory school 
as teenagers, the number of music educators within general teacher edu-
cations is falling, and (the cost-demanding) subject of music is gener-
ally marginalized both in teacher educations and in schools. Although 
there are similarities between music and arts subjects such as dance, 
drama, and arts and crafts, there are also considerable differences. For 
example, regarding the emphasis on handicraft and overarching inten-
tion. Lindgren and Ericson (2011) find that although drama in Swedish  
teacher education aims to improve the students’ general sense of secu-
rity as a teacher, music aims for teacher security specific related to situ-
ations involving singing and playing based on concrete technical skills 
in music. 

The techniques of conduct are embedded in several ways in the inter-
disciplinary representations of music at the four institutions’ websites. 
For example, the music group at ILU is part of an interdisciplinary sec-
tion: “The Arts, Physical Education, and Sports section focuses on bodily, 
sensory and aesthetic approaches to teaching and learning. The section 
works with both practice-led and theory-driven research and artistic 
development, and inclusive and critical perspectives on teaching ped-
agogies” (C4, F2). In this quote, both students and teachers in music 
education are targeted to self-monitor and self-regulate their behavior 
and interest in bodily, sensory, and aesthetic approaches. Other possi-
ble approaches, such as subject-specific knowledge, technical skills, and 
familiarity with repertoire and performance, are left out. Further, this 
quote from ILU is followed by another phrase: “A goal is to promote 
ethically conscious relations, dialogues and collaborations across dis-
ciplines and boundaries, within the context of the teaching profession” 
(C4, F2). This can even be seen to suggest that other approaches might 
lead to unethical relations, dialogues, and collaboration. This is a power-
ful statement (operating disciplinary, pastoral, and biopolitical power), 
where the words “across disciplines and boundaries” clearly state the 
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interdisciplinary aim. Subject-specific knowledge development could, 
from this perspective, be judged as contrasting with and contradicting 
the aim of ethical consciousness. The language and terms here work as 
an apparatus that conducts the notions of music in more or less the same 
way as, for example, dance, drama, and visual arts, suggesting that music 
can be unproblematically merged with or even replaced by one of the 
other subjects within “arts education”. 

Another example can be found with DMMH, where music is not a 
separate subject in the general model for ECTE but is included as one 
of several subjects in the module Art, Culture and Creativity (ACC): 
“The knowledge area [ACC] emphasizes aesthetic experiences, reflection, 
communication and expression through various sensory media … the 
development of students’ aesthetic awareness, practical skills and creative 
abilities, as well as insight into the art possibilities and intrinsic value and 
their role as mediating tools in other areas of knowledge” (C2, F4). Arts 
education is positioned in a utilitarian manner as “tools” for learning 
diverse subjects and ways.

These representations of the subject of music display how terms, proce-
dures, and knowledge are at stake. The different representations of music 
function as a steering technique that operates through the whole institu-
tions’ thoughts of capacity, lives, and rewarding actions. Interdisciplinary 
and overdisciplinarily are seen as beneficial to counteract subject-specific 
introversion and narrow-mindedness and to elucidate and utilize music 
in broader educational contexts but at the same time can be a menace to 
concentrated absorption in music as its own specific art area with distinc-
tive challenges for subject-specific know-how and insights (Nielsen, 2010, 
p. 15). Without these skills and crafts, the concept of quality in music and 
other arts subjects’ faces being relativized in teacher education because 
a lack of skills might become regarded as a superior teacher competence 
to align the positions between the teacher and the students (Lindgren 
& Ericsson, 2011). A challenge arising from the analyses is how music 
teacher education programs might qualify to reflect these perspectives up 
against each other, discuss what is gained and what is lost, and consider 
this in relation to the diverse contexts that future teaching musicians/
music-oriented teachers might meet. 
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Academization: Scientific Research or  
Artistic Development?
Due to extensive merging in Norwegian higher education in the last 25 
years, many conservatories and music/teacher education programs have 
changed their institutional status from colleges or college universities 
to full universities. With this academization process comes increased 
expectations for research, publications, academic career routing, and lev-
el-standardized education programs (Angelo et al., 2019). All cases in the 
current study employ the academic routes for BA, MA, and PhD degrees, 
and students are supposed to either write a BA or MA thesis or perform 
and be graded on their BA examination concert. While processes of aca-
demization are seen to possibly strengthen the legitimization of music 
education and music teacher education and increase critical reflections 
among students and teachers, they threaten time and courses for develop-
ing handicraft knowledge and technical skills in music education (Borg, 
2007; Georgii-Hemming et al., 2013; Lindgren & Ericsson, 2011; Varkøy 
et al., 2020). 

In our study, this process of academization is displayed, among other 
things, through banners on the various websites promoting research 
(DMMH, Nord, ILU), or either just research or research combined with 
artistic development (IMU) (C1, F9; C2, F1; C3, F1; C4, F1). Under these 
banners, there are hyperlinks to a wide variation of research groups and 
projects. This will route internal as well as external readers toward a 
notion of R&D as something one is expected to do and is rewarded for. 
IMU states, “The Department of Music has approximately 80 researchers 
and performing artists, including tenured staff, emeriti and temporary 
or guest researchers”. None of the research groups and research projects 
under this banner include any phrasing regarding music teacher educa-
tion or music pedagogy/didactics. The subwebsite Artistic Research and 
Development is presented with the following introduction: “The depart-
ment’s professional staff contributes extensively to the artistic R&D 
through its involvement in diverse activities such as musicians perform-
ing at concerts, recordings and media contributions locally, nationally 
and internationally—both as soloists, in a chamber music context, and 
as leaders of various types of ensembles and orchestras. Several of the 
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department’s employees are also active composers” (C1, F10). This phras-
ing follows up on the professional targeting discussed before, which 
positions individuals and groups first and foremost as music artists, per-
formers, and creators. 

In Case 3, ILU’s subsite for research states, “Our skilled teacher educa-
tors conduct R&D work targeting schools, classrooms and workshops”, 
steering the efforts of R&D toward schools and the general teaching pro-
fession (C4, F6). Case 2 (DMMH) routes energies in R&D toward chil-
dren, childhood, and kindergarten: “DMMH aims to produce relevant 
research and provide new knowledge of early childhood education and 
care to the society in general, as well as to our students and collaborating 
institutions at home and abroad” (C4, F4). Under the banners for research 
on both the ILU and DMMH websites, music teacher educational research 
is represented with a hyperlink to the earlier mentioned research group 
MiU. At Nord University, one research group articulates music teacher 
education as a main aim, operating power that directs groups and indi-
viduals to act on music pedagogical themes in their research and artis-
tic development work. Some interesting additional information here is a 
concern at Nord University, ILU, and DMMH that artistic developmental 
work does not “count” for standard publication points in the same way 
that peer-reviewed publishing in academic journals does. At Nord, this 
has the consequence that employees who do not publish (enough) are 
“punished” with more time spent teaching; part of their research time 
is reduced, which is then “converted” into teaching time (C3, F9). In this 
way, power works in the community to steer individuals toward publish-
ing rather than toward music performance efforts. This is the case even 
though most of the educators here are recruited from and employed with 
a background in music performance (C3, F3). 

The representations of R&D work on these four institutions’ websites 
display a tension between (1) a scientific path and (2) artistic path. Inter-
est, enthusiasm, and effort in research activity is expected from both edu-
cators and students and can result in (1) scientific publications as journal 
articles, academic books, or BA, MA, or PhD theses or in (2) concerts or 
other performative presentations at senior and BA, MA, or PhD levels. 
The Norwegian system for financing research in higher education rewards 
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the scientific path, with funding from the state given to the researchers’ 
home institution for each published article, book, theses, and so forth. A 
similar system for artistic presentations has been requested for decades 
but is still lacking. Music education research calls for clearer articula-
tion and critical reflection but warns of transforming music into a pure 
“academic” subject and neglecting the development of specific knowl-
edge and skills that pertain to music as an art form (e.g., Bowman, 2007; 
Georgii-Hemming et al., 2013; Kaschub & Smith, 2014; Nielsen, 2010). 
Although scientific and artistic paths could benefit from informing and 
challenging each other, a main issue rising form the analyses above is 
that these discourses seem to disqualify and exclude one another. Con-
sidering the identified steering mechanisms regulating the individual 
and collective conduct toward R&D, it seems unlikely that these expertise 
communities can communicate from a common ground. For example, 
methodology, verbal reflection, and positioning within previous research 
seem less emphasized in artistic paths for development and research, and 
dimensions of art seem less emphasized in pure scientific paths in music 
educational R&D. Without communication and exchanging ways to work 
with R&D, these paths might continue scientific and artistic approaches 
as oppositions, leading to narrow-mindedness and exclusion, instead of 
embracing diversity and inclusion. 

Marketization: Toward a Corporate Branding  
of Music/Teacher Education
University promotions in the twenty-first century are found to have a 
growing tendency toward marketization, advertising, and student com-
petition (Fairclough, 1993; Lažetić, 2019; Mautner, 2012). In our analysis, 
a market-oriented rationality for education is displayed on the websites 
of all four institutions. All websites are designed in a “streamlined” way, 
with more or less the same information under generally the same ban-
ners. This relieves student applicants of having to search for information 
and eases the administrative work for these studies, but it also works to 
suppress the possible characteristic features of each institution. A market- 
oriented rationality is also displayed through the advertising style of the 
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presentations of all four institutions, with language adopted from the 
corporate world (e.g., excellence, strategy, input, output), not least in the 
personal and direct ways that students are addressed. For example, a stu-
dent testimonial on DMMH’s web page claims that DMMH’s education 
programs “will change your life and make you see things differently” 
(C2, F1). Here, power operates with reference to the individual freedoms 
and capacities and (seemingly) leaves it to the individuals and groups to 
choose the suggested paths, take up the offered subject positions, and 
then self-monitor and self-conduct toward the given opinions, identities, 
and desirable knowledge. Each individual is expected to “perform a regu-
lated form of freedom” (Rose, 1996) and to follow given paths. 

The corporate style of addressing students and student applicants as 
responsible and active customers is a considerable pattern on Nord Uni-
versity’s website: “As a music student in Levanger, you become part of a 
vibrant and active music community consisting of around 140 students. 
You will also have good access to the practice rooms and technical equip-
ment. In addition, there is a separate, student-run club scene on campus: 
Røstad Scene. This is a good arena for students who want to practice music 
or who want to learn more about the technical aspects, such as sound and 
light” (C3, F5). This posits students as responsible, operative, and self- 
sufficient customers, with their own capacities to direct their education. 
The educators at Nord are positioned as conventional partners, facilitators, 
and coaches, even as co-students—who are available resources for each 
student to utilize. The hierarchy between students and teachers is mini-
mized at Nord, for example, in a course description: “Emphasis is placed 
on student active learning through, for example, presentations, teaching, 
self-reflection, work in groups, role-play and multimodal learning forms. 
Participation and active collaboration between students is necessary” 
(C3, F6). Here, advanced liberal governing (Rose, 1996) can be identified, 
allowing the students to “learn from experience” and freely choose to par-
ticipate in the music environment offered to them. Such freedom is a pre-
supposition for power to be performed, according to Foucault (1991) and 
Rose (1996), in market-driven higher education governance structures. 

On IMU’s website, the same liberal form of governing is observed, 
but in another direction: “At the Department of Music, we educate the 
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future professional musicians and music educators in jazz, classical music 
and church music. The bachelor’s program in music performance gives 
you the opportunity to develop musical skills to a professional level, 
through targeted work on your main instrument, in the meetings with 
established musicians and through the development of a personal artistic 
expression and good communicative ability” (C1, F3). This quote exem-
plifies how students and student applicants at IMU are directly addressed 
through the pronouns “you” and “your”. The terms “a professional level”, 
“established musicians”, and “personal artistic expression” positions the 
students as novices in an expert community. The teachers at IMU are 
profiled through photos, videos, and text as recognized musicians, while 
the phrasing “NTNU has trained some country’s most famous perform-
ers in all genres” (C1, F3) distributes these positions as possible for novices 
to gain. In contrast to Nord’s website, the teachers at IMU are positioned 
as experts, with exclusive capabilities that novices can also achieve—if 
and when they follow a foot-worn path and integrate themselves well 
into the disciplinary systems of an expert, performing music community. 
Incorporated in this is the expertise needed to teach music well.

Although music in compulsory school in Norway (in 2020) is one of 10 
subjects in a common education with tasks to form wise and participating 
citizens of society, music is a massive sector in society with many infor-
mal educational routes free for the individual to choose. Educated music/
teachers meet a work market where many of these routes are merged and 
influence each other. The analysis above displays how the marketization 
of the higher education institutions positions the institutions as resources, 
free for the individual student to choose, as customers in a shopping mall. 
This marginalizes the institutions’ mandate and responsibility to enhance 
the students and the field of music education with aspects that cannot be 
ordered and delivered based on individual requests (e.g., responsibility 
toward democracy, inclusion and diversity). Previous research has iden-
tified how music education is made a personal matter both in compul-
sory school (Georgii-Hemming & Westwall, 2010), leaving the content 
and the aims for the subject up to the individual teacher and his/her day 
form, and in extra-curricular music and art school (Holmberg, 2010), 
leaving it up to the individual student to “order“ what music education 
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concerns. Through the present study, the higher educations in music and 
teaching might have abandoned any overarching ambitions beyond the 
student’s individual choices. This raises the question about the music/
teacher educational programs’ collective responsibility and reflections on 
any common content and target groups. Research concerning music edu-
cation and music teachers calls for manifold, inclusion and attendance to 
both differences and quality (e.g. Bowman, 2007; Georgii-Hemming & 
Westwall, 2010; Kaschub & Smith, 2014), emphasizing higher education 
as a transforming place to take care of all this (Johansen, 2006; Kaschub & 
Smith, 2014). From this, it seems crucial for the diversity of music/teacher 
educations to attend to the differences and articulate their mandates and 
visions beyond individual preferences and customized proposals. Faith 
in the individual is good, but higher education toward the hybrid work 
marked for music/teachers should perhaps have something common to 
add. The latter seems in that case essential to be articulated. 

Concluding Remarks
Through the analyses, we have identified informal steering techniques 
that regulate the individual’s and collective’s prospects, self-understand-
ings, values, and languaging of music/teacher’s work and competence. 
These techniques operate disciplinary, pastoral, and biopolitical power 
in close persuading individuals, groups, and institutional communities. 
Our intention with these analyses has not been to detect “the best” music/
teacher education program, nor to rate the four institutions in any way. 
Instead, our intention has been to examine the representations and con-
duct of music/teacher educations on these websites, mirror them in each 
other, and articulate possible correctives and discussions to evolve future 
music/teacher education programs. In this last section of the chapter we 
first sum up our discussions and identified discourses (i.–iv.), and then 
pose some disturbing prospects that ignoration of these informal steering 
mechanisms might bring for future music/teacher education programs.

(i.) We have identified two antagonistic discourses on professionality: the 
first perceived and articulated from the basis of music (Cases 1 and 4) and 
the latter with a basis in pedagogy and the teaching profession (Cases 2, 3, 
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and 4). These findings coincide with previous music educational research, 
pointing to how music teacher education is targeted either toward music 
or toward humans as individuals and groups (e.g., Bowman, 2007;  
Ericsson & Lindgren, 2011; Georgii-Hemming & Westwall, 2010; Sætre, 
2018, 2014). Our contribution is the identification of these antagonistic 
perspectives on public websites that pursue both the established commu-
nities and recruiting students. (ii.) Two opposite positions were identified 
regarding music as a subject. One involved music as its own, autonomous 
area of expertise and terms (Cases 1 and 4), and the other encircled music 
as one of several subjects within “the arts”, with aesthetical learning 
and sensory and bodily experience as a common area of knowledge and 
terms (Cases 2 and 3). Music as a subject has been found to either reflect 
objects or activities (music/musicking, e.g., Elliot, 1995; Small, 1988) and 
in teacher educations to reflect an overdisciplinary area of knowledge, 
including subjects such as drama, theater, dance, and arts and craft  
(Lindgren & Ericsson, 2011; Holgersen & Holst, 2020; Nielsen, 2010). 
Worries have been expressed both about adopting narrow-minded and 
restrictive views on music and about depriving music-specific knowledge 
and skills through positioning music as part of mere broad and overdisci-
plinary knowledge areas. (iii.) R&D is emphasized as main activities and 
interest on all four websites. An underlying tension in this discourse is 
that although scientific research is displayed as self-evident and unprob-
lematically provides funding, many employees are recruited from perfor-
mance and musical backgrounds and teach first and foremost in practical 
music disciplines. Artistic research and artistic developmental projects 
are registered on the websites, but scientific research has proved most 
gainful in higher education systems. (iv.) All the examined websites oper-
ate a liberal form of conduct and position students and educators as free 
individuals with the capability and responsibility to form their own lives 
and agencies. The educations are presented in advertising and competing 
ways, realizing music/teacher-roles and competence as personal choices 
and obligations. 

These analyses have led to the following question: Who – from what 
knowledge community, background, and agency – should lead the devel-
opment of music teacher education programs in the future? Should this, 



380

for example, be people from “music”, “pedagogy”, “the arts”, “research” 
or perhaps from an advertising agency? The discussions above suggest 
that fundamentally different values, terms, knowledge, and mandates 
might be staged in future music/teacher education programs, depend-
ing on whose and what communities’ “naturalness” is mediated. We 
could, for example, see a future in which professors of “arts education” 
replace today’s professors of “music education” and in where subjects in 
“music” are replaced with subjects in “the arts”. We can also foresee a 
future in which teaching and pedagogical expertise is no longer part of 
higher music education programs. Higher music education can also be 
envisioned without any academic schooling, where writing and reflecting 
are replaced with performing and creating – or the opposite: in which 
academic research and top-level publishing becomes the most central 
activity in music education at all levels. Further, we can imagine how 
the increasing marketization of music teacher education allows anyone, 
without any specific music educational background, to perform as capa-
ble and responsible managers of future reforming and recreation, or to 
phrase it in advertising terms, “renewing” of music teacher education 
programs.

Here, it seems necessary to advance awareness within music/teacher 
educations about how informal regulations and mechanisms authorize 
specific power/knowledge connections, for example, how self-discipline, 
prospects, and efforts are routed toward individual practicing, social, or 
therapeutic endeavors, intervening with other subjects or writing articles, 
or how articulations and framings in advertisements for new positions, 
funding, and projects gear recruitment and knowledge development. 
This concerns what and whose knowledge, views on music, humans, 
societies, learning and teaching, and values and visions are governed in 
music/teacher education programs and whose and what that are left out. 
Such awareness is challenging, if not impossible, to gain from “inside” 
this various field because antagonistic mechanisms cultivate exclusion 
and hinder meta-questions. Also, discussing identified regulations is 
a challenging endeavor because the terms and names in this field are 
loaded and infiltered parts of the mechanisms. It is undoubtedly diffi-
cult to speak without words, and it might be so that the various fields 
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of music education lack words. A more nuanced terminology might be 
required to refine and deepen the reflections about music, learning, and 
teaching in accordance with the diverse approaches that all might be 
valid to meet different contexts, people, and music(s). Teaching musician/
music-oriented teachers is one such attempt (Bowman, 2007; Kaschub & 
Smith, 2014), and music/musicking is another (Small, 1989); in this chap-
ter, music/teacher educations are a third. This path of slash terms can 
illustrate an area of terms and approaches to be developed and a common 
meta-level where aspects of agency and steering mentality are identified, 
thematized, and critically discussed. To do this, the communities need to 
communicate, and exactly this seems to be a needed part of the agenda.
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