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Abstract  

The aim of this research is to investigate how popular music production can be learned in 

higher education contexts, and how higher education can design and implement reputable 

approaches in popular music production pedagogy that bridge to modern professional 

practice. Music production has developed from large studio contexts and become 

ubiquitous within project studios following the invention of the Internet and 

democratisation of high quality and affordable computer-based recording technology. As 

a result, multi-skilled popular musicians now blur the once-standardised roles of the 

producer and artist, use face-to-face and online/remote collaboration, and create music in 

diverse technological, socio-cultural, and musical landscapes. Yet music production is 

often a collaborative experience, the culmination of musicians, engineers, producers, and 

songwriters working together through cognitive and practice-based processes. Therefore, 

the rationale of this thesis is based around the discovery of effective ways to educate 

students regarding the selection of creative practices and the design of music production 

cultures, and how these affect the musical output.  

Aspiring music producers seek instruction in popular music production and higher 

education’s role in this landscape is integral. Yet the diversity that music-making now 

purveys adds to the complexity of pedagogical designs. As such, popular music 

production pedagogy needs to be considered alongside applications that bridge the 

pedagogical experience to the professional world and promote graduate industry 

integration. However, it is still very unclear as to what form effective higher education 

music production pedagogical frameworks should take to ensure that the expansive tacit 

knowledge of professionals can be articulated, and the practice of modern music 

production be understood by students.  

This research utilised an ethnographic case study of a one-year, university-based popular 

music production pedagogical offering to investigate how effective pedagogy in this field 

may be created. The students’ and educator’s perceptions of the practice-based tutorial 

activity were collected through a vast array of data collection methods including surveys, 

video footage, semi-structured interviews, focus groups, and assessment items. A 

qualitative thematic analysis informed key findings that were situated within domains 

including the usefulness of music production cultures, the instinctive and intuitive role of 
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the educator, the necessity of bridging the tutorial experience to the professional world, 

and the many different ways in which students learned. In particular, the research found 

that effective pedagogy targets the student’s understanding of the greater practice of 

music production by engaging with music production from both sides of the glass. In 

these scenarios songwriting, performance, sound engineering, and production occurred in 

holistic, collaborative environments where all those involved in the music-making were 

present during the pedagogy. 

The research concludes by recognising that the pedagogical approaches of the future need 

to consider the affordances of modern music producers. These frameworks should 

facilitate tacit learning in entrepreneurial habits, self-belief, and life skills. Subsequently, 

students can then be encouraged to consider themselves as professional practitioners prior 

to their transition to the music industry.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

My story 

I have always been fascinated with music; I used to play melodies on the piano by ear 

when I was five and I performed regularly as a vocalist and multi-instrumentalist 

throughout my school days. However, I will never forget the day my late father 

brought home a reel-to-reel tape machine, proclaiming that it did sound on sound 

recording. I was in high school at the time and I subsequently spent hours tinkering 

and recording with this machine before deciding to study Music Technology in 1985. 

University life only promoted my interest in the composition, performance, and 

recording of popular music; I became absorbed in the music-making process and spent 

many hours, late at night in the university studios attempting to develop my craft. It 

was clear I had found my calling; I was obsessed with those who worked on the music 

that I loved and decided I wanted to be a music producer. 

Vignette 1.1 My story 

1.1. Background 

Popular Music Production is a term that will be used throughout this thesis to describe 

the performance and recording of popular music. The responsibility of the music producer 

to this process is unquestionable (Mixerman, 2012). Yet Zak (2001) interestingly declares 

that the “interplay between different participants’ sets of skills and points of view can be 

as much a source of creative energy as the skills themselves” (p. 163). As such, the role 

of the music producer emerges as someone who will “guide the process, guide the people, 

nurture the talent, and enhance the music” (Hepworth-Sawyer & Golding, 2010, p. 5). 

Burgess (1997) describes the producer as someone who combines “varying measures of 

art, science and magic” (p. xi), and outlines how a producer’s methods become second 

nature and unique to each individual. Particular importance is also placed on the 

producer’s use of technology (Milner, 2009) and the social relationships they form with 

those involved in the music-making process. More recent studies confirm this by 

suggesting that music production is the result of collaboration between experts in sonics, 

emotion, and musicality who use practice-related knowledge to combine their resources 
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and fold together a musical representation of a cognitive vision (Lefford, 2015). As a 

result, music production cannot be separated from the culture that surrounds it and the 

producer is akin to the captain of the ship, someone who is intent on “trying to find the 

delicate balance between the creative demands of the artist, the technical demands of the 

engineering staff, and the commercial demands of the record label” (Massey, 2000, p. xi). 

Massey’s words are important because the end product can be produced with commonly 

used techniques and marketed in a multitude of ways in a multi-million-dollar industry 

(Hughes, Evans, Morrow, & Keith, 2016), or, alternatively, could be realised as 

something specific to the artist’s musical intentions and promoted to the public as such 

(Hepworth-Sawyer & Golding, 2010).  

Regardless of the intended outcome, being skilled in the art of music production is a 

highly sought after commodity and many aspiring professionals seek a high quality 

education in this field. In the past, music production was learned in the field within 

master/apprentice relationships at large recording studios. In this setting, aspiring 

professionals were educated whilst working as assistant engineers with musicians, 

producers, and engineers (Askeroi & Viervol, 2017). However, the development of the 

Digital Audio Workstation (DAW) and the Internet proliferated the democratisation1 of 

the recording studio and a decline of industry-based learning internship opportunities at 

large studios resulted (Théberge, 2004, 2012). Therefore, there is an opportunity for 

higher education to lead the way in music production pedagogical design and delivery. 

1.2. Research purpose 

The aim of this research is to investigate how popular music production can be learned in 

higher education contexts, and how higher education can design and implement reputable 

approaches in popular music production pedagogy that bridge to professional practice. 

This is intended to lay a foundation from which future investigations may adapt effective 

educational processes in music production that, up until recently, have been 

predominantly situated within the music industry. 

                                                
1  The democratisation of the recording studio refers to how technological developments have made 

recording equipment more affordable and music recording has now become a ubiquitous process that is 
available to users with little prior expertise (Leyshon, 2009). 
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1.3. Definitions and terms 

The term record production is defined as the process of performing and recording music 

but should also reflect the notion that the creative practice of record production is a 

technologically facilitated musical process (Burgess, 1997; Moylan, 2002). Therefore, the 

term music production connotes the same meaning but also implies the importance of the 

musical process to this definition and as a result, will be used throughout this thesis. 

Similarly, a music producer (record producer) is a person who engages in the art of music 

production. However, following the democratisation of the recording studio the roles of 

the producer, artist, songwriter, and performer are often blurred; the term music producer 

is now associated with individuals who possess a combination of these skillsets (Draper, 

2016). This research is firmly situated in the realms of recorded popular music which is 

recognised to incorporate lyrical and melodic content, be instrumental, include acoustic 

and electronic genres, and is separate from musical styles such as classical, jazz, and 

musical theatre. The phrase both sides of the glass is commonly used in the music industry 

to represent the glass in a recording studio between the control room, where the music 

producer usually resides, and the recording room, where the artist performs.  

For the purpose of this thesis, authentic popular music production is defined as something 

that is genuine to the individual who created it, believable, and something that may be 

relative to an explicit model and at the same time original (Peterson, 1997, p. 220). This 

definition considers the production of both original and non-original compositions as 

potentially authentic. However, authenticity in music is often validated through 

perception (Moore, 2002) and “requires a reliance on tacit understanding” (Parkinson & 

Smith, 2015, p. 94). Moore (2002) suggests authenticity should “shift from consideration 

of … originators towards … perceivers, and should focus on the reasons they might have 

for finding, or failing to find, a particular performance authentic” (p. 220–221). Therefore, 

when discussing authentic popular music production it may be more beneficial to consider 

who the popular musician is, and the context in which they are being authenticated 

(Moore, 2002). Subsequently, for the purpose of this thesis, authenticity is suggested to 

be a construct that is relative to the musical world in which an individual operates (Smith, 

2002, as cited in McIntyre 2012, p. 162). 

 



4 

The term professional is used throughout this thesis and relates to the actuality of what is 

engaged with in the professional world—the music industry (Anthony, 2015a). 

Profession-based pedagogical approaches, therefore, are learning activities that are 

designed around professional practice. Throughout the case study of this research 

participants often use the term real world to insinuate a similar meaning to the profession 

and profession-based activities. However, this phrase is avoided throughout the thesis so 

as to clearly separate that which happens in a higher education context as opposed to the 

professional world. The democratisation of the recording studio has resulted in the 

proliferation of what is commonly known in the music industry as bedroom producers; 

these aspiring music producers work on their music regularly from their place of residence 

(Hepworth-Sawyer & Golding, 2010). 

The skills associated with music production are discussed at great length throughout this 

thesis. Critical listening is a skill that involves listening on many levels and these include 

sonics, music, and lyrical imaging (Draper, 2013). Sound engineering can best be 

described as the sculpting of recorded sounds with audio technology (Owinski, 2014). 

Musicality is defined as a sensitivity to, and an in-depth knowledge of, music and music 

performance that includes pitch, rhythm, melody, and music theory as it relates to popular 

music (Moylan, 2002). The production of music often involves the social and musical 

interaction of people. Therefore, the music producer hones their communication and 

psychological skills. This is done (in one instance) to promote the capturing of 

performances (Howlett, 2009). Emotional engagement is a skill developed on many 

levels. The musician engages with emotion when generating performances; producers 

engage with emotion when critiquing performances and when designing sonic 

representations of songs using dynamics, equalisation, and musical part interaction 

(Howlett, 2007). Songwriting is a skill that is prevalent throughout the production process 

from pre-production2 to mixing3 where producers target lyrics, melody, rhythm, form, 

structure, harmony, arrangement, and performance (McIntyre, 2001; J. Bennett, 2011). 

Programming is a skill where musicians use the computer’s editing and compositional 

capabilities to arrange and produce sounds from within the computer (Hugill, 2012). 

                                                
2  Pre-production is a foundational part of the production process where a song's structure, arrangement, 

and instrumentation are considered. Pre-production can occur before recording or during the 
production process depending on the producer's creative practice approach. 

3  Mixing is a process of blending all audio parts of a recording to create a version of the song that sounds 
as good as possible. 
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Creative practice is a term used to describe the practical engagement that one undertakes 

during specific activities (Kerrigan, 2013). However, for the purpose of this thesis, 

creative practice will be used to describe the engagement of the people involved whilst 

performing, producing and recording music in some form of recording studio—all aspects 

of recorded music production (Zak, 2001). This connotes approaches like improvising 

during a recorded performance, studio-based live recording, and mixing. Therefore, live 

public performance and front of house (or live mixing) are not part of this study. Creative 

practice is often influenced by genre, the technology that is used, how the technology is 

used, and the many music production skills applied during music-making. Hennessey and 

Amabile (2010) declared in their meta-analysis of the literature of creativity that “most 

researchers and theorists agree that creativity involves the development of a novel 

product, idea, or problem solution that is of value to the individual and/or the larger social 

group” (Hennessey & Amabile 2010, p 572). If this is the case creative practice involves 

the bringing of novel things into being that are valued in at least one social setting.  

As mentioned earlier, music production is often undertaken within various music 

production cultures and this term will be more explicitly unpacked in Chapter 2. 

However, for the purpose of this thesis it is suggested that music production cultures, like 

many cultures, consist of shared attributes. These are the music; the song; the archetype 

of the producer (Anthony & Lefford, 2019); the creative practice that is being undertaken; 

the form creative practice takes because of the technology being used; the music 

production skills being used; and the social environment created by the people, places, 

and spaces of the recording. As such, music production cultures represent the totality of 

the popular music production process, as shown in Figure 1.1. 

1.4. A historical overview of music production 

education 

I have been employed as a lecturer of music production at a university since 1998 (21 

years’ experience). In 2010 I was discussing with some of my students the great lengths 

to which some renowned popular music producers went to achieve authenticity in their 

music production. The song in question was Phil Collins’ “In The Air Tonight” (Collins, 

1980), and I was having a difficult time convincing my students that the legendary Phil 
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Collins’ drum sound (which utilised the SSL Listen Mic4) was in fact stumbled upon 

during the process of creative practice rather than being a planned event (Flans, 2005). 

Hugh Padgham elaborates: 

One day, Phil was playing the drums and I had the reverse talkback on because he was 

speaking, and then he started playing the drums. The most unbelievable sound came out 

because of the heavy compressor. I said, ‘My God, this is the most amazing sound! Steve, 

listen to this.’ (as cited in Flans, 2005) 

 
Figure 1.1 Skills, creative practice and music production cultures 

 
I distinctly remember the stunned look on some of my students’ faces as they enquired as 

to how that kind of creative practice is learned? I hesitated for a minute before suggesting 

that, following on from university, I learned it through experience. Firstly, by working as 

an assistant engineer for a large studio with producers who engaged in the many creative 

practices of various music production cultures. Secondly, my learning continued through 

my practice in both traditional and modern music production landscapes. For the past 30 

years I have operated as a freelance singer-songwriter, performer, programmer, and music 

producer. I explained that historical normalities of studio production teams included an 

artist, a producer, an engineer, and an assistant engineer. The assistant engineer’s 

responsibilities included setting up and packing away all the equipment, getting the 

                                                
4  The SSL Listen Mic was used for talkback between the control and recording room. 
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lunches, making the tea and coffee, and basically being there to do anything necessary 

for the betterment of the recording. This is how the assistant engineer of the times learned 

the fundamentals of music production: by immersion in the process, and by watching the 

producer, engineer, and musicians engage with the skills necessary for music production. 

Subsequently, these aspiring professionals then honed their skills throughout their 

freelance careers. It was obvious to my students and me that historical music production 

education processes were very different from what they were experiencing within popular 

music production pedagogy in higher education today. This also raises epistemic 

questions this thesis aspires to answer: which skills and music production creative 

practices are transferable to modern contexts, and which are no longer valid? How do 

educators facilitate their own continual updating of professional practice applications? 

1.5. Historical overview of popular music pedagogy and 

theoretical underpinning 

Théberge (2000) recognised that the problem of the home of popular music pedagogy in 

higher education was that it was commonly broken down into course elements for various 

departments of music, sociology, and cultural studies. Théberge suggests a solution in 

which popular music stands on its own, within its own program, where he alludes that 

“popular music can be experienced as a form of ‘practice’, not simply as an ‘object’ to be 

studied” (Théberge, 2000, p. 35). Since this research there have been many stand-alone 

popular music programs developed around the globe, and The Bachelor of Popular Music 

(BPM), Queensland Conservatorium, Griffith University in Australia, founded in 1999, 

is one example. This program engages all types of popular musicians within the 

pedagogical experience of music production: BPM students are musicians, songwriters, 

performers, sound engineers, and producers (Lebler & Weston, 2015). This is directly 

relevant to professional practice because music production is often the result of the 

interplay between all of the people working on the music, and this holistic approach is the 

theoretical underpinning that positions this research from both sides of the glass. As such, 

perhaps the metaphorical separation of the glass is not relevant in a holistic approach to 

music production pedagogy. Nonetheless, this research hypothesises that to approach 

popular music production pedagogy from the producer’s perspective alone only limits the 

authenticity of the pedagogical context to actual industry practice. 
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1.6. Research rationale 

The rationale of this thesis is based around the discovery of effective ways to educate 

students regarding the selection of creative practices and the design of music production 

cultures and how these affect the musical output. Essential to the music producer is 

knowledge of an array of creative practice options because the producer can now select 

processes that come from many different eras (Hepworth-Sawyer & Golding, 2010). 

Popular music production creative practice has also been interrelated with the 

development of technology (Pras, Guastavino, & Lavoie, 2013). As technology evolves 

so too do the practices of music producers. For example, in the early days of recording a 

song was recorded as a live performance, and this represented the final product that was 

inscribed directly to wax cylinder or the various recording mediums that developed over 

time. With the development of analogue tape and multi-track recording systems processes 

evolved that enabled producers to drop-in5 during a performance and add many more 

overdubbed6 layers to a production (Burgess, 2014). Finally, the DAW’s random access7 

editing capabilities have enabled more fragmented processes where producers could 

choose from a plethora of performance options (Hugill, 2012). DAW software like 

Ableton Live, Logic Pro, and Pro Tools also allows the producer to blur the lines between 

live performance and recording because input audio can be processed and manipulated in 

real time and recorded audio can be triggered live. 

Each of these techniques are relevant today and they influence the recording outcome 

differently. Live recordings have been tried and tested for decades and are a way of 

designing a recording that generates something similar to seeing a band performing on 

stage (Anthony, 2015a). Conversely, sometimes the producer may use technology for the 

innovative processes it offers and this may deliver different artistic outcomes to 

traditional processes. Cher’s single “Believe” (Higgins et al., 1998) used the 

technological development of Auto-Tune8 to dramatically alter her vocal sound and this 

                                                
5  Drop-in is a term used to describe the process where a segment of a live performance could be re-

recorded so as to improve any flaws. This process enabled music producers to piece whole recordings 
together from many performances. 

6  Overdubbed is a term used to describe a production that has been recorded in parts. For example: 
drums first, then the bass, then the guitars, and so on; one layer recorded at a time until production on 
the music is complete. 

7  Random Access is a term that describes how many computers access memory. 
8  Auto-Tune is a software application that manipulates and edits material to specific harmonic pitches 

and as such tunes performances. 
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became a signature characteristic of the song that many popular musicians now 

appropriate. 

The invention of the DAW, the Internet, and subsequent network capabilities of the 

recording process has changed the role of the recording studio (Théberge, 2004); 

broadened the scope of musicians who engage with the studio (Théberge, 2012); and 

altered the ways recordings are made (Théberge, 1997, 2001). Auvinen (2017) discusses 

the innovative process of the tracker producer as a role which has been manifested by the 

DAW’s programming abilities. The tracker is an amalgamation of the programmer9, 

producer, and songwriting roles where backing tracks are produced (by the tracker) and 

melodies and lyrics written (by the top liner) in an intuitive, non-formalised process 

(Seabrook, 2015). This contrasts to the traditional approaches of writing a song with an 

instrument, in an inspirational environment, prior to recording in a studio. This type of 

creative practice also breaks down the physical and geographical confines of the music 

production process because the Internet can be used to transfer files between tracker and 

artist and facilitates online/remote collaboration. 

Auvinen (2017) states that his study “focuses on a younger aspiring producer and thereby 

contributes to academic discussions on the role of the producer” (para. 12). This statement 

suggests that aspiring producers are being lured by the change of workflow that new 

technology affords. The entire process of music production is virtually possible within a 

computer and such an obsession with technology may also influence the characteristics 

of the recorded outcome, as described in S. Bennett’s (2010) provocation on the 

proliferation of anti production.10 With the use of modern technology, bedroom producers 

can now complete release quality recordings entirely from the confines of their homes. 

Yet music-making can also be a social activity and the pervasive culture of individualism 

and isolation facilitated by the DAW may cause, as Hugill (2012) warns, “musical 

unhealthiness” (p. 243). Hugill’s declaration is perhaps best considered as a general 

statement than a rule for all. Sometimes there are positives associated with working in a 

solo context; at many stages of a production composers and producers lock themselves 

away in isolation to minimise outside distractions. However, there is danger associated 

with working alone consistently: it alienates the producer from the opinions of others. An 

                                                
9  A programmer is a musician who utilises the computer’s editing and compositional capabilities to 

arrange and produce sounds from within the computer. 
10  Anti production is a postulation that highlights the influence technology can have on musical outputs. 



10 

engagement with feedback on one’s work informs the popular musician as to the ways in 

which others hear music and this expands the potential musical options of the future. As 

a result, one could question how the creative practice options the DAW affords the 

producer affect the artistic output of the song and the recording. 

Technological developments have the ability to dominate the creative practice of music 

production and this can be to the detriment of musical and artistic outcomes. As Brian 

Eno states, “as more and more options have become available, and equipment more and 

more complex, the temptation can arise to forget the possibilities of simplicity. It’s a 

question of balancing external influences and technologies with your own instincts and 

beliefs” (as cited in Burgess, 1997, p. 85). Eno’s comments suggest that aspiring 

producers require the ability to reproduce genre or market-based sounds and concepts 

whilst having the foresight to use technology for its advantages but control its dominance 

of the creative process. 

These artistic approaches are still clearly the responsibility of the producer (Burgess, 

2008). Producer Frank Liddell suggests that the greatest music industry professionals are 

the ones who “had the ability and vision to be able to step back and just let the artist do 

what they do” (as cited in Massey, 2000, p. 8). However, there are often commercial 

influences on how a song should sound to attract a targeted audience (Hepworth-Sawyer 

& Golding, 2010), and in these situations a producer must consider the “expectations of 

the record company” (Howlett, 2012, p. 189). Therefore, the music producer often 

navigates through an artistic/commercial balancing act with artists and record company 

personnel whilst ensuring the integration of music, technology, and commercialism 

(Burgess, 2008). With such vast and complex methods being used within music 

production creative practice, and apprentice education models in large studios 

disappearing, one could query how aspiring producers are learning music production 

currently. 

Many musicians can learn music production skills by watching Internet videos or can 

complete some form of professional11 or higher education program. It seems pertinent to 

question the validity of some of these frameworks because, in contrast to higher 

education’s use of online delivery, the posting of YouTube videos is not a scrutinised 

                                                
11  In Australia professional schools (that are government approved) including the School of Audio 

Engineering (SAE) and the JMC Academy facilitate music production education. 
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educational framework and can be designed and marketed by individuals who have little 

or no industry experience or educational background. In contrast, higher education’s 

courses and programs can be moderated by internal processes or external institutions like 

The Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA).12 More importantly, 

online learning also seems limited to being primarily skills-based and does not immerse 

the aspiring producer into the social and cultural realities of music-making in the 

professional world. It is within these realities the case study of this thesis resides: a 

holistic ideology of music production practice (music production cultures) is the location 

for the pedagogy and inquiry of the thesis. 

O’Neill and Bespflug (2011) discuss the relevance of profession-based music learning by 

suggesting “student learning should be tied to ‘lived experience’ and achieved through 

experimentation and investigation of practice by learners acting in the world in real 

situations” (p. 25). These notions come from unpacking the work of Dewey (1998) where 

it is hypothesised that “the challenge of learning, is learning to think and this ought to be 

the aim of education—to make possible for students to engage in conscious meaning 

making about real world problems” (O’Neill & Bespflug, 2011, p. 25). These discussions 

suggest that aspiring producers need certain social skills and understandings of business 

and may, in fact, need to learn how to become entrepreneurial in their professional 

practice (Burgess, 2008). This places justifiable pressure on higher education to design 

and implement a pedagogical experience that not only maintains a connection to current 

industry trends but which also engages a range of vocational skills that improve graduate 

outcomes by promoting multidisciplinary targets for students (Weston, 2017). 

It seems clear that music production pedagogy should bridge to professional practice so 

as to engage the aspiring popular musician with the necessary psycho-social skill 

development required for music production (Anthony, 2015a). Secondly, it must target 

the blurring of the lines between producer and artist in that those roles now often are 

combined into one (the bedroom producer) or shifted (the producer as co-writer). These 

are musical, technological, and social practices that aspiring popular musicians need to 

experience to prepare for the actuality of their profession. However, it is still very unclear 

as to what form effective higher education music production pedagogical frameworks 

                                                
12 TEQSA is is Australia's independent national quality assurance and regulatory agency for higher 
education. 
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should take to ensure that the expansive tacit knowledge of professionals can be 

articulated and the intrinsic link between music production cultures, creative practice, and 

technology be explored. 

There are currently numerous higher education programs that offer training in music 

production principles, yet Frith and Zagorski-Thomas (2012) allude to the uncertain 

positioning of music production in academic frameworks: “What is less clear, though, is 

how the study of recording is being placed in academic departments and degree courses 

... it was agreed recording usually fits rather awkwardly in its obvious home, departments 

of music” (p. 2). Music production is also a practical process, something that is essentially 

learned by doing (Anthony, 2015a). Therefore, it is important to understand how the 

ability to grasp the various musical, technical, social, and psychological approaches of 

music production equips the aspiring producer with the tools needed for practice. Even 

though music production pedagogy has been a part of both music technology (King, 2016) 

and popular music education (PME) (Anthony, 2015a) for some time, there is a need for 

further scholarly investigations into effective popular music production learning 

environments. 

1.7. Research questions 

The research question for this project is: 

How can effective learning environments be created for popular music 

production in higher education? 

The research question can be broken down further into sub-questions that address more 

specific topics including: 

1) What pedagogical approaches are useful for the students’ acquisition of 

diverse skills and practices in music production? 

2) How can music production professional practice inform higher education 

pedagogical frameworks so they connect to the music industry? 

3) What are students’ perceptions of how learning music production should 

take place within higher education? 
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By investigating these questions this research seeks to unpack what students deem as 

effective for the learning of popular music production and inform the future design of 

higher education popular music production pedagogy. This is intended to lay a foundation 

on which future PME investigations may develop an educational process that, up until 

recently, has been predominantly situated within the music industry. 

1.8. Thesis structure 

Chapter 2 follows and outlines the literature that is relevant and informs the subject of 

popular music production pedagogy. Chapter 3 discusses ideas of ontology and 

epistemology to firmly position the research paradigm before tabling an explicit 

methodological design that includes data collection and analysis strategies. Chapter 4 

outlines the context and pedagogical approach used within the ethnographic case study 

before clarifying the participant population of the research. Chapters 5 and 6 follow with 

the data presentation and analysis of the case study that informs Chapter 7’s findings, 

ethnographic description, and list of schemas regarding an effective approach to popular 

music production pedagogy. Chapter 8 concludes the thesis by presenting limitations of 

the research and potential future iterations and adaptations that may evolve to inform the 

scholarly discourse. 

1.9. Conclusion 

Work in the field of PME has been recently described as residing “beneath the radar” of 

respected academic outputs (Smith, Moir, Brennan, Rambaran, & Kirkman, 2017, p. 5) 

and there is now a definite movement to engage a scholarly discourse in this field (Moir, 

Powell & Smith, 2019). Subsequently, the form that PME takes is under scrutiny and 

pedagogy that engages constructivist, vocational, or online delivery, for example, requires 

high quality research to promote creditable academic literature (Cremata, 2017; Weston, 

2017). It is imperative for the future of popular music education that music production be 

included in this discourse. Therefore, Chapter 2 now follows and will explore the literary 

work that informs this thesis.
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Chapter 2. Literature review 

2.1. Introduction 

Becoming a rock musician is not a process that is steeped in the history, 

theory, and pedagogy of prestigious academies; nor is it a learning experience 

which is guided by an informal tradition of teachers and teachings. Becoming 

a rock musician is not even a process of apprenticeship. In fact, rock music is 

learned to a much greater extent than it is ever taught by teachers. (H. S. 

Bennett, 1980, p. 3) 

H.S Bennett’s work On Becoming a Rock Musician outlines quite clearly that rock music, 

as a form of popular music agency, is often best learned rather than taught. During this 

learning process, Bennett suggests rock musicians develop a musical consciousness, an 

awareness of music-making. Similar notions of consciousness have been contextualised 

in the field of neuroscience where musicians’ senses are stimulated during performance 

and an awareness of practice is formed (Levitin, 2006). These two sources confirm that 

an engagement with music is often a personalised process, and therefore, one could 

deduce that even though popular music production may often involve group contexts, the 

learning of music production may be specific to the individual. This concept resonates 

with some of the literature concerning music production (Anthony, 2015a), and in 

synergy with these ideologies, the introductory chapter has presented ontological and 

epistemological understandings of music production that incorporate skills, creative 

practices, and the importance of music production cultures. 

The music producer chooses a specific path to follow when designing production 

strategies that are relevant to the song, but the creative practice options available are 

diverse. This suggests that music production involves an element of subjective decision 

making. This is not uncharted territory within the scope of music research with the work 

of Cumming (2000), for example, attesting to the relevance of subjectivity in music. 

Cumming’s work “positions subjectivity and selfhood in the gap between the listener and 

music [creation], in effect, closing it by arguing that ‘musical signification’ occurs at their 

intersection” (Moreno, 2005, p. 284). Cumming suggests that “for a performer to 

communicate music’s expressive content he or she would require a specific kind of 
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emotional understanding [of the music]” (Cumming, 2000, p. 8). By so doing, Cumming 

postulates that the “musicians own ‘character’ will be heard in the choices he or she 

makes, “so it is that his or her own ‘subjectivity’ appears” (p. 9). However, Cumming 

warns of the precipice of confronting the gap “between an ‘interior’ state [that 

contemplates an expressive work] and the expressive content heard by others” (p. 8). She 

asks how students can confront this gap if they do not know what the gap is. Cumming’s 

work is positioned within Western European Classical Music, but these concepts are also 

useful in the field of popular music production. As a form of pedagogical research, this 

thesis investigates how students’ learning of popular music production can be enhanced 

through engagement with the subjectivity gap that exists between music creation and the 

listening experience of the recorded product—the making of popular music. This 

approach is important so as to firmly position any professional literature and web-based 

content as appropriate. Throughout this chapter there are also infused vignettes that 

contextualise any of my professional experiences that resonate with the literature, and 

these anecdotes are labelled here as relevant to this investigation. 

To position this research firmly within the realms of popular music production pedagogy, 

relevant literature will be discussed under four headings. These are 1) popular music 

production skills and processes; 2) the creative practice and culture of popular music 

production; 3) bridging industry practice with higher education contexts; and 4) popular 

music production pedagogy. The first two headings explore the tacit knowledge that is 

essential for music production to take place, and the skills and processes that professionals 

use that students aspire to become proficient. The second two headings then contextualise 

profession-based practices that may be useful to bridge higher education frameworks to 

the professional world, and discuss the current landscape of popular music production 

pedagogy. 

2.2. Popular music production skills and processes 

The skills and processes necessary for music production can be grouped into categories 

that include historical approaches, formal principles of sound engineering and 

technological application, programming, critical listening, musicality, emotional 

engagement, songwriting, and communication and psychological skills. 
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2.2.1. Historical approaches 

Popular music production uses diverse skills and processes. A process is defined here as 

being intrinsically linked to the application of a skill, so recording to analogue tape is a 

process that is related to the skill sound engineering. The way in which music producers 

have approached skills and processes has been in reaction to technological developments 

over time (Greene, 2005, p. 3-7). Many of the techniques from past eras are useful in 

today’s music-making and therefore deserve investigation. Burgess (2014) is an academic 

who has worked as a music producer. His style of writing at times adopts a biographical 

approach which helps to add a personal dimension to discussions of historical uses of 

recording technology and how these have influenced popular music production creative 

practice. 

In a more narrative approach, Milner (2009) presents a historical account of the influence 

that technological developments have had on sound engineering processes and the 

capturing of a performance. These examples include the steadfast acoustic fascinations 

that Thomas Edison had with sound and the move to innovative applications such as Phil 

Spector’s wall of sound production method. M. Katz (2010) continues this line of 

investigation and delves deeper into a more process-orientated narrative, eloquently 

describing the role of technologies in creative practice, for example, the similarities 

between Steve Reich’s experiments with tape loops and hip-hop producers’ 

manipulations of LP recordings. Leyshon (2009) discusses the resultant democratisation 

of technology that followed the digital revolution and how this influenced the music 

industry as a business model. These types of examples (that span the 100-year history of 

music production) are useful because they highlight the connection between recording 

technologies and the creative practice afforded by them. This information is insightful to 

aspiring professionals because it presents methods that can be used to manifest 

recognisable musical and sonic results for different types of music.  

Historical texts like the ones listed above lay the foundation for more overarching analysis 

of professional practice, and authors such as Buskin (1999), Farinella (2006), Gottlieb 

(2010), Massey (2000), and Savona (2005) have gathered short interviews from 

established producers in which they discuss their methods. These investigations highlight 

various producers’ decisions regarding creative practice such as using a live recording 

process as compared to an overdubbed production (Massey, 2000); they can be an 
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informative history lesson about what professional practitioners did in the past. More 

personalised and robust investigations help to unpack why producers made particular 

choices. For example, Ramone’s (2008) Making Records: The Scenes Behind the Music 

discusses some of the records he made and the social, technical, and musical stimuli that 

informed some of his creative decisions. Books like these are wonderful insights into the 

making of famous records, and even though they do not focus on educational approaches, 

they help to build a domain of knowledge that pedagogical approaches can refer to during 

delivery. Students of music production pedagogy hunger for this kind of profession-based 

knowledge (Thompson and Stevenson, 2017), and more recently this discourse has been 

targeted within the literature for music technology and education (Bell, 2016, Mosley & 

Thompson 2014), and popular music education (Anthony, 2015a; Bennett, 2017). This 

discourse will be discussed later in this chapter.  

2.2.2. Sound engineering and technical application 

There is a plethora of literature regarding sound engineering and, as such, this thesis will 

table a brief overview of work done in this field whilst contextualising more recent 

scholarly efforts. The holistic link between sound engineering, the science of sound, and 

the setting up of recording environments has always been an important aspect for 

professionals to consider. To record music properly one should understand how sound 

reacts within acoustic, electronic, digital, and musical landscapes (Moylan, 2002). These 

ideas were spawned from early works that suggested an intimate knowledge of the science 

of sound is considered imperative to the sound engineer. Texts including Woram (1976) 

and Borwick (1976) combine the acoustic and electronic concepts of sound with a broad 

selection of scientific theories, engineering practices, and the operation of historical 

recording equipment. Moving forward, more recent texts contextualise scientific 

understandings within new forms of analogue and digital technological applications. 

Crich (2010) and Eargle (2003) are two examples of this and they explicitly discuss the 

importance of setting up the recording studio environment for an optimum application. 

The specific applications of various sound engineering techniques have also been 

discussed in great detail. Owinski (1999) delves into concepts of audio processing like 
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equalisation, compression, and the use of effects13, and, similarly, B. Katz’s (2003) 

technologically-informed work investigates the use of many forms of audio processors 

and processes. Schmidt Horning (2013) discusses the importance of the recording 

engineer’s tacit knowledge of microphone placement and Izhaki (2008) uses practice-

based concepts that link engineering applications such as the use of echoes14 to semiotic15 

intentions like life and distance. Many other writers use the final mix as a type of end goal 

of music production to break down the sound engineering steps involved during the 

recording process. Moylan (2002) explores the process of crafting a mix, dealing with 

various subjects including balance and spatiality.16 D. Gibson (2008) also explores the 

concept of spatiality via a diagrammatical approach, presenting images that indicate 

where to place certain instruments and sonic textures within a mix to achieve a 

professional stereo result. Owinski’s (2014) later work re-addresses sound engineering 

applications following recent technological changes and he discusses the fundamentals 

of microphone types, multi-tracking17, and the recording process—how to place 

microphones to record various instruments. It becomes quite apparent that the 

development of recording technology continuously provides new opportunities for 

written work into the field of sound engineering and its related processes. 

Texts that translate sound engineering practices into home studio applications with the 

DAW (since the digital revolution) are prolific, including Ballou (2015), Bartlett and 

Bartlett (2002), Huber and Runstein (2017), and Rumsey and McCormick (2014). Within 

these texts there is relevant information on suitable computer systems for DAW use, 

content that engages with surround sound applications, the online representation of audio 

(especially streaming), audio network devices, immersive audio, audio object coding, and 

the subsequent relevant requirements for audio in these instances. Many of these works 

are also accompanied by compact discs or links to online content so that readers can listen 

to examples and better understand the author’s intentions. 

                                                
13  Effects, in this instance, relate to reverbs, delays, chorus, and audio enhancements that alter the sonic 

quality and spatiality of a sound. 
14  Echoes are effects like reverbs or delays. 
15  Semiotics is the study of meaning-making and meaningful communication. 
16  Spatiality is a term used to describe the three dimensional perception of a recorded work. The 

dimensions are: front to back, left to right (horizontal), and bottom to top (vertical). 
17  Multi-tracking is a recording process where the recording machine allows for more than one track to be 

used during the recording of a song. This means parts can be recorded at different times or 
overdubbed. 
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Most of the above examples are considered as professional outputs, and as a result, the 

Journal on the Art of Record Production (JARP) provides a necessary and highly 

respected outlet for more scholarly investigations into music production and sound 

engineering. Due to the scope of journal articles (as compared to books) the JARP 

discourse allows for specific content to be investigated in depth, and this brings necessary 

clarity to many sound engineering practices. Toulson’s (2008) insight into “fixing it in 

the mix” and Bates’ (2009) discussion on tactility and sound engineering are reputable 

scholarly examples of this. 

2.2.3. Programming 

In his book, The History of Music Production, Burgess (2014) outlines how synthesizers, 

drum machines and sequencers evolved throughout the 1960s to the 1980s and changed 

music composition and production forever. He champions MIDI18 as a revolutionary 

technological advancement that facilitated a situation where all these musical devices 

could “talk to each other in a common language [allowing] producers and artists to 

perform, arrange and orchestrate their music at home or in pre-production rooms” 

(p. 142). The process of recording MIDI data that then played various hardware MIDI 

instruments was commonly known in the industry as sequencing. With the advent of the 

DAW, musicians could expand this practice to include the use of extensive libraries of 

virtual19 instruments, audio samples,20 and the production tools of the recording studio 

within music software such as Ableton Live, Pro Tools and Logic Pro. These tools 

allowed the musician to sonically manipulate samples of audio. Audio could be tuned; 

time-compressed or expanded; edited; looped; equalised; filtered; reversed; and have 

various reverbs, delays, and modulation effects21 added. This thesis therefore supports a 

definition of the term programming as an engagement with the compositional 

applications of both sequencing and the manipulation of, and composition with, audio 

samples. Given that this definition already constitutes some activities that could be 

classified as music production (Burgess, 2014, p. 145), it seems logical that the agency 

of the programmer can often cross-over to that of a producer. The DAW’s integration of 

                                                
18  MIDI stands for musical instrument digital interface. 
19  Virtual in this instance is the perception of software related reality.  
20  Samples are snippets of audio that are recorded from a variety of sources and then used in diverse 

contexts. 
21 Modulation effects commonly used in popular music include chorus, flange and phasing. 
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random access recording affords this even further by giving the programmer the 

technological capabilities to engage with producer related activities such as recording 

acoustic parts (vocals, guitars, drums), generating performances with musicians, and 

mixing/mastering their work. As a result, the popular musician/producer currently has the 

technology to compose, program, record and mix their music within the computer itself.  

As such, programmers benefit from knowledge in musicality, songwriting, sound 

engineering, mixing, electronic instruments, and synthesis (Hugill, 2012). To feed this 

demand, authors such as A. Brown (2007) elucidate the ways computers can be used in 

pedagogical approaches that target programming practices. There are also professional 

texts similar to Roads (2015), that seek to educate aspiring musicians in electronic music 

composition by tabling facts, history, opinions, and ideas to consider and explore in 

practice. Similarly, synthesis can be engaged with via virtual or hardware technology, and 

the application of these can be learned through trial and error, by accessing instructional 

YouTube videos (Justin, 2018), or by reading texts similar to Graham (1979a, 1979b, 

1979c), Puckette (2007), and Strange (1972). Consequently, the aspiring programmer can 

take control of their learning, read weblogs similar to Bell’s (2017a) The pedagogy of 

Push: Assessing the affordances of Ableton’s “Instrument”, immerse themselves within 

the intricacies of electronic music sound production, and engage heavily with this type of 

music-making. 

T. Warner (2003) fills a necessary literary void surrounding programming and production 

when he investigates the work of 1980s pop producer Trevor Horn. Warner (2003) 

outlines the creative practice of production teams that were abundant in the 1980s and 

have influenced the ways that contemporary pop hits are made. As a result, programming 

has become a very sought after commodity because seminal pop producers like Max 

Martin utilise it within their creative practice (Primeloops, 2012), and because some form 

of programming is evident in the majority of popular music today (Collins & d’Escrivan, 

2007). Programming technology has therefore revolutionised the music creation process 

(Frith, 1986; Frith & Horne, 1987) and given popular musicians the luxury of unlimited 

time to construct intricate compositions in home studios (Hugill, 2012). 
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The editing power of the DAW currently allows programmers to use music correction 

software applications like Auto-Tune and Elastic Audio22 that fine-tune the pitch and 

timing of performances. Another software application that is similar to Elastic Audio is 

Ableton’s Warp function (Sherbourne, 2009). Warping is incredibly useful because it can 

adjust audio in real time (upon input), is non-destructive, and makes audio manipulation 

a highly efficient and versatile compositional tool that is impacting on contemporary 

producer practices. Programmers can also use sound libraries to replace acoustic 

instruments with virtual replications and, as a result, the music that is made with these 

approaches can have a significant technological footprint (Hugill, 2012). However, the 

aspiring music professional needs to consider the impact that programming has on music 

creation and eschew the practice of programming for matters of convenience alone. Aho 

(2009) describes the relationship between artists and their instrument as unique and 

interrelated with the music-making process, and therefore popular musicians should 

engage with programming but wield it with care so as to nurture the musical output. There 

is also a lot to consider regarding programming within group pedagogical frameworks 

because the social realities of programming include a primarily solo practice (Hugill, 

2012) in often private locations. 

2.2.4. Critical listening, musicality and emotional engagement 

There has been substantial research into the field of critical listening from diverse 

perspectives like Timbre Solfege23 (Miskiewicz, 1992), Audio Signal Processing24 

(Corey, 2010), and Aural Awareness25 (Hugill, 2012). Blake (2009) outlines a more 

holistic perspective by suggesting that producers are listeners and are “able to decode 

what happens in the recording and mixing studios in order to represent the eventual 

listening customer” (p. 36). Supporting this notion, Draper’s (2013) work identifies the 

broad scope of listening that producers undertake which includes the sound box (the 

engineer’s point of view); semiotic meaning; the interplay between music and 

technology; and improvisational, melodic, harmonic and rhythmical relationships. 

                                                
22  Elastic Audio is a software application in Avid’s Pro Tools that manipulates and edits audio material 

that is rhythmic in nature. 
23  Timbre Solfege is the recognition of frequencies in sounds as related to tonal characteristics. 
24  Audio Signal Processing involves critical listening that more broadly includes equalization, spatiality, 

dynamics, reverb, distortion and delay. 
25  Aural Awareness is a summary of the listening experience of the practitioner. 
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In the book Musical Environments, Vella (2000) tables a guide for listening, composing 

and improvising that presents a multidisciplinary and sensory approach to making and 

perceiving music. Draper’s (2013), and Vella’s (2000) work confirms that music 

production is much more than a technological process, it is a musical practice that often 

targets semiotic meaning. Therefore, listening purely for sound engineering 

characteristics like frequency response or compression is only one small part of the 

critical listening process (Mixerman, 2012). In this instance musicality is a constant point 

of reference for many authors.  

Moylan (2002) writes “as technology advances … it seems that the artistic qualities of a 

performance have become more elusive” (p. xiii). Moylan specifically targets the 

relationship between technology and musical performance and this is important because 

music production communicates emotions to the listener by drawing “on the past 

experiences of the listener to shape their emotive reactions” (p. 62). Zak (2001) also 

suggests “in the artificial atmosphere of the recording studio … the human emotion 

embodied by musical expression is easily lost” (p. 59). This has become even more 

apparent as technology has developed and afforded the producer computer-based creative 

practice options (Théberge, 1993). The implication of these authors’ comments is that a 

fascination for technological advancement can affect the producer’s engagement with 

musicality and emotion. This engagement with emotion should occur during the 

production process and this is identified as an integral element of music production 

creative practice (Askeroi and Viervol, 2017).  

Within the concept of vocal recordings, Howlett (2007) suggests that the popular 

musician listens until “an emotional response is caused” (p. 2) and this signifies those 

“special moments” for which practitioners and popular musicians need to strive. Howlett 

(2009) goes further and states:  

“there is an assumption made that, if it moves you, it can move other listeners. For 

the producer, trusting this emotional response is a quintessential function. The 

confidence to say, ‘I like this one’, is at the heart of a producer's role”. (p. 17) 

Therefore, musical listening, and connecting to emotion when listening, would be in 

contrast to listening and only acknowledging the various instruments, sounds, and words 

of the music. Yet music production aspires towards the manifestation of an emotional 
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reaction from the listener. Certainly then, an engagement with musicality and emotion is 

integral to aid the decision making process during music production. This will be 

discussed further in the bridging to professional practice section of this chapter. 

2.2.5. Songwriting 

In reference to Howlett’s (2007) statement above, I have noticed that aspiring 

professionals get so caught up in technological processes that they often forget the integral 

importance of the song and its intended message. Being adept at songwriting, or at least 

having knowledge of the elements and purpose of songwriting, is a definitive skill that is 

required within the practice of music production. As J. Bennett (2011) writes: 

[T]he song is the script from which the rest of the popular music production 

chain reads; it leads to the recording session, the artist’s vocal performance, 

the promotion and distribution of the final mixed audio artefact, and thereafter 

implicitly to tertiary activities—gigs, airplay and merchandising. (p. 5) 

Bennett’s words illuminate the holistic importance of the song. Music producers often 

design the recording process around the artistic intentions of the song and engage with 

songwriting during the entirety of the production process (Anthony, 2017a; McIntyre, 

2007, 2008). This may start during the playing of demos, continue during pre-production 

and recording, and culminate in mixing and mastering, where the producer may, for 

example, raise the volume of certain lyrical content to emphasise meaning or complete 

any edits to promote the perception by the listener that the song is a single or an album 

track (Anthony, 2015b). In this situation, producers benefit if they are either songwriters, 

or have an in depth knowledge of songwriting; it is advantageous if producers understand 

the intricacies of melodic and chordal relationships, have a feel for song structure, and 

can support the lyrical messaging and meaning of the song via sonic design. Producers 

can acquire this knowledge without being songwriters themselves, they can do this from 

within higher education songwriting courses, or by working with, and learning from, 

many artists in the professional world.  
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Producers often engage in the songwriting process by collaborating and rewriting 

sections, changing lyrics, and creating alternate versions of the song with the artist. I 

was fortunate enough to work on the album X with INXS and producer Chris Thomas. 

I clearly remember the day Thomas was banging away on a MIDI keyboard that was 

triggering a collection of tambourine sample hits on the chorus of the hit single “By 

My Side” (Farris, Hutchence, & Thomas, 1990). I remember him instigating 

songwriting adaptations with the initial writers Michael Hutchence and Andrew Farris, 

and a worldwide hit followed. As a result, Thomas contributed to the chorus and 

arrangement of the song as is confirmed within the liner notes for the album X special 

edition in 2002. 

Vignette 2.1 Music producers and songwriting 

Allan Moore’s (2016) book Song Means analyses songwriting as a process that engages 

with song, performance, and track (recording). Moore defines song as a melodic, lyrical, 

harmonic, and rhythmic framework but then suggests the intricacies of performance 

(style, tempo, tone) and track (the recording of a particular performance) all have an 

influence on the way we perceive meaning from a song. As such the book seeks to answer 

“What meanings can experiencing a song have, and how does it create meanings?” (p. 1). 

J. Bennett (2011, 2012, 2013) is an active writer regarding the creative process, ontology, 

and epistemology of songwriting. Within these works, he questions what is really meant 

by the term song versus sound recording? (J. Bennett, personal correspondence). 

Bennett’s (2014) thesis explained the deep nuances of producer, songwriter, top liner, 

copyright owner and creator (J. Bennett, personal correspondence). Bennett’s (2014) 

work resonates with Auvinen (2017) who discusses how the technological application of 

the DAW allows the tracker producer to engage in the songwriting process during the 

programming of a backing track for which a top line writer then completes the melody 

and or lyrics. Marrington (2017) continues this investigation into the DAW’s influence 

on songwriting. He states “DAWs are mediating structures—that is, they each have their 

own properties which influence how they may be used by the songwriter” and that 

“ultimately, how the DAW is used in songwriting will be determined by the place it holds 

in the process” (p. 85). This is supported by J. Bennett (2018) who explores the influence 

of the DAW and the Internet on the decision–making and artistic directions of 

professional songwriters. 
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The above work of Auvinen, Marrington, and Bennett attests that songwriting, similar to 

music production, has become a diversified process as a reaction to technological 

development. So much so that “popular song is arguably now more of a timbral and 

production language than ever before” and “the Internet affords different distributions of 

creativity across time and place, and changes what it means to create a song with others” 

(J. Bennett, 2018, p. 28). This has greatly affected the form that a song may take as J. 

Bennett suggests that “there are certainly characteristics of contemporary songs that are 

… more common now than before DAWs and the Internet” and that songwriting as a 

form of agency “has verticality crossed from songwriter habit to listener preference” 

(2018, p. 26). 

The technology songwriters are using is shaping the songs they write, so there seems a 

definitive need for appropriate music production pedagogy that nurtures the art of 

songwriting. J. Bennett (2015) suggests: 

[A]nyone immersed in the domain of popular songs will have developed an 

understanding of its conventions and constraints. The choice to break them 

according to artistic impulse is of course the student’s own, but I would argue 

that a songwriter’s skill is to make creative work within known constraints—

not necessarily the constraints of the mainstream pop song, but of any genre 

in which the songwriter is working. (p. 41) 

These words resonate with the subjective ideologies of Cumming (2000) as outlined in 

the introduction of this literature review. As Cumming (2000) suggests, the gap between 

creation and the listener is the musician’s subjectivity. This subjectivity, in the context of 

songwriting, can be applied within conventions or from a perspective that has no 

limitations. In reality, aspiring songwriters have both options to choose from and should 

learn to make informed decisions. 

2.2.6. Communication and psychological skills 

Howlett (2009) is a practitioner-turned scholar who promotes the importance of the 

communication practices of the producer. Howlett describes the producer using the 

metaphor of a nexus, suggesting that “the record producer acts as a means of connection 
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between the artist, the technology and the commercial interest” (p. 1). In this landscape 

the producer needs to be able to communicate effectively with a diverse array of people: 

musicians, record company personnel, sound engineers, managers, radio interviewers, 

journalists, friends, family, children, and even pets. If effective in these social 

interactions, the producer can steer the music production culture and this influences 

musical outcomes (Zak, 2001). 

Pras and Guastavino (2011) investigate the role of the music producer. Within their study, 

they establish that one of the producer’s greatest challenges is to direct artistic approaches 

without controlling the musicians. To achieve this, producers use certain communication 

and psychological skills because “the way in which producers communicate their 

critiques and suggestions is perceived as more important than what is being 

communicated” (p. 84). Hepworth-Sawyer and Golding (2010) promote that a producer 

should “try to find out a few things about the individuals in the band … simply try to 

gauge where they’re at as a person and what kind of personality they have” (p. 221).  

During my industry training it became apparent that the psychological aspects of 

music production were often learned through practice and by engaging with a vast 

array of musicians and personalities. Becoming adept at these skills often takes some 

time to develop because maturity and experience breed more confidence in these areas. 

The producer’s engagement with psychological processes will be discussed further in 

this chapter as a bridge to professional practice. 

Vignette 2.2 Music production psychology 

The literature discussed above has outlined the many skills that are engaged with during 

popular music production but there seems limited literature on learning these skills within 

higher education popular music production pedagogical frameworks. However, these 

skills are best seen as the tools of the trade that popular musicians use during creative 

practice and from within various cultures of popular music production. 

2.3. The creative practice and culture of popular music 

production 

Many musical and artistic outcomes of popular music production are the result of the 

creative practice engaged with during recording (Veal, 2007). These are the practical 
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activities that are undertaken during music-making which use diverse applications of the 

skills of music production and the flexible use of technology within the recording 

environment. As Moylan (2002) suggests, “audio recording is a creative process … an 

act of creating art” (p. xvii). Yet Zak (2001) discusses the importance of the atmosphere 

that surrounds music production, where the social interaction of musicians, producers, 

industry professionals, friends and family, and external factors such as the geographical 

location of the recording space influence the artistic output. These stimuli influence the 

makeup of a music production culture. Pras and Guastavino (2011) support this theory by 

suggesting “music creation cannot be separated from the culture of musicians and 

composers who constitute the project” (p. 74). This section of the literature review will 

discuss overarching concepts of music production creative practice, and consider 

technology’s influence on these processes. The phrase music production cultures will be 

unpacked and the various elements of these will be investigated. These will include the 

music; the producer’s archetype; the people, spaces and places with whom and in which 

producers work; the music production lexicon; and the vibe.26 

2.3.1. Creative practice 

Creative practice was defined earlier as the practical engagement that is undertaken 

during performing, producing, and recording music. This could include mixing on an 

analogue desk, performing a guitar solo, programming beats inside the DAW or recording 

a lead vocal to many playlists27 before comping28 and applying Auto-Tune to the final 

version. Various creative practice applications can result in the manifestation of certain 

sounds or feels in the music they were used (M. Katz, 2010). For example, a producer 

who wants to achieve a musical work that resembles a 1960s record similar to “Light My 

Fire” by The Doors (Morrison, Krieger, Densmore, & Manzarek, 1967) could use 

instruments and technology of that time (Fender Rhodes, Vox Continental, vintage 

microphones, and an analogue tape machine). They may record the song live and inscribe 

it to vinyl for playback because listeners of that era listened to music through record 

players. As M. Katz (2010) suggests “repeatability may lead performers to mimic the 

recordings of others, or to study and learn from them” (p. 220). This is what the study of 

                                                
26  The vibe is a term that is used to describe the atmosphere of a recording session. 
27  Within Pro Tools software, a playlist is a number of sub tracks that contain different performance 

versions of a specified track. 
28  Comping is the process of selecting and combining various performance takes onto one audio track. 
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creative practice affords. However, M. Katz also states that “just as the technology shapes 

the activities of its users, their activities shape the technology” (p. 220). For example, in 

the 1970s when the turntable was recognised as a playback medium, the “New York DJs 

found that with a little tweaking it could be transformed into a performing instrument” 

(M. Katz, 2010, p. 220). As a result, Vinyl scratching29 was born and identified as a new 

form of creative practice.  

By promoting the role technology plays in these scenarios M. Katz supports a stance from 

Stuckenschmidt (1927) that suggests “the value of any tool depends ultimately on its 

users” (Katz, 2010, p. 220). M. Katz then describes how this approach is in contrast to 

Marshal McLuhan’s (1964) renowned essay The Medium Is the Message in which 

McLuhan speaks of the potential negative influence technology can have on human 

activity. Given the vast amount of technological advancements that have occurred in 

music recording technology in the last 50 years, the symbiotic relationship between 

technology and creative practice is an important topic for aspiring professionals to 

contemplate. 

2.3.2. Technology’s influence on creative practice 

The practice of music production involves an ongoing engagement with technology and 

often creative practice is a construct of musically informed technological application. 

Théberge (1987, 1997, 2001, 2004, 2008, 2012) has done extensive research into the 

interrelationship of technology and the creation of popular music. One of the main focus 

points of Théberge’s research explores the impact that technological development has had 

on creative practice, the subsequent options that become available to the producer, and 

how this affects musical outputs. Théberge writes “with the expansion of sonic 

technologies, the musician is able to engage with the micro-phenomena of musical sound 

itself, and such an engagement often forces a reassessment of the role of more traditional 

categories of musical practice” (1997, p. 186). Consequently, Théberge (2008) suggests 

by shifting focus to the study of music technology and its role in music creation, the 

researcher gains something concrete to investigate. An underpinning message of 

Théberge’s (2001) work is that the music producer engages with technology and often 

                                                
29  Vinyl scratching is a technique where musicians move a record back and forth with their hand to 

produce percussive sounds or samples. 
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governs technology’s influence on creative practice so as to maintain intended musical 

intentions. 

Rap production provides a clear example of the producer using technology in innovative 

ways to aid the manifestation of a recording that targets the intended musical message. 

Rap production affords many related creative practices where 

[T]he equipment has to be altered to accommodate rap’s use of low frequency 

sounds, mixing techniques revised to create the arrangements of and 

relationships between drums sounds… [and these are] strategies that revise 

and manipulate musical technologies so that they will articulate black cultural 

priorities. (Rose, 1994, p. 78) 

These types of approaches also resonate with Veal’s (2007) discussion of Dub30 producers 

who used audio technology in musical and creative ways. These techniques included 

delaying drums parts and kicking spring reverbs for example and were often the result of 

trial and error applications. 

Frith and Horne (1987) describe the creative practices of music production prior to the 

technological revolution of the DAW as a social art form that utilised a technological 

process. However, as technology developed so did the ways music could be made, and 

little had been written about the differences between working in an analogue recording 

studio (as described by Frith and Horne above) as compared to a DAW. Senior’s (2011, 

2014) texts are a reaction to the DAW becoming a dominant form of technology and he 

describes his method as deliberately platform neutral.31 His insights into how modern 

musicians can record in small studios and within the DAW are valuable. Hugill (2012) 

takes this further with a focus on creative and aesthetic issues and Bell (2018) discusses 

the ever eroding dividing line between musicians and producers that the creative practice 

possibilities of the DAW have manifested. Bell firmly unpacks the realities of being a 

                                                
30  Dub is a sub-genre of electronic music that grew from reggae in the late 1960s. 
31  Platform neutral suggests the user can use various software programs including Cubase, FL Studio, 

Ableton Live, Digital Performer, Logic, Pro Tools, Reaper, Reason, Sonar, or any other software 
platform. 
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DIY32 musician/producer in the modern music industry and these texts form a solid 

foundation of creative practice knowledge for aspiring professionals. 

Bennett and Bates’ (2018) Critical Approaches to the Production of Music and Sound is 

a recent work into the field of music production creative practice. There are chapters that 

discuss modern concepts of electronic music production (D’errico, 2018), online music 

production (S. Bennett, 2018), the influence of technology on the perception and realities 

of music production creative practice (Marshall, 2018; Williams, 2018), and Brovig-

Hanssen (2018) unpacks opaque and transparent listening experiences as a by-product of 

technological application. There is little doubting the role that technology plays in the 

application of music production creative practice, but what becomes obvious is the 

variance in options that technology now affords the producer. The literature above 

describes many of these, but that which remains un-answered is how students of music 

production can engage with learning the vast amount of creative practices that are 

available to them. And perhaps more importantly, how they can learn which ones to select 

as creative practice options for the music or genre with which they are working. 

2.3.3. Music production cultures 

It is important to define the parameters of certain terms and phrases used in this thesis 

because often these have fluid meanings depending on the context in which they are being 

used. The scope of this thesis does not include that of cultural theory. Instead, the term 

culture is discussed within this research with specific reference to how it is used in the 

literature concerning music production (Pras & Guastavino, 2011). The phrase music 

production cultures therefore, connotes the totality of the popular music-making process. 

Music production cultures (like many cultures) have shared attributes, and these were 

outlined in the introduction as the music; the song; the archetype of the producer; the 

creative practice that is being undertaken; the form creative practice takes because of the 

technology being used; the music production skills being used; and the social 

environment created by the people, places, and spaces of the recording. The specific 

nature of these attributes also shapes a music production culture. Different types of music 

have various emotional targets for their listeners; they use contrasting songwriting 

                                                
32  DIY stands for do-it-yourself a concept that has become abundant with the development and 

subsequent democratisation of recording technology. 
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approaches, they sound different, and they purvey a broad range of emotional experiences 

for those involved in the listening. These can be as diverse as the euphoric atmosphere 

associated with Rave Music (Siokou, 2002) and the socio-cultural connection to black 

culture that is associated with Rap Music (Rose, 1994). Seabrook (2015) describes US 

rapper Eminem’s music as “angry, profane and misogynistic [a mean voice for a dark 

time]” (p. 121) but also describes the highly predictable and stringent musical rules 

related to many “Hit Factories” such as K-pop and the “girlish quality” (p. 87) of Britney 

Spears’ music. These different types of music require the use of specific musical 

techniques (rapping, manipulating beats, four-part vocal harmonies), they require suitable 

forms of technology (tape machines, sequencers, computers, electric guitars), and are 

created in varying social atmospheres with people who use diverse lexicons and have 

unique social behaviours. Therefore, the characteristics of the music being made 

influence the makeup of the music production culture itself. 

Producer archetypes are a new concept developed by Anthony & Lefford (2019) in a 

study regarding the producer’s vision. The study scaffolds music production creative 

practice upon three producer archetypes: the auteur, the innovator, and the craftsperson. 

The first archetype is the auteur. An auteur producer is “free to engage in musical self-

expression” (Anthony & Lefford, 2019, para. 9). The second is the innovator. “The 

innovator is interested in novel ways of doing things. The innovator designs rather than 

emotes… designers use intuitiveness when playing with technology to lead their creative 

practice to uncharted territories and musical ‘novelty’” (Anthony & Lefford, 2019, para. 

10). The third archetype is the craftsperson. “The craftsperson delivers a consistent 

commercial ‘product’, with a sound that attracts a certain audience… Craftspeople are 

strategic” (Anthony & Lefford, 2019, para.11). 

These archetypes provide domain concepts for producers to formulate their vision, design 

a music production strategy, and manifest the vision as a novel or purposefully familiar 

musical work. The archetypes are situated between concept goals of self-expression and 

product delivery, as illustrated in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1 Producer Archetypes  

Goal: Self-expression Product delivery 

Archetype: Auteur Innovator Craftsperson 

Value: Subjectivity Novelty Recognisability 

(Anthony & Lefford, 2019, para.12) 
 

McIntyre (2012) discusses similar concepts to that of Anthony & Lefford (2019), but 

from within the film making industry. McIntyre cites Petrie (1991) who outlines (what 

McIntyre later describes as romantically inclined) distinctions of creative agency as 

“between the true ‘auteur’ – a film artist who works on material in such a way as to 

transform it into his or her own personal vision … and a craftsman [or craftsperson] who, 

no matter how skilled, can only adapt the concepts of others” (As cited in McIntyre, 2012, 

p. 136). McIntyre goes on to establish that Csikszentmihalyi’s (1997) systems approach 

is more suitable when discussing auterism because “apart from its refutation of the 

romantically inclined auteur theory [as above in Petrie (1991)] is that it works for all the 

subfields within film making” (McIntyre, 2012, p. 146).  Importantly the work of Anthony 

and Lefford (2019) also articulates a significant opposition to that of Petrie (1991). 

Anthony and Lefford (2019) suggest that all music producers are free to move across the 

producer archetypes during the production of a song. They are not bound by skill or 

personal affordances but utilise their enactment of agency to either follow recognised 

constraints, or act however they wish in a form of self-expression. The work of Anthony 

and Lefford highlights that no matter which Archetype the producer operates within, they 

draw on their past experiences and the music created by others. It is clear there is very 

little within Anthony and Lefford (2019) that is connected to a romanticised approach of 

creative practice, which very much supports a domain-based music production agency.  

Music production cultures are influenced by these archetypes because within these, 

producers operate in certain ways: they adapt their use of technology and they react to 

any requirements from the music industry. Industry influences on music production like 

artists and repertoire (A & R33) were investigated by Negus (1992, 1999, 2002) and Frith, 

Straw, and Street (2001) discuss the impact that music consumption and markets, popular 

music and politics, and race equality can have on music production cultures. Schmidt 

Horning (2013) and Théberge, Devine, and Everrett (2015) have also done extensive 

                                                
33  A & R (Artist and Repertoire) is the division of a record company that is responsible for scouting, 

signing, and developing recording artists. 
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work into technology’s influence on music production cultures and the recorded work. 

The producer archetypes take these influences into consideration and as such they can act 

as waymarkers34 for professionals to use in the selection of suitable creative practice 

options. 

The social environment of a music production culture is influenced by all members of the 

music-making team. Hepworth-Sawyer and Golding (2010) describe the importance of 

the people involved in a session, suggesting that “making the best of your team to deliver 

on a project is part of the day-to-day work of the producer” (2010, p. 77). Pras (2016) 

also alludes to the influence various people have on the music production culture by 

promoting the “need to meet the main artists in the project, [before recording] in person, 

in order to learn about their personalities, their artistic approaches and nuances” (p. 32) 

and that this helps to manage the psychological dynamic of a session. Zager (2006) also 

discusses the effect people have on music production cultures declaring that producers 

need to “prepare to experience problems with multiple egos and the subjective opinions 

of the performers” and suggests that the development of “respectful personal relationships 

contribute to creating a successful project” (p. 123). These types of understandings 

suggest that the social atmosphere that is engaged within a music production process 

affects the music-making process itself. 

The impact of socio-cultural contexts on musical practice is also exemplified by the work 

of Finnegan (2007) and S. Cohen’s (1991) study of the rock culture in Liverpool, England. 

S. Cohen (1991) explains: 

Individuals produce and consume music within specific social contexts 

(households, neighbourhoods, etc.); at specific times or historical moments; 

within specific networks of social relationships (involving kin, peers, 

colleagues, etc.), relationships that have different dimensions (social, 

political, economic). People’s experiences of music, the uses they have for it, 

and the meaning they construct around, or through it, are bound up with these 

specificities, and with the interconnections between them. (p. 135) 

Similarly, all of the characteristics described in Cohen’s quote above can be 

contextualised into a music production culture. There are many impacting factors on the 

                                                
34  A waymark is a series of signals or signpost that mark out the route of a journey. 
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social dynamics of music production cultures. For example, the relationships of 

individuals involved, the historical times the music was produced and how this influenced 

discussions and engagement, and most importantly the individuals’ experiences during 

the music-making. What it meant to them to be part of the music production process and 

how this flowed through them and affected others whilst they made the music. Yet 

popular music production cultures currently reside in contrasting designs of creative 

practice that influence the roles that people play: producer-led, co-produced, producer 

and band, self-produced, and artists. These are all professional applications that engage 

with varying social environments but it is clear that all music production cultures, 

regardless of their makeup, are influenced by the people involved and the evolving roles 

of the producer, artist, and engineer. 

Finally, it is important to define what is meant by place and space with regard to music 

production cultures. Firstly, place connotes a geographical positioning and the physicality 

of a location: working in a large format studio in a certain country, or on a laptop in a 

bedroom or airport. Place can also be used metaphorically as a synonym for the ocean, 

the planet, or nature. Space, in the context of this thesis is spatially defined, something 

concerning functionality (recording space). But space is also regularly used 

metaphorically to describe students’ state of mind, their feelings, their headspace. One of 

the most challenging practices the music producer engages with currently, involves the 

space and place in which music is made. Watson (2015) unpacks the interrelation between 

musicians, technology, and space and goes on to discuss the influence of the urban place 

within which many studios are located. Western’s (2018) discussions on field recordings 

are intriguing because he suggests that a sense of place is manifested by “linking sound 

to geography” (p. 24). C. Gibson (2005) alludes to the influence of the recording studio 

on recording and performance by saying “there are certain kinds of relationships between 

human creativity and physical space” (p. 193). J. Bennett (2017) writes “popular music’s 

aural product manifests itself in one of two ways—as a sound recording, or as a 

performance” (p. 287). However, the influence of place and space on music production 

is well documented, as Howlett (2007) describes the recording studio as “a most unnatural 

environment in which to achieve an inspired performance” (p. 1).  

Performing artists are regularly onstage in front of an audience and there is an energy 

transference between performer and audience during the visual spectacle of performance 
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(Toynbee, 2000). In contrast to that, when recording, performers are often isolated, they 

use headphones for monitoring, and are regularly exposed to various pressures. These 

may include being placed in a sound proofed, sterile environment and being asked to 

deliver a performance that can be meticulously scrutinised via multiple listening sessions 

and from which the listener should feel an emotional response. In this situation, the place 

(a sterile vocal booth) and the space (the headspace of being under pressure to deliver a 

high quality performance) need to be considered by the producer. Producers can 

alternatively utilise mobile recording setups that allow the producer to choose an inspiring 

location to record. Subsequently headspace can be targeted so as to promote a high quality 

performance. 

In today’s recording world the place used for recording could be as diverse as a multi-

million-dollar facility, a semi-professional home studio, someone’s bedroom, or a 

picturesque or sonically inspired location. The influence these places may have on a 

performance are vast and Howlett (2007) adds to the complexity of the producer’s 

responsibilities by suggesting “enabling the performer to overcome [performance] 

pressures is a significant part of the producer’s role” (p. 1). These spaces and places are 

also filled with various forms of technology and the producer also needs to consider how 

the affordances of technology affect the space and place in which music is produced. 

Toynbee (2000) describes how technology has influenced the development of recording 

and performance methods using the term technospheres. He describes “an imagined space 

of communicative potentialities and constraints” (p. xxii) and that working and 

understanding these aids the musician in getting the intended message across. Minchella’s 

(2018) investigation into the “phenomenological impact of the lived environment [place] 

on the making of British-based popular music” is enlightening. Minchella’s study 

interviews some highly acclaimed industry professionals and his analysis culminates in 

the presentation of five relevant themes including 1) space as a workplace, 2) embodied 

emotional space, 3) aural architecture and spatial interaction, 4) ideas and realities, and 

5) technology and limitations. One of Minchella’s participants suggested that “space —

as a lived environment— takes primacy due to the quality of relatively inexpensive 

recording equipment. The need for ‘clinical’ and ‘sterile’ but technologically superior 

spaces has been obviated; atmosphere and perceptual input takes precedence” (p. 54). 

Minchella’s work is of particular importance to this research because the spaces and 
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places that music production pedagogy occurs (a higher education context) may also 

affect the music production culture in which students are engaging.  

If higher education aspires to bridge to the professional world, then the studios used for 

pedagogy should be compared for relevance against those used in the industry. There is 

currently a definitive move towards project studios in the music industry, and one can 

perhaps query a perception of primacy for large format recording studios that may still be 

dominating the higher education pedagogical landscape. 

The overarching message that is delivered through much of the literature listed above is 

that the creative practice options for music production are constantly expanding and so 

too are the places and spaces that music-making can occur. Given this, it seems logical 

that aspiring producers need to learn about the places and spaces that they may potentially 

work with as these can be geographically, dimensionally, technologically, acoustically, 

and psychologically diverse. 

2.3.4. Music production lexicon 

If music production is a social process (Hugill, 2012), then it often involves the social 

interplay of many. Moylan (2002) attests that “a vocabulary for communicating specific, 

pertinent, information about sound quality does not exist. People have been talking about 

sound for hundreds of years without a vocabulary to describe their actual perceptions and 

experience” (p. 87). Even though I agree with Moylan’s comments, it is just as important 

to understand that popular musicians converse with and understand each other in specific 

ways. Music production engages with more than just sound, it both informs and is 

informed by the musical and social culture that surrounds it (Zak, 2001). As such, the 

lexicon and topics of conversation that musicians use during recording affect the music 

production culture. Howlett (2007) discusses a paper presented by Thomas Porcello at 

the Art of Record Production (ARP) conference, Edinburgh University (2006), in which 

Porcello “reported on his year hanging out in studios recording the terminology and 

referential discourses used by producers, engineers and artists to articulate the kinds of 

sounds and musical parts desired” (as cited in Howlett, 2007, p. 2). Porcello’s (2004) 

publication delves deep into the way recording engineers attempt to express themselves 

so that musicians, producers and composers understand the deeper musical or sonic 

connotations of the topic. His study illuminated the: 
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…enormous subtlety of the multiple ways in which music is talked about in 

studios, and the importance of both acquiring a knowledge of this range and 

of being socialized into the proper use of a sound engineer’s discursive 

practices…. Without knowing the rules that govern the proper use of the 

linguistic resources … one will remain marked as an outsider. (pp. 753–754) 

These rules that Porcello describes are all informed by the music production culture. They 

are the specifics of the music, the technology, the creative practice, and the skills being 

used in the session. Being an informed popular musician in these areas seems integral for 

useful communication and promotes music production being carried out from a both sides 

of the glass rationale. In this environment musicians need to be able to converse regarding 

technological applications and engineers and producers need to be able to converse on 

musical and creative levels. 

By engaging in diverse communicative processes, popular musicians become skilled in 

their application and learn to intuitively adapt these depending on the people with whom 

they are working. A useful tool in this context is humour. Humour is often used by 

producers to relax performers, and this nurtures the atmosphere during recording and 

promotes higher quality performances. Mixerman (2012) writes “as much as making a 

record is serious business, the goal is to make it a fun experience” (p. 286). During the 

course of a production, musicians and producers will also have favoured topics of 

discussion: the food they are eating, the sport they like watching, the current state of their 

love life, and perhaps the latest band they went to see. All of these conversations inform 

the music production culture and at times these conversations engage with words that are 

considered as expletives. When reading professional texts like Mixerman (2010, 2012, 

2014) there are expletives all the way through these works (Mixerman, 2014, p. 

70,100,109,110). This is not because the author is trying to be offensive, it is because of 

the culture he has been immersed in as a popular music producer and that curse words are 

a part of his lexicon. However, the measure of these words is often a result of the people 

engaged in the session and the producer will adjust to the people with whom they are 

working. Music production cultures (like many cultures) are reactive to the people 

involved in them; I have worked on many religious recordings where swearing was 

definitely not appropriate, and consequently, I adjusted my lexicon so as to not use 

expletives. In comparison to this, some cultures of people use swear words as a form of 
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bonding. In my experience this has included punk and metal bands for example. 

Therefore, even though swearing is not ubiquitous across music production practices, 

sometimes a producer can achieve a connection to the artist by using a lexicon that the 

artist engages with and understands (Mixerman, 2012). Therefore, the use of expletives 

can often help to form personal bonds between producers and musicians.  

My training and professional practice as a popular musician only cements this 

argument as relevant because those years included experiences with various 

internationally acclaimed producers and artists that constantly swore and joked with 

each other, and it was part of the music production culture. Swearing seemed to lighten 

the mood at times: it diminished the stress regarding the successful expectation of 

albums, and it relaxed the atmosphere in the studio. It helped all involved in the music-

making to feel like we were on the same team. However, the use of swearing was often 

dependant on the culture in which you were working; sometimes swearing was not 

appropriate. There is no doubting that this is a problematic situation in an educational 

context, especially given the current climate and strict policies around workplace 

language. Yet it is intended that the above firmly solidifies the relevant use of 

expletives in the professional industry and as such this influences the pedagogical 

delivery associated with this research. The lexicon used within music production 

creative practice helps the participants achieve the ultimate goal—a high quality 

musical output. Admittedly, how it does this is by nurturing what popular musicians 

commonly refer to as the vibe. 

Vignette 2.3 Swearing: A part of professional practice 

2.3.5. The Vibe 

Zak (2001) describes music production notions such as resonances and contextualises the 

importance of the “atmosphere in which recordists work and which influences their 

creative imaginations and aesthetic decisions” (p. 184). Zak tables terms such as 

convention, association, allusion, and rhetoric to discuss “the workings of an aesthetic 

system whose very nature shapes the production and reception of its constituent works” 

(p. 184). Zak’s use of the phrase aesthetic system connotes a kind of creative space that 

links back to previous discussions by Minchella (2018), and he also uses the word 

atmosphere which resonates with a term that professional popular musicians will often 
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refer to, the vibe. Siokou (2002) uses the word vibe in her discussions of the Melbourne 

rave scene. In this context the word vibe is used to describe a collective “party 

atmosphere” (p. 13), and the author suggests the vibe helps to unify the crowd so they 

feel “emotionally part of something larger than themselves” (p. 11). Hepworth-Sawyer 

and Golding (2010) proclaim: 

…many engineers and producers we have spoken to have mentioned the word 

vibe. The problem with getting the vibe right is that it really varies depending 

on so many different factors…. It’s whatever works in order to get the best 

take possible; the key is to be perceptive, open minded and creative. (p. 225) 

The vibe is an integral element of the popular music production process and my 

industry experience informs that it is a result of many factors. These factors can be 

strategically planned and can include having snacks and drinks available or engaging 

with social elements such as relaxed discussions at pubs, cafes, and restaurants. There 

are also numerous recreational activities like gaming35, engaging with social media or 

the internet, playing table tennis, table soccer, cards, or going out to clubs or gigs. All 

of these activities help to distract the musician from making poor musical decisions; 

they temporarily clear the mind of unnecessary and unhelpful thoughts and upon 

returning to work promote clarity and the potential way forward for the recording. 

Vignette 2.4 The Vibe 

 
The recording may also take place at a certain geographical location, a certain place as 

discussed above that has subsequent social and cultural characteristics that influence 

discussion topics. The recording environment may also be located at an inspiring location 

(a rain forest for example) where portable technology can be used, or suitable to reside at 

whilst recording. These location-based or lived experiences stimulate emotions and 

feelings in musicians whilst working (Minchella, 2018). They inspire relationship 

building conversations that can be continued during recording and this develops trust 

between musicians. The vibe of a performance space, as discussed by C. Gibson (2005) 

above, can also be manipulated by the dimming of lights (Mixerman, 2012, 2014), the 

                                                
35 Gaming is the action of playing video games on computers or consoles similar to the Xbox One X and 

PlayStation 4. 
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use of humidifiers, or the hanging of ornaments, and this helps to ensure that a 

comfortable space is available in which to perform. 

The literature listed above has outlined the vast scope of creative practice options 

available to the producer and the various elements that make up music production 

cultures. It is the make-up of these cultures which is important and integral for the aspiring 

producer to understand because this promotes the generation of authentic musical outputs 

as opposed to emulating something (Bell, 2017b). These types of concepts resonate 

strongly with professional practice and are crucial to consider if pedagogical contexts are 

to bridge to the profession and develop work-ready graduates. 

2.4. Bridging industry practice with higher education 

contexts 

This section of the literature review will discuss professional practice as it stands in the 

music industry today, unpack some of the musical and psychological aspects of music 

production before citing investigations that seek to bridge the gap between professional 

practice and higher education contexts. The following sub-headings will be used: 

professional practice, music production is a musical practice, emotional engagement, 

creativity, production psychology, and developing profession-based models for higher 

education. 

2.4.1. Professional practice 

Firstly, it is important to define what qualifies as professional practice. Draper (2016) 

suggests that due to technological developments all recording artists are in essence music 

producers. Therefore, professional practice is situated in a vast scope of environments 

with a variety of creative practices. In synergy with Draper’s findings, Pras and 

Guastavino (2011) interviewed participants classified as young professionals and 

discovered new and diverse understandings of the producer’s role that included DIY 

practitioners. It is clear that the processes used by DIY practitioners (which may be of a 

questionable standard) are now professional practice (Bell, 2018). It seems that to stay 

true to the climate of popular music production the educator must consider all professional 

practices—from DIY musician to elite professional. This suggests that online sites such 
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as Burrows (2013) are now relevant sources for social understandings about music 

production, and within these online forums there is constant referencing of what 

professionals are doing in the music business. Aspiring professionals can also engage in 

autonomous learning via online resources such as Pensado’s Place (2013). Dave Pensado 

uses an interview process in which watchers can stream programs live and ask industry 

professionals questions related to their methods. This is essentially similar to what media 

publishers like J. Brown (2008) and Davie (2012) do with producer interviews. 

Seabrook’s (2015) The Song Machine is similar in approach but uses interviews with 

professionals to inform the author’s descriptive narrative of the collaborative methods of 

modern-day producers from Hip-Hop to K-Pop. Seabrook’s work helps to position the 

vastness of modern music production creative practices that are currently engaged with 

in the industry because they contrast greatly from historical approaches. 

A recent example of scholarly work that employs a number of professional practitioners 

as authors is Perspectives on Music Production: Mixing Music (Hepworth-Sawyer & 

Hodgson, 2017). Within this text, Harding (2017) tables a pragmatic approach to “Top 

Down Mixing” which was a common technique of the 1980s where the mixer attended to 

the lead vocals first before making their way through the arrangement to the drums. 

Patterson (2017) illuminates the diverse and catalysed practices of mixing that the DAW 

has manifested and, as a result, suggests that there are now overlaps where the mixer is 

now in fact capable of production-based decisions and processes. Lauzon (2017) unpacks 

the interrelationship between pre-production and mixing. In this work Lauzon describes 

his practice of recording the entire song during pre-production which forms a mix-

forward perspective to music production. Dean Nelson’s chapter entitled “Between the 

Speakers” describes the author’s subjective opinion on how he likes to mix. Nelson’s 

discussions suggest that mixing is an intuitive process where ideas require plasticity so 

that the musical intentions of the song are nurtured and this promotes emotional 

engagement by the listener. Moylan’s (2017) chapter discusses the tacit listening practice 

of professional mixers and suggests mixing is a personalised process where professionals 

learn what to listen for (individual sounds or a whole mix), and listen intuitively on varied 

micro and macro levels. The trend of professional scholarly investigations continues with 

more genre-based inquiries into mixing for markets (Krotz & Hodgson, 2017) and Hip 

Hop (Shevlock, 2017). This literature is evidence that the academy values the tacit 

knowledge of current professionals and that there is a need for deeper understandings of 
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modern creative practices because this information can do much to inform pedagogical 

approaches. 

The academy has also been promoting practice-based research. These types of 

investigations support the ideology that the music or activity provides an integral part of 

the research prior to reporting, analysis, and peer review. The recent special edition of the 

International Association for the Study of Popular Music (IASPM) Journal in 2017 is an 

example of this. Anthony (2017a) investigated the evolving role of the third party mixer 

by mixing an artist’s song whilst also engaging in production decisions for the work—as 

such blurring the lines between the mixer and producer. This is a process that is happening 

regularly amongst third-party mixers in the professional world and the pre and post-mix 

audio stands as a musical representation of the research. 

2.4.2. Music production is a musical practice 

Considering the vast development of audio technology over the past 100 years it makes 

sense that many online discussions regarding music production often become centred 

around technological topics (Burrows, 2009). However, texts that contemplate 

professional practice often highlight the hierarchy of musical approaches to music 

production. Moylan (2002) introduces his book by saying “think of a music recording as 

a piece of music, rather than a product of technological processes” (p. xxviii). Mixerman 

(2010) writes “mixing is neither a linear process nor a technical one. It’s a musical 

process, and as such, a mix is something that one performs—like an artist” (p. 15). 

Scholarly work has also been asking aesthetic questions in what can only seem to be an 

attempt to link more conventional sonic refinement practices to deeper creative 

ideologies. These ideas originate from works such as Kealy (1979, 1982) where the 

recording studio is described as an extension of the music producer’s creative arsenal: 

“The rock musician views the studio equipment as practically another instrument. As a 

result, the occupational ideology for sound mixing changed: work previously considered 

merely technical now became artistic” (Kealy, 1979, p. 18). Schmidt Horning (2012) also 

suggests “in the process, listeners’ expectations have been shaped by many factors, but 

none more than the changing uses of the studio as instrument” (p. 41). Moorefield (2005) 

highlights the compositional affordance of audio technology during creative practice. He 

suggests that producers are in-fact able to compose with recording technology because 
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composition is interpreted more literally, meaning technology facilitates the placing of 

musical items together and this results in composition happening. One must also consider 

Brian Eno’s concept of using the studio as a compositional tool (as cited in Cox & Warner, 

2004). Eno’s revelation suggests that the studio is similar to a musical instrument and 

therefore possesses compositional properties. Oblique Music (Albiez & Pattie, 2016) 

comprises a collection of chapters dedicated to investigating Eno’s work as a musician 

and producer; the whole book attests that there are vast musical and emotional 

responsibilities that are interrelated with music production and the recording studio is one 

of many musical instruments producers can use to address these. 

2.4.3. Emotional engagement 

Engagement with emotional transference has been discussed above as a skill of music 

production, but the importance of it as a bridge to professional practice deserves more 

discussion here. Anthony’s (2017b) research regarding mixing as a performance suggests 

that to achieve the end goal of engaging the listener with an emotional response the mixer 

should engage with emotion whilst mixing. Porcello (1998) argues that the proficient 

recording engineer can “balance the technically effective with the musically affective” 

(p. 488), and should perhaps listen in a manner where effective sonic refinement does not 

dislocate or overwhelm the affective aspects of moods and emotion. Howlett (2007) also 

suggests music production involves an element of continual connection to emotional 

transference within the music recording. He suggests that “trusting the emotional 

response is a quintessential function” (p. 3). Within a pedagogical context, there are many 

psychological and social issues to consider: fear, embarrassment, and peer pressure. 

These traits are similar to the ones cited below regarding students’ and teachers’ reactions 

with creativity in schools (Harris & de Bruin, 2018). 

2.4.4. Creativity 

Hepworth-Sawyer and Golding (2010) discuss creativity in music production. They 

suggest that “the producer’s role becomes a balancing act between enabling creativity and 

encouraging productivity” (p. 188). The use of term creativity here is very ambiguous and 

as such it requires some clarification. Runco (2007) presents an extensive review of 

creativity research that discusses disciplinary and topical avenues for creative thinking 
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and practice. These include critical distinctions such as the relationship between creativity 

and problem solving, and creativity as a form of intelligence. Cremin (2015) explores the 

challenges and possibilities of creative pedagogies for young children and asserts that 

creative pedagogies often involve “imaginative and innovative arrangement of curricula 

and teaching strategies” (p. 1). However, Cremin then suggests that within current 

research “a focus on arguably narrow notions of attainment dominates” (p. 1). Progressing 

chronologically to school contexts, Harris and de Bruin’s (2018) case study of teachers’ 

perceptions of classroom creativity suggested: 

[P]erhaps the biggest obstacle to developing creativity in our classrooms is 

not just allocating sufficient time, or appropriate and thoughtful testing, but 

subduing the fear of failing—a mindset prevalent in students, teachers, school 

administrators, and policy shapers. (p. 15) 

Within higher education the same kind of problems with creativity may exist. However, 

the concept of creativity in popular music production has some solid scholarly positioning 

that can inform student understandings of the process (McIntyre, 2007, 2008). The 

seminal work of Csikszentmihalyi (1997) suggests that “a musician must learn the 

musical traditions, the notation system, the way instruments are played before she can 

think of writing a new song” (p. 8). These theories are associated with Csikszentmihalyi’s 

systems model for creativity which is represented in Figure 2.1 below. 
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Figure 2.1 Systems Model of Creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 2014, p. 538) 

 
The model above shows the three main elements that interact within a system of 

creativity. In the systems model, the three elements consist of a culture or a domain—

thoughts, beliefs, a set of rules, and the various technologies of the culture. The second 

element houses the innovators (new recruits) the experts of the domain who strive for new 

developments and intend to create novel outputs. But these can only be recognised as 

novel by the third element—the field. This systems model reacts in a cyclic fashion with 

one element informing the other and as such represents a foundational understanding for 

creativity in music. 

Thompson and McIntyre (2013) have adapted these concepts and formalised a 

quantifiable understanding of creativity within music production. They suggest that 

tradition (the many music production cultures, creative practices, and technologies that 

are available) can inform the producer’s field of knowledge, from which musicians can 

innovate upon to produce recordings of novelty as judged by the field: the public, fellow 

musicians. Therefore, the work into creativity in popular music production definitely 

discourages the notion that creativity is an intangible quality that comes from an 

unquantifiable place. To support this Toynbee (2000) promotes a theory for musicians 

that he calls the radius of creativity and Negus and Pickering (2002) suggest creativity’s 

conceptual status may be in fact “unquestioned commonplace” (p. 178). Thompson 

(2019) is a more recent text that investigates creativity in the recording studio where the 
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author unpacks various domains including creativity in songwriting, studio performance, 

sound engineering, and production. This type of domain acquisition presents a platform 

from which higher education students can grasp the concept of creativity and use this 

knowledge to engage with their creativity and subjectivity gap (Cumming, 2000) within 

the practice of music production. 

2.4.5. Production psychology 

Psychological skills have been mentioned previously in this chapter, however, the 

importance of these as a bridge to professional practice deserves further discussion. A 

good producer uses what can be described as people engineering skills36 to make the 

performer feel they are in “a familiar environment” (Howlett, 2007, p. 2) and to comfort 

the performer and prepare them to achieve an optimum performance. The seasoned 

producer draws on these concepts to nurture the people involved in the studio. However, 

this nurturing can take many forms. Being friendly, joking around, showing empathy, 

sympathy, being assertive, or even being confrontational can help to direct the music 

production culture in the right direction (Mixerman, 2012). These types of psychological 

approaches, that many producers become seasoned at, are often thought of as “magical” 

abilities (Burgess, 1997), but this may not be the case because music production is learned 

over time by doing (Bell, 2016; Mixerman, 2012), and this incorporates a constant 

engagement with conflict through making decisions. 

Creativity and conflict go hand in hand as Morrow (2012) suggests “it is clear that a 

certain degree of conflict within creative groups is necessary for artistically successful 

outcomes” (para. 36). The experienced producer realises that the best way forward when 

dealing with creative conflict in group situations is to continually make decisions, even if 

those decisions end up being wrong (Full Sail University, 2012). As Hennion (1989) 

states “studio work proposes equivalences that are guesstimates, trials that work in the 

midst of many failures” (p. 420). It seems that it is imperative producers learn that it is 

okay to make mistakes because it is easier to move ahead in a creative environment when 

the incorrect path is made obvious. 

                                                
36  People engineering skills is a term used to identify how a music producer psychologically manages the 

people involved in a production. These skills are informed by the personalities and traits of the 
individuals involved and therefore are often instinctive in their design. 
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Humour has been mentioned previously and is a psychological tool producers use to deal 

with conflict in the studio and this helps to relax artists (Mixerman, 2014). Therefore, 

humour can also be used to bridge music production pedagogical contexts to professional 

experiences. Garner (2006) supports humour as a positive pedagogical approach by 

suggesting that “educators who use humour in their instruction are more positively rated 

by their peers and their students; others have suggested that humour may enhance 

learning” (p. 177). Music production students need to experience these types of situations 

because professional practice is a complex experience that nurtures a deep connection to 

the social interrelationship of people, spaces, places, music, aesthetics, and technology. 

Frith and Zagorski-Thomas (2012) write that “in the studio technical decisions are 

aesthetic, aesthetic decisions are technical, and all such decisions are musical” (p. 3).  

Through my training and professional practice as a popular musician, I have worked 

with a vast array of artists and producers, and I learned that there is a large socio-

cultural variance in how many producers work. Producers who operated from the 

1960s like Chris Thomas (Roxy Music, INXS, Elton John) and current producers like 

Rick Rubin (Lady Gaga, Kanye West, James Blake) often relied on sound engineers 

to operate technology. They often sat up the back of the control room conversing with 

the artist. Other producers like to use the audio technology as part of their creative 

process, for example, current professionals like Nick Launey (Midnight Oil, 

Silverchair, The Living End) and Kevin Shirley (Silverchair, Iron Maiden, Dream 

Theater) are extremely involved in the sonic manipulation of sounds when producing. 

EDM producers like Flume37 blur the lines between production and programming and 

often operate in more isolated creative practice scenarios. All of these producers have 

differing personalities, they come from different generations but they have learned 

what works and how to get themselves out of the way of the music happening 

(Mixerman, 2014). Students of music production can come from similar backgrounds 

to the professionals listed above, and perhaps need to engage with, and learn about, 

their own subjective nuances as people, musicians and communicators so as to develop 

their psychological skills and find what works for them. 

Vignette 2.5 The different ways producers work 

 

                                                
37 Flume is an Australian record producer, musician, and DJ.  
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2.4.6. Developing profession-based models for higher education 

Porcello (2004) juxtaposes the problematic relationship between learning in an industry-

based apprenticeship and learning in the classroom, a situation that was manifested 

following the virtual38 domination of the music business and the demise of large studio 

internship employment options (Burgess, 2008). Porcello (2004) suggests: 

In essence, two different modes of learning are being mobilized: 

apprenticeship mobilizes what might be called ‘embodied learning’, while 

classroom instruction, involves the directed presentation of information by an 

‘expert’. (p. 754) 

Porcello promotes embodied learning by illuminating the problematic realities of 

classroom learning in specific relation to sound engineering and music production. He 

suggests that learning in these instances needs to replicate the activities of the profession 

and subsequently, pedagogical designs need to evolve and engage students in profession-

based scenarios that prepare graduates for the actuality of working in the music industry. 

The work of Thompson and Stevenson (2017) suggests that this is often not being 

achieved within higher education contexts and studies such as Pras (2016) confront this 

issue by investigating the “preparation, management and artistic direction of recording 

sessions” (p. 28). They suggest that tacit production skills are best learned via immersion 

in many sessions. Pras identifies three main schemas from which to unpack the 

professional creative practice of music producers and inform education models. They are 

1) how to prepare for a recording session, 2) the mission and skills of record producers 

and sound engineers, and 3) best practices for the artistic direction of recording sessions. 

However, the participating students in Pras’s study were from jazz programs. One could 

postulate how these concepts may transfer to popular music students and how they may 

unpack their perspectives of music production. 

Another example of a profession-based informed pedagogical design is presented by 

Anthony (2015a). This study immersed higher education students into the realities of 

facilitating a live recording that was released to the public via a music video clip and 

                                                
 
38  See also Footnote 19 Virtual in this instance is the perception of software related reality. 



49 

developed “the tertiary popular music student’s real world knowledge” (Anthony, 2015a, 

p. 144). In a similar context, Christensen (2017) unpacks how co-creation can be used as 

a pedagogical tool within the context of pop and rock performance. Co-creation is a 

pedagogical approach that is roughly defined as “the shared production of something” 

(Iversen & Pedersen, 2017, p. 16) and this something can be quite diverse from meaning, 

music outputs, creative concepts, or even learning. Christensen attests that “in an 

educational setting, rather than focusing on the quality of the current end product, it may 

be preferable to study the process and structures enabling development that qualify the 

student to reach this level of artistic competence in the future” (p. 219). It seems the 

collaborative models of Anthony (2015a) and Christensen (2017) present different ways 

students can be encouraged to experience professional applications in higher education. 

The term professional practice connotes a diverse array of meaning in reference to music 

production pedagogy including that of DIY applications. Adding complexity to this as 

Bell (2018) states is that the DIY studio as a music-making entity can be conceptualised 

as functioning in at least two different modes: “the do-it-alone (DIA) studio and the do-

it-with-others (DIWO) studio” (see Chapter 7). Contemplating music production creative 

practice like this informs the possible social dynamic involved, and these, as Bell freely 

admits, convolute any potential holistic pedagogical designs. However, Bell’s (2019) 

Song Machine Project engages students with a tracker / top liner production process 

(Auvinen, 2017) within a higher education context. Bell’s study found that: 

The primary benefit of this pedagogical approach is that ‘music technology’ 

is learned within a music-making context reflective of real-world practices. 

Students experience firsthand the challenges and complexities of 

collaborative music production practices in which nuanced formative 

assessment is intertwined in the process. (p. 4) 

The overarching intent of these kinds of pedagogical approaches is to embed profession-

based realities into higher education models. King’s (2016) interviews with producers 

enabled him to develop a framework for consideration when designing tasks for students. 

Seen below in Figure 2.2 is King’s Framework for recording studio pedagogy. 
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Figure 2.2 King’s framework for recording studio pedagogy (King, 2016, p. 63). 

 
King’s findings elucidate the importance of the human perspective of music production: 

the social engagement, decision making, and aesthetics. They promote the importance of 

communication skills, and the vibe is insinuated with the use of the term environment. He 

also suggests a knowledge of skills, tools, and practices that are important to capture 

performances and promote workflow. King’s framework is limited to only investigating 

music production practices that engage with the capturing of live performance and as such 

does not draw upon elements needed for electronic music production. Yet King’s 

approach is in synergy with the rationale of this thesis—the interplay of both sides of the 

glass. 

Shulman’s (2005) work into signature pedagogies resonates with King’s approach 

(2016); Shulman explains that signature pedagogies are “types of teaching that organize 

the fundamental ways in which future practitioners are educated for their new 

professions” (p. 52). These approaches bridge professional practice with higher education 

by targeting concepts that challenge students to think, perform, and act with integrity, and 

by so doing, replicate the beginning of a career. In these situations, students are made 

accountable to educators and peers and are expected to participate and make relevant 

contributions. This kind of work aligns with historical contexts of learning music 

production via immersion in a professional setting and then beyond that within freelance 

production work where the learning becomes part of the production process. 

Approaching a vastly different but equally important profession-based context, Slater 

(2016) combined inquiry with knowledge transference by investigating the possible 

processes of learning at play within the project studio. With direct relevance to many 
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current home studio professionals, Slater’s study engaged with literature that discusses 

modern concepts of formal and informal styles of learning (Cain, 2013; Folkestad, 2006; 

Green, 2008; Jenkins, 2011) and ultimately rejected these by providing five dimensions 

of learning he felt pertinent. These are 1) intentionality, 2) agency, 3) patterning, 4) 

experience/concept, and 5) socio-architectural dimension. 

This section of the literature review has discussed professional creative practices that have 

the potential to inform higher educational pedagogical approaches. Also tabled are some 

examples of how the bridging between professional practice and higher education can be 

achieved in pedagogical contexts. 

2.5. Popular music production pedagogy 

Zagorski-Thomas (2007) suggests that historically music production has been learned in 

two predominant ways: by “getting access to some equipment and learning through trial 

and error; and [by] observing someone who knows what they are doing [and] getting them 

to explain, and subsequently copying them” (as cited in Bell, 2018, p. 179). To this 

Zagorski-Thomas also adds the use of computer-based systems and engaging with semi-

professional avenues—books, magazines and the Internet. Bell (2018) fuels the learning 

debate further by suggesting that popular music production creative practice engages with 

many DIY principles. As a result, the education process is often tacit or implicit and 

learning may occur when there is no intention to learn or awareness of learning happening 

(Eraut, 2000). There seems little argument that pedagogical approaches to music 

production should not be considered as single models of learning (Bell, 2018) and that as 

educators there is much to do in the development of appropriate higher education music 

production pedagogy. The current discourse surrounding popular music production 

pedagogy sits within disjointed realms of scholarly work, including the areas of Music 

Technology and Popular Music Education (PME). This section of the literature review 

will investigate popular music production pedagogy within these two headings before 

discussing popular music education processes as compared to classical, jazz, and other 

styles of music. 
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2.5.1. Music Technology 

Music technology often places a more scientific focus on the use of audio technology39  

and then contextualises musical subject matter. The subsequent interrelation of creativity 

and technology is then targeted in educational frameworks. This is discussed by Burnard 

(2007) who highlights the necessary pedagogical change required to address the specific 

challenges in this area “…the ‘deeper’ object of musical learning arises inseparably from 

creativity and technology as interrelated tools” (p. 38). Boehm (2007) discusses 

interdisciplinary music education including technology and music and educating in the 

spaces between these two disciplines. These ideas resonate with the creative ideologies 

of music production because these are concepts that are not bound by existing schools of 

thought and are more comfortable within paradigms held by students who are musicians 

rather than those who are technologists. In this landscape these individuals are educated 

to understand that the very nature of music is personalised or even subjectivist and 

technology is a tool one can use to explore this. 

Folkestad (2006) targets the relationship between technology, creativity and the student 

within a comparison of formal and informal learning situations or practices, and formal 

and informal ways of learning. Within these studies, Folkestad highlights the fact that 

technology is deeply embedded within the lexicon of young musicians’ lives and that 

there is importance in seeing that creativity has a relationship with technology, or at least 

understanding that creativity can emerge through technology. Folkestad (2006) also 

discusses the importance of social and cultural influences on formal and informal popular 

music education: 

In order to contribute to the attainment of a multiplicity of learning styles and 

a cultural diversity—in its true and full meaning—in music teaching practice, 

music education researchers need to be not only doing all kinds of research 

in the classrooms, but also to be where children and students encounter 

musical learning in all its various forms outside schools. (p. 144) 

These words resonate with how popular music is written and recorded in the professional 

world: musicians are always humming or singing or hearing the song in their heads, and 

                                                
39  Music technology courses often educate students on computer software and audio technology design 

and construction. 
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producers are formulating visions in their minds and contemplating how to design 

creative practice situations that will result in appropriate musical outputs (Anthony & 

Lefford, 2019). The classroom studio is not the only place where popular music education 

needs to take place; outside the classroom should be experienced also, as this would 

replicate the many music production cultures discussed earlier in the professional world 

(home studios and DIY applications). 

Bell (2016) contemplates more holistic perspectives of doing music production and how 

to ingrain these in Music Technology education. He compares the skills and practice of 

white water rafting to that of music production where there are hard skills—how to 

paddle/how to use music technology, and soft skills—what we think, problem-solving and 

the nurturing of the experience. Bell suggests that soft skills take considerably longer to 

learn than hard skills, my experience as an educator in Australia confirms this and 

therefore, the “music educator should not be concerned with commodities, but instead 

concepts that are malleable to different learning environments amongst diverse 

populations” (p. 153). 

Within a broader context of Music Technology, Mosley and Thompson (2014) discuss 

some considerations for the education of sound reproduction professionals by unpacking 

students’ perceptions of a music technology course in the United Kingdom. Thompson 

and Mosley (2015) progressed to conducting a qualitative investigation into audio 

education and its purpose and place in formal education. This work found that students 

believed audio education was a route to employment, but they desired more opportunities 

to work alongside industry professionals. The professionals who were interviewed felt 

that audio education requires more profession-based examples where students can be 

given “the opportunities to work alongside established expert professionals” (Thompson 

and Mosley, 2015, p. 5) and this should be offered as part of the program. These ideas 

resonate with the literature on bridging the gap between professional practice and higher 

education listed earlier. Davis, Parker, and Thompson (2014) investigated the 

commonalities between Music Technology education and the industry-based internship 

trainee programs that are fast declining in the music industry. They suggest that: 

[E]ducational frameworks over the past twenty years have often focused on 

the technical aspects of studio practice at the expense of the social, aesthetic 

and human skills required by the industry. These formal frameworks often 
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only focus on the transference of knowledge to the individual diminishing or 

ignoring the important processes of interaction with the participants in the 

field. (p. 1) 

The works listed above do much to further promote the importance of the interrelation 

between technology, creativity, music production, and bridging profession-based practice 

with higher education models. 

2.5.2. Popular Music Education (PME) 

PME has seen a recent emergence of scholarly material. This is exemplified by the 

publication of The Bloomsbury Handbook of Popular Music Education (Moir, Powell, & 

Smith, 2019) and The Routledge Companion to Popular Music Education (Smith et al., 

2017). Krikun, (2017) outlines the historical foundations of PME in the United States 

during the 19th and 20th century before discussing the unprecedented growth of PME in 

the United States during the 21st century. These include landscapes such as internet 

delivery, community schools, private studios and all levels of private and public 

education. Williams and Randles (2017) take this further by reporting on the curricula 

changes in music teacher education in the United States during this time. Carfoot and 

Millard (2019) challenge the recent proliferation of PME scholarly work that labels PME 

frameworks such as informal learning (Green, 2008), peer learning (Lebler, 2008), and 

authentic learning (Wiggins, 2007) as innovative. Carfoot and Millard suggest that the 

tradition–innovation binary is a barrier to potential hybrid models. Till (2017) 

contemplates the current landscape for PME and emphasises the highly developed 

practices in Australia and New Zealand where pedagogical approaches are informed by 

popular music industry practice. The work of Carfoot, Millard, Bennett, and Allan (2017) 

take this further by comparing three higher education models from Australia and 

discussing faculty expertise and approaches to music practice and assessment design. This 

work does much to inform how various institutions are approaching popular music 

education in diverse and innovative ways. To consolidate a more global perspective of 

PME, S. Warner (2017) includes some insights into the possible future for PME in British 

Universities and even though popular music production pedagogy seems to be absent 

from much of this literature, this work helps to understand the many ways in which PME 

is facilitated around the globe. 
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Current research suggests that the elements necessary to learn music production can be 

demarcated into two categories: 1) audio engineering, musicality, programming and 

critical listening skills that can be learnt and acquired by formal teaching and practice; 

and 2) the human aspects of music production, practice-based concepts that inform a 

music production culture and can be learned experientially during the production process 

(Anthony, 2015a; Moylan, 2002; Pras, 2016). These two schemas, that may be musically, 

socially, and culturally influenced, outline a quantifiable process of how the creative 

practice of music production may be better learned rather than taught. However, prior 

research has highlighted the importance of the form that PME takes (Carfoot et al., 2017; 

Till, 2017) and this leads to investigations into the learning processes of popular 

musicians. 

Research into popular music pedagogy highlights the importance of self-assessment and 

self-directed learning (Lebler, 2004, 2006, 2007, 2008), and Lebler and Carey (2008) 

discuss the ramifications of prior learning of conservatoire musicians. Wiggins (2007) 

investigated authentic learning with musicians and these studies resonate with the 

renowned work of Green (2002, 2006). Green suggests the popular music student 

experience can be positively affected by many adaptations of informal popular music 

learning practices. These include allowing students to choose the music, learning by 

listening and copying, learning in groups with minimum guidance, learning in 

unpredictable often haphazard ways, and by integrating jamming—listening, playing, 

singing, improvising, and composing (Green, 2002, 2006). 

Green (2002, 2006) recognises that popular musicians do in fact learn differently to other 

musicians such as classical or jazz musicians. She highlights that it is important the 

student experiences musical freedom from delineation40 and is placed within a musical 

learning environment that is flexible, where the outcome is never charted from the 

beginning. These types of approaches link to the phenomenological work of Macedo 

(2013), who suggests that phenomenology can offer the foundation for the understanding 

of the teaching paradigm. Again the goal is to set the student free from any pre-conceived 

method in the constitution of knowledge. Phenomenological approaches resonate with 

                                                
40  Delineation is the action of describing something exactly. 
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Ciobanu’s (2017) discussions regarding active-participatory methods. Ciobanu states 

that: 

…active-participatory learning is a personal activity that cannot be replaced 

by anything, and the learner is considered to be the manager of his/her own 

learning, of the whole learning process. This becomes a unique and different 

activity from one person to another, is determined by the personal history of 

the subject, by the environment in which it originates, and by the social 

relationships it develops. (p. 167) 

Engaging with some of these concepts as part of a group encourages the development of 

confidence in fellow students, and peer learning is facilitated (Lebler, 2004). Lebler’s 

(2008) discussions on pedagogical approaches such as peer learning and student as 

master (Lebler, 2007) place the impetus on students to take control of their learning and 

to develop their trade because this replicates historical industry processes of learning in 

workplace apprenticeships. Lave and Wenger’s (1991) discussions on situated learning 

include many ideologies presented in Lebler’s work. Situated learning is where “learning 

involves the whole person; it implies not only a relation to specific activities, but a relation 

to social communities—it implies becoming a full participant, a member, a kind of 

person” (p. 53). This kind of approach encourages students to understand the realities of 

who they are, what they are good or bad at, and to come to know the appropriate situation 

they need to be in to progress. 

Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning is similar. This model pursues a strong link between 

education, work, and personal development, and this type of pedagogical design resonates 

with professional approaches in music production where many parts of the popular 

musician’s life are influenced by the musical experience. In the experiential process, 

“ideas are not fixed and immutable elements of thought but are formed and re-formed 

through experience” (Kolb, 1984, p. 26). Action learning (Biggs & Tang, 2007) is also 

useful in these contexts because it “involves changing teaching systematically, using 

whatever on-the-ground evidence that you can so that the changes are in the right 

direction, [so that] students are learning better than they used to” (Biggs & Tang, p. 43). 

Action learning has also been used in musical contexts such as Bath, Smith, Stein, and 

Swann’s (2004) work that investigated the embedding of graduate attributes in the 

curriculum. These types of approaches are useful for popular music production pedagogy 
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because there is a necessity for constant adaptation so as to stay in sync with professional 

practice. 

Lebler and Weston (2015) found that it was necessary that “changes in the music industry 

were responded to by continually adapting both the [popular music] program content and 

its assessment methods” (p. 135). This form of flexible learning is largely self-directed 

and Lebler and Weston’s review into the teaching framework of a popular music tertiary 

program found that students benefited from industry internships that counted as tertiary 

subjects. It is this connection to professional practice that produces entrepreneurial 

graduates who are multi-skilled and flexible in their engagement within industry 

frameworks. Recent studies into PME have also identified that ideologies of “identity, 

place, function, lifestyle, gender, audiences, amongst others have now become standard 

approaches to the study of popular music” (Weston, 2017, p. 104). Weston’s 

musicological studies bare direct relevance to the learning of music production because 

the producer designs musical outcomes because of a connection to these ideologies (Rose, 

1994) and to promote sales. An approach in which students develop their learning whilst 

experiencing music production this way encourages the educator to contemplate practice-

based scenarios where the student drives the outcome by their actions. 

The popular music educator’s role becomes highly relevant within profession-based and 

practice-based pedagogical frameworks. The Journal of Popular Music and Education is 

a recent publication avenue that presents the opportunity for scholars to disseminate 

explicit investigations into popular music education fields of inquiry. Cremata (2017) 

highlights some educator approaches that are being used in PME and promotes the 

practice of facilitation: 

A popular music facilitator, responding to his/her students’ needs, regulates 

control levels and differentiates instruction by giving and removing 

assistance. Rather than focusing on blend, balance and uniformity (aesthetic 

qualities), a facilitator emphasizes individuality, differentiation and freedom 

(social qualities). This is a shift in values and in the sorts of habits traditionally 

promoted in music education contexts. This research supports the notion that 

facilitation in popular music education contexts promotes democratic, 

autonomous, diverse, differentiated, collaborative and inclusive learning 

environments. (p. 76) 
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Cremata’s words above reinforce the concept that PME should promote intuitive and 

instinctive pedagogical delivery that engages with student individuality. Also, by 

removing assistance at times the educator promotes students driving the learning process 

and by so doing nurtures potential student ownership of the experience. Student 

ownership, when combined with profession-based pedagogical models, places the student 

within the reality of professional practice. 

Ojala (2017) has completed some design-based research regarding popular music 

practices including music production techniques where students have been engaged in 

learning music through collaborative, technology-aided, creative music-making. Ojala’s 

findings were that this approach helped to “bridge the ‘gap’ between the ‘real world’ 

musical experiences of young people and what is taught and learned in the school 

classroom” (p. 71). Ojala’s work, which resonates strongly with Cumming’s (2000) 

subjectivity gap, also attests that through these practice-based concepts students were able 

to work with musical material, form music-related communities of practice (Wenger, 

1998), and develop their musical identities (Burnard, 2012; Green, 2008). 

There has been pedagogical research completed within various elements of music 

production. Some of these include musical notation (Fleet, 2017), vocal pedagogy 

(Hughes, 2017), songwriting (Collinson-Scott, 2017), and entrepreneurship (Morrow, 

Gilfillan, Barkat, & Sakinofsky, 2017). Askeroi and Viervol’s (2017) musical listening 

pedagogy is facilitated by a three-step process that includes 1) re-production: learning 

traditional concepts that reproduce existing recordings, 2) reflection: the use of reference 

tracks for comparison and reflection, and 3) re-contextualisation: applying the knowledge 

of the former two steps to original recordings. Hooper (2017) also promotes the inclusion 

of cultural theory to higher education popular music education by suggesting it highlights 

“the importance of arming graduates with the tools to be sociologically active and aware 

as commentators, consumers and creators” (pp. 162–163). 

J. Bennett (2017) discusses the unique place that creativity, recording, performance, and 

employability occupy within popular music education. After suggesting that most 21st 

century popular music uses a computer in some way, he questions “should digital 

production skills be ring fenced to specialist ‘music production’ programmes? I suggest 

not; the 21st century popular musicians have access to digital production tools that 20th 

century … creators could only dream of” (p. 291). Bennett goes on to suggest that “it is 
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difficult to argue that a hypothetical popular music curriculum that eschews digital music 

production skills is not hindering its students’ creative development” (p. 291). Bennett 

promotes the development of multidisciplinary graduates who have a broad skill set 

including DIY practices. To achieve this, production, performance, stagecraft, vocal, 

songwriting, music industry, and musicological departments should work together within 

a holistic approach so that the graduates may in turn “respond to whatever creative gigs 

might come their way” (J. Bennett, 2017, p. 295). 

When searching for literature that is more directly aligned with the pedagogical design of 

popular music production, there is research that suggests students prefer hands-on 

experience in a small-class setting (Wong, 2017). Tough (2013) unpacks ways popular 

music pedagogy can introduce students to Hit Song Science (HSS), the study of industry 

trends and how these can influence music production creative practice. More recently 

Anthony (2018) discusses a working higher education model that educated popular music 

students in the application of performance with technology whilst mixing. This 

pedagogical application is linked to some of his previous work in this area (Anthony, 

2017b) that interviewed professional practitioners regarding the relevance of mixing as a 

performance as a professional practice. Thompson and Stevenson’s (2017) investigation 

into popular electronic musicians’ perceptions and reflections of popular UK higher 

education frameworks unpacks the integration of electronic music production into 

pedagogical contexts. Interestingly, Thompson and Stevenson (2017) suggest that “the 

experiences of popular electronic musicians have been largely ignored in studies of 

popular music learning, which typically focus on rock-based musicians” (p. 204). The 

case study of this thesis involves both electronic and acoustic-based music production, 

and therefore responds to this literature. 

Lebler and Hodges (2017) is a collaborative study that was written by a popular music 

educator (Lebler) and a Bachelor of Popular Music graduate (Hodges). This investigation 

was based on the DIY musician’s experience of a popular music program. Within this 

study, the graduate’s reflections were contextualised with the educator’s and the resultant 

research has shown that the way the graduate now listens and reflects on music has 

changed and is more informed. The graduate suggested that the music production course 

she engaged with greatly shaped the way she currently makes music. In particular, the 

student experience unpacked that the pedagogical design “develop[ed] in its graduates 
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the attributes of self-direction, self-monitoring, autonomy, intrinsic motivation, diverse 

skills and the capacity to continue learning” (Lebler & Hodges, p. 280). Again perhaps 

what is more important is that there seems a definitive trend that supports reputable music 

production pedagogy that bridges the student experience to the professional world. 

McLaughlin (2017) has outlined the importance that rigorous research can play in this 

debate by suggesting that “it is important that research now takes place that assesses 

ideology in the actual pedagogical practices of popular music programmes, and, more 

specifically, examining ideologies pertaining to creative practice and industry” (p. 123). 

Lefford and Johansson (2017) do exactly this in their research with third-year music 

production students. Their study investigates student perceptions of the producer’s multi-

faceted role, the aesthetic agency that is interrelated with the producer’s role, and if 

students then used this knowledge in their productions. The case study found some 

intriguing results that suggested there was a “gap between how [students] explain their 

understanding of producing and their abilities to realize projects” (p. 12) and that this 

might be because students are rejecting the methods offered to them. This gap that is 

identified here resonates with the gap identified by Cumming (2000) at the beginning of 

this chapter, where the students’ subjectivity and personalised engagement fills the gap. 

Lefford and Johansson explain by saying that: 

though students agree that song lyrics are important, throughout all the stages 

of the study, all participants state adamantly that approaching a vocalist about 

the lyrics or performance of those lyrics is quite tricky. Only technical issues, 

like pitch, seem to be comfortably within the producer’s prevue [sic]. (p. 12) 

It is evident that students may require education concerning the constraints of a producer’s 

role and how these are decided in various music production typologies. Reputable 

research is also required to unpack and inform the design of appropriate pedagogical 

models that engage students with these more difficult conflicts and discussions that 

professionals experience. These are the soft skills that Bell (2016) defines, the skills that 

take time to develop and may be tacitly learned. Zagorski-Thomas (2016) also discusses 

how theoretical research is meeting the challenges of music production pedagogy which 

he states are: 
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1) to engage with the complexities of studying the recorded artefact and how 

they differ from the concert stage; and 2) to use that knowledge, along with 

the existing body of knowledge about the uses of audio technology, to delve 

more meaningfully into the nature of the recording process. (p. 69) 

Zagorski-Thomas’s work goes on to explain the importance of developing research 

approaches that do not compromise the rigour of the research whilst engaging with 

practice-based frameworks. In this setting, he suggests research should embrace concepts 

such as doing-as-thinking whilst maintaining stringent regulations regarding testability 

and communicability. Zargorski-Thomas supports the use of video and audio to highlight 

and examine particular features of practical experience, where interviews or 

commentaries may be superimposed onto video documentation of practice. These 

suggestions do much to place practice-based frameworks within the context of theoretical 

research. They link pedagogy to professional approaches but promote rigorous and 

reputable investigation. However, these are practice-based research frameworks that 

Zagorski-Thomas is hypothesising as appropriate and as such this is the specific gap in 

the literature that this thesis aims to inform by testing, developing, and extending these 

ideas. 

2.6. Conclusion 

This literature review has been designed to illuminate the primary sources of writing that 

surround the pedagogy of popular music production. These have come from a variety of 

resources including scholarly, professional, and online publications. The chapter utilised 

sub-headings that targeted the skills, creative practice and culture of music production, 

theories of how the gap between professional practice and higher education can be 

bridged, and the current landscape of popular music production pedagogy. Various 

vignettes regarding my professional practice have also been infused throughout the 

chapter so as to inform this research from a holistic perspective of music production. The 

literature covers a broad spectrum of content but conclusions can be drawn that suggest 

much research is needed regarding how music production pedagogy can bridge to current 

professional contexts. This is not limited to types of music (electronic and acoustic) and 

creative practice options alone, but also to the facilities (places), and the socio-cultural 

realities of music-making. These types of engagements manifest creative conflicts that 
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are social and musical interactions, and these may need to be experienced to be tacitly 

learned. This scope of literary review (theoretical, professional, and pedagogical 

approaches) informs the following chapter’s detailing of a methodological approach that 

will nurture the agency of music production and the processes of learning music 

production in a higher education context. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 

3.1. Introduction 

The methodological design will prioritise the nature of music production creative practice 

and incorporate student interpretations of learning music production from both sides of 

the glass. This is considered important to replicate the actuality of the profession, of which 

Zak (2001) writes that “artists create in terms of their own experience of the world … and 

it is to records that they appeal, consciously or not for guidance in shaping the articulation 

of their own sensibility” (p. 196). Zak’s words are a testament to the individualised 

methods that music producers use during the realisation of their recorded outputs. To lay 

a suitable platform for the research design, this chapter will discuss the overarching 

ontological and epistemic concepts of popular music production pedagogy that resonate 

with Zak’s statement. The research paradigm, methodological approach, data collection 

and analysis procedures, participants, and ethical considerations are also presented. 

3.2. Clarifications of ontology, epistemology and 

axiology 

When designing research, some primary objectives may be to address gaps in knowledge, 

replicate knowledge, expand knowledge, broaden our perspectives, and to inform practice 

(Creswell, 2005). While doing this, to achieve credibility, it is important the researcher 

ensures the impartiality of their involvement. However, that is not to say that our research 

is not influenced by the individual conducting it, and is subsequently value free (Bryman, 

2008). Ultimately, how we approach research is often influenced by our assumptions of 

the nature of social phenomena, the appropriate ways to investigate this, and what we 

value regarding life and the nature of being (Bryman, 2008). In order to clearly define 

research designs within these contexts, it is necessary to look to theories of ontology, 

epistemology, and axiology. 

A researcher’s understanding of ontology helps to situate a study around “what [they] 

believe constitutes social reality” (Blaikie, 2000, p. 8). Concepts of reality can inform 

epistemology, which is “the possible ways of gaining knowledge of social reality [or] 

claims about how what is assumed to exist can be known” (Blaikie, 2000, p. 8). Ontology 
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and epistemology inform methodological considerations, but, in addition, Hitchcock and 

Hughes (1995) suggest that 

added to ontology and epistemology is axiology (the values and beliefs that 

we hold) … this is informed by how we view our world(s), what we take 

understanding to be, and what we see as the purposes of understanding, and 

what is deemed valuable. (p. 3) 

The ontology, epistemology, and axiology of this thesis are situated in the field of popular 

music production pedagogy. Ontology in this instance is influenced by my experience as 

a music industry professional and the environment in which I learned, and still do learn 

music production—experientially. My learning is ongoing and it has been influenced by 

my professional practice as a singer, songwriter, performer, programmer, and producer 

within traditional and modern music-making landscapes (tracker/top line productions). 

These epistemic experiences, that were governed by the interaction of a group of people, 

have collectively informed my knowledge of modern music production. Bell (2016, 2018) 

also highlights the relevance of current professional practices where music is made 

completely within the DAW and by way of new collaborative concepts that occur via 

online communication. Some of these may include musical contexts I have not 

experienced (Rap for example). Therefore, the considerations for this research need to be 

inclusive of the many realities of music production, and, even more-so, suitable for the 

aspirations of the new music makers of the world.  

Research concerning popular music production pedagogy may be more beneficial when 

ontology and epistemology is also shaped by a matter of consequence of the research, 

where the participants’ axiology (of learning) informs some part of the epistemic field 

that is being investigated. Therefore, the ontological and epistemic realities of this 

research could be defined as a combination of the experiential process of how I learned 

music production; the future possibilities, aspirations and technological affordances of 

aspiring producers; and the perceptions of the students engaged in the music production 

courses that makeup the case study (outlined in detail in Chapter 4). By outlining this 

research in such a manner it is suggested that there may be many subjective human 

perceptions and interpretations that will require consideration as a part of this study, and 

this resonates with an interpretive research paradigm. 
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3.3. Interpretive paradigms, qualitative research 

strategies and popular music production pedagogy 

L. Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2000) suggest “the central endeavour in the context of 

the interpretive paradigm is to understand the subjective world of human experience” (p. 

22). Music production engages the world in a value-laden manner (subjectively) and, 

therefore, its reality is observer-dependent and located within a particular perspective 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Cumming (2000) openly discusses similar notions of 

subjectivity and music and these theories warrant contextualisation into music 

production. She describes her own performance subjectivity here: 

I see that my musical inhibitions and social ones are not entirely unconnected. 

The ‘outward’ identity, of choices audible in sound, reflects a pattern of 

belief, desire, and inhibition that constitutes an ‘inner self’—what it is to be 

‘me’. (p. 11) 

These sentiments are in synergy with Bayles and Orland’s (1994) suggestions regarding 

the making of art more generally, “in large measure becoming an artist consists of 

learning to accept yourself, which makes your work personal, and in following your own 

voice, which makes your work distinctive” (p. 3). 

With the assumed necessary interrelation of subjectivity and music, the experience of 

producing music and learning to produce music seems linked to an engagement in the 

process. Bell (2019) confirms “students learn producing [music] by doing it. They can 

mime past practices to forge future gold records but also engage in trial-and-error 

practices, which may lead them to happy accidents and new frontiers in production” (p. 

181). The importance of trial and error and happy accidents as Bell (2019) suggests, is 

confirmed when contextualised with the work of Naisbitt (2016) who outlines that “if you 

have to be right, you put yourself in a hedged lane, but once you experience the power of 

not having to be right you will feel like you are walking across open fields, the perspective 

wide and your feet free to take any turn” (p. 39). With these words in mind, an interpretive 

research paradigm seems appropriate to accommodate both the making of music, and the 

making of mistakes whilst making music. From this, the participants’ interpretation of 

how music production can be learnt will be nurtured. 
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Schwandt (1998) also proclaims that “proponents of [interpretive designs] share the goal 

of understanding the complex world of lived experience from the point of view of those 

who live it” (p. 221). This is of particular importance when one considers the differences 

in lifestyle, education, and social context that popular musicians may live as compared to 

their classical, jazz, or musical theatre counterparts (Burgess, 2008). Various forms of 

popular music are viewed by people as “the primary cultural, sonic and linguistic 

windows on the world” (Rose, 1994, p. 19). Music-making like this brings people 

together; often during the making of a record the artist, producer, and engineer become 

like a team or a crew, and there is camaraderie here that links to Schwandt’s (1998) words 

above. There are also many methods one can use when producing popular music and the 

producer will instinctively select the way forward in a session and these processes, which 

are often not pre-defined, engage with what Schwandt (1998) describes as matters of 

“knowing” and “being” (p. 222). An interpretive research paradigm will afford the 

participants of this research the opportunity to come together, to live the pedagogical 

experience as a group, and to reflect and discuss how they best learned to engage with the 

subjectivity gap between music creation and the listening of the recorded output 

(Cumming, 2000). 

3.3.1. Qualitative approaches 

Artists, songwriters, musicians, and producers may all have different interpretations of 

learning popular music production, reality in this context is multilayered and this is suited 

to qualitative designs that embrace the fact that “different people and groups often have 

different perspectives and contexts, the world has many different meanings” (Gay, Mills, 

& Airasian, 2009, p. 7). Burns (1994) also confirms that “qualitative forms of 

investigation tend to be based on a recognition of the importance of the subjective, 

experiential ‘lifeworld’ of human beings” (p. 11). Qualitative approaches promote people 

being deliberate and creative in their actions, where they actively construct their social 

world and their experiences are fluid as compared to fixed (L. Cohen et al., 2000). These 

phenomenological perspectives nurture the many personal meanings that may be derived 

from the research; they support the diversity of the pedagogical approach outlined in 

Chapter 4 and will encourage rich discussions. 
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Burns (1994) writes: “it has been emphasised that much of the rationale for the qualitative 

approach rests within the criterion of meaning” (p. 12). Meaning, when considered in the 

context of learning music production in higher education contexts, comes from the 

experiences of the students within the pedagogical practice itself—the successes, the 

failures, and the practice-based gaps in between. This is really important because as 

Eisner states there can be “little meaning, impact or quality in an event isolated from the 

context in which it is found” (as cited in Burns, 1994, p. 12). The context promoted in 

this research is doing music production and it involves inquiry into a practice-based 

pedagogical experience with students creating music. This is a similar approach to the 

work of Smith and Dean (2009) where many authors highlighted that the experience of 

practice leads to rich qualitative discussions. Therefore, a qualitative approach will be 

used to interpret the students’ experiences of learning whilst making music and will 

investigate how this occurs within a higher education context. 

3.4. Research design 

A sequential explanatory mixed methods design will be used. Mixed methods designs 

“build on the synergy and strength that exists between quantitative and qualitative 

research methods to understand a phenomenon more fully than is possible using either … 

method alone” (Gay et al., 2009, p. 462). As Bryman (2008) suggests: 

a more complete answer to a research question can be achieved by including 

both quantitative and qualitative methods … one of its most common forms 

is when ethnographers employ a self-completed questionnaire, [because there 

is a need] for information about the social backgrounds of people in a 

particular setting. (pp. 612–613) 

The research design will be framed by a qualitative ethnographic case study of a higher 

education music production pedagogical experience for which I am the educator. The case 

study is set up by an initial quantitative data collection method which profiles the 

participant population. The profiling stage of the research design will identify the 

participants’ skills and background prior to the qualitative element which will unpack 

their personal experiences of learning music production. The research design is 

exemplified in Figure 3.1. 
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Figure 3.1 Sequential mixed methods design 

 
As shown in Figure 3.1, the addition of a quantitative element that is post the qualitative 

element will profile the participants following the pedagogical experience. This will 

facilitate a comparison of skill perception (pre and post the pedagogical experience) and 

illuminate any potential acquisition of skills during the scope of the research. However, 

in response to the research question, the ways in which skills were acquired, the 

experiences of the participants whilst learning, and the form that effective music 

production pedagogy should take will be informed via the qualitative data collection. This 

mixed methods design is intended to combine a personal/creative lens (qualitative) with 

an analytical/scientific lens (quantitative) and this is considered appropriate because, as 

Richardson (2000) suggests, “we see better with two lenses. We see best with both lenses 

focused and magnified” (p. 253). 

3.5. Ethnography: writing about groups of people 

This section outlines ethnography’s suitability as a methodology by detailing its 

overarching social and cultural implications and role with music, education, music 

education, popular music, and in research landscapes that are located within the recording 

studio. 

Robson (2011) states that: 

the main purpose and central virtue of [ethnography] is often considered to 

be its production of descriptive data free from imposed external concepts and 
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ideas … which allows others to understand the culture from inside in the terms 

that the participants themselves used to describe what is going on. (p. 186) 

In support of this, Bresler (2010) adds that “ethnographies are products of anthropological 

research. They consist of thick description and interpretation of culture” in any social 

situation (p. 5). In this landscape, ethnography is extremely effective because “culture is 

not a system in which social events, behaviours, institutions, or processes can be causally 

linked, but rather a context within which these processes can be intelligibly described” 

(Bresler, 2010, p. 5). Ethnographers are required to become immersed in the culture they 

are researching and stay “at the site for a considerable amount of time, observing, 

interviewing, and participating in cultural events” (Bresler, 2010, p. 5). Wolcott (1988) 

suggests that this time period should be for “at least long enough to see a full cycle of 

activity, a set of events usually played out in the course of a calendar year” (as cited in 

Bresler, 2010, p. 5). This allows the researcher to balance internal and external 

perspectives with a combination of “emic (insiders’) and etic (researchers’) perspectives” 

(Bresler, 2010, p. 5) and places the researcher “into contact with social reality in a way 

that no reading of secondary sources … could ever accomplish” (S. Cohen, 1993, p. 132–

133). Primarily then, ethnography takes the form of an actual encounter of a culture, 

which results in a more flexible understanding of the domain and provides greater insight 

to the researcher (S. Cohen, 1993). As such ethnography as a practice does not reflect, 

represent, or reveal culture, it is a method of “translating and writing it” (S. Cohen, 1993, 

p. 133). It is the intention here to write about the students’ perceptions of learning popular 

music production from within their engagement with many music production cultures, 

and ethnography will provide a suitable research tool to extract reputable descriptions. 

With specific relevance to music, ethnography has been used so that “investigators … 

emerge from their study with a broad and generally complete knowledge both of the 

culture and the music” (Merriam, 1964, p. 42). This is evident in Black’s (2014) 

investigation into Hip Hop as urban ethnography, S. Cohen’s (1991) Rock cultures in 

Liverpool, H.S. Bennett’s (1980) On Becoming a Rock Musician, and Finnegan’s (2007) 

The Hidden Musicians: Music-making in an English Town. This thesis draws particular 

relevance to all of these studies with the intention that the researcher will become 

immersed within a music production learning culture in a higher education context. 
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S. Cohen (1993) confirms that when engaged with music and ethnography the researcher 

should attain “knowledge of the spoken language, and [employ] … a wide range of 

observational techniques” (p. 124). These techniques should consist of prolonged face-

to-face engagement with the participants within the activities that the group experienced. 

This promotes the development of relationships between the researcher and the 

participants and the socio-cultural capital of the research (S. Cohen, 1993). 

Ethnomethodology unpacks how people “interact with one another” (Garfinkel, 1967, as 

cited in Barton, 2014, p. 4) and Barton (2014) contextualises this within education by 

suggesting that “the purpose of analysing text and interaction this way is to determine 

what socio cultural and organisational aspects impact on the ways in which teachers 

interact in the context” (p. 4). 

Freebody (2003) expands on the complexity of education research by suggesting that 

educational activities are inherently complex and influenced by the socio-cultural makeup 

of their participants. Even though this may seem challenging, Barton (2014) supports the 

use of ethnography in assessing music education: “In education, ethnography has proven 

itself to be an appropriate framework in which to observe practice. It is [the] rich 

descriptions, interpretations and representations of teaching and learning that becomes 

[sic] the focus of inquiry and discussion” (p. 98). 

More specifically related to popular music, S. Cohen (1993) summarises the positive 

attributes of ethnography: 

An ethnographic approach to popular music … would emphasize that popular 

music … is a human activity involving social relationships, identities and 

collective practices…. The focus upon people and their musical practices and 

processes rather than upon structures, texts or products, illuminates the ways 

in which music is used and the important role that it plays in everyday life 

and in society generally. (p. 127) 

S. Cohen (1993) also alludes to the importance of ethnographic research and popular 

music as it relates to music production and consumption by suggesting popular music 

research should be “comparative and holistic; historical and dialogical; reflexive and 

policy orientated” (p. 123). She suggests that the ways in which ethnographers can 

promote this is through both “observation and participation” (p. 98). Subsequently, 
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Wolcott (1988) contends that multiple sources of data should be used within ethnography 

to promote cross-checking or to interpret complex issues or events, the most common of 

these being “participant-observation, interviewing and the collection and analysis of 

written and non-written sources” (Bresler, 2010, p. 6). These are the collection methods 

that are used in the methodological approach for this research, however it is important to 

consider the impact ethnography may have on the context of making music in the 

recording studio. 

Thompson and Lashua (2014) deconstruct ethnography as a methodology in the recording 

studio environment. They explore “some of the issues that ethnographers may face” (p. 

748) and describe the research context of the recording studio while specifically focusing 

on access issues and social interactions. The studio environment is viewed as an “often 

frenetic swirl of activity in music recording” (p. 748), yet, alternatively, the authors follow 

on to describe the recording studio as a closed, intimate, and isolated environment. As 

Bates (2008) suggests “observing recording sessions to any considerable degree was 

impossible without being an essential participant of some sort” (as cited in Thompson & 

Lashua, 2014, p. 751). Similarly, an ethnographic approach to this research will help to 

facilitate my holistic participation as the educator, researcher, and music production peer. 

In ethnographic situations like these, Thompson and Lashua (2014) promote the use of 

video because they believe it is a low impact observation tool that can be unpacked well 

with the use of interviews. The use of video in ethnographic research therefore affords 

the researcher the ability to engage in the research culture whilst the video component 

captures certain events relevant to the study. The researcher then has the ability to 

privately view and analyse this footage and decide which moments are useful for analysis. 

Thompson and Lashua’s (2016) later work: “Producing Music, Producing Myth? 

Creativity in Recording Studios” is a more recent example of ethnography being used in 

the recording studio to unpack music production cultures and processes. Their study 

immersed one of the researchers as a participant observer within the music-making 

environment, and the data collection methods included field notes/researcher’s journal 

and interviews with participants. Thompson and Lashua’s (2014, 2016) recording studio 

ethnographic work informs this study. 

Within ethnography, importance has been linked to the “researcher’s need to evaluate 

each ethnographic study in terms of flexible standards embedded within the participants’ 
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lives, historical and cultural influences, and interactive forces of race gender and class” 

and “the reassessment of how ethnographers interpret the group they are studying” 

(Creswell, 2005 p. 437). Such words highlight the possible limitations of ethnography 

because the researcher is no longer an objective reporter; issues of validity and reliability 

are measured against the researcher’s sensitivity to the participants and the environment 

of the study. There is also importance related to the way this is interpreted by the 

researcher. These limitations will be addressed as a part of this study through the 

profession-based connection the researcher has to music production cultures, and by 

nurturing an accurate depiction of the students’ interpretation of learning. 

It is intended that an ethnographic approach will allow the authentic music-making 

practice of the participants as it is associated with the learning of music production to 

occur. Perhaps ethnography’s suitability to the study of popular music is best expressed 

in the words of Sara Cohen (1993): 

An ethnographic approach to the study of popular music, involving direct 

observation of people, their social networks, interactions and discourses, and 

participation in their day-to-day activities, rituals rehearsals and 

performances, would encourage researchers to experience different 

relationships, views and aesthetics, or to view familiar contexts from an 

alternative perspective. This exercise could increase self-awareness and 

challenge preconceived notions and ungrounded assumptions. (p. 135) 

3.6. The case study 

The term case study is often used by researchers in conjunction with ethnography 

(Creswell, 2005). The case may focus on an activity involving individuals, where the 

focus of the study is a specific issue, and when the case itself is of interest, this is called 

an intrinsic case (Creswell, 2005). The intrinsic case of this research is learning music 

production in higher education and this will be investigated via a case study of two third-

year higher education music production courses that from here on will be called Music 

Production 1 and 2. A case study generally “allows investigators to retain the holistic and 

meaningful characteristics of real-life events” (Yin, 2003, p. 2) and they are often used to 

investigate “the single instance of a bounded system, for example, a child, a clique, a 

class, a school, a community” (L. Cohen et al., 2000, p. 181). The relevance of these terms 
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to a higher education context are logical. Indeed, case studies work well in university 

landscapes because they allow researchers to observe “complex dynamic and unfolding 

interactions of events, human relationships, and other factors in a unique instance” (L. 

Cohen et al., 2000, p. 181). 

Schramm (1971) adds that case studies “illuminate a decision or a set of decisions: why 

they were taken, how they were implemented, and with what result” (as cited in Yin, 

2003, p. 12). A case study will be used to investigate students’ decisions regarding 

popular music production within a higher education practice-based tutorial. These 

decisions have been identified as the subjective or creative gap where authentic music-

making occurs (Cumming, 2000), they can be made by a group or an individual, they can 

be evaluated, their implementation can be scrutinised, and the resultant learning can be 

discussed. As a part of this ethnographic case study musicians, artists, and producers will 

discuss with each other their unique personal experiences regarding the learning of music 

production. It is intended that through these conversations an understanding of how the 

group also facilitated learning will be developed. 

An ethnographic case study is also suited to a popular music pedagogical landscape where 

learning occurs as a by-product of application and collaboration. This can happen in 

diverse ways, sometimes “abilities are developed through interaction within the 

community of practitioners, who have been selected on the basis of their strengths in a 

range of popular music-making activities [and] collaboration is rewarded and formally 

recognized” (Lebler, 2007, p. 211). Or as Green (2002) suggests: 

[A] member of one band can show a new lick or chord to a member or several 

members of another band; a player may learn something by watching or 

listening to another player, who remains unaware of the fact that any learning 

is taking place; members of a band are likely to have casual learning 

encounters outside their rehearsals, the results of which are then consciously 

or subconsciously brought back into the rehearsals; and so on. (p. 71) 

These types of learning processes will be explored thoroughly because case study 

researchers use participant observation to aid in their investigations (Yin, 2003). 
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3.7. Participant observation 

In the participant-observation (Yin, 2003) role, the researcher is not merely a passive 

observer but instead may assume a variety of roles within the case study and participate 

in the events being studied (Yin, 2003). Participant observation therefore, when 

incorporated with case studies, becomes 

…the ideal instrument for ‘emic’ inquiry. It also builds in and builds on the 

tacit knowledge that the writer and reader bring to the report, and, thereby, 

takes seriously their notion of the ‘human instrument’ in research. (L. Cohen 

et al., 2000, p. 152) 

Although these types of case studies have had problems with issues of bias (Yin, 2003), 

Bryman (2008) suggests that the researcher’s immersion in a social setting better equips 

them to understand others’ opinions, and this informs analysis on a deeper level compared 

to interviews alone. As the participant observer of the pedagogical case study, I will be 

immersed in a social setting for an extended period of time, engaging in conversations 

with participants, making observations, and then reporting on them later. As such, this 

methodological design targets both the students’ and researcher’s perception of learning 

popular music production during the case study. Learning must also be investigated with 

minimal influence from the research; the students must not change their behaviour 

because of the study and the data collection methods must support this. Popular musicians 

also operate within diverse music production cultures and often use a lexicon of their own 

(Porcello, 2004), and it is suggested here that the participant observation role will be 

effective in studying these within a pedagogical context. As Bryman (2008) suggests it is 

often “the ‘argot’ (the special uses of words and slang) that are important to penetrate that 

culture. Such an understanding is arrived at through the observation of language use” (p. 

465). 

3.8. Participants 

The participants are third-year Bachelor of Popular Music (BPM) students from an 

Australian University. Five volunteers will be sought from this participant pool to engage 

with the qualitative data collection of the study. A more in-depth insight of these five 

primary participants is outlined in Chapter 4. 



75 

3.9. Methodological design: Three-phase approach 

When discussing case study research Burns (1994) suggests that “many case study 

investigators fail to develop a sufficiently operational set of measures, and subjective 

judgment is used to collect the data” (p. 328). To avoid this and to ensure the construct 

validity41 (Burns, 1994) of the analysis stage, the data of this research will be collected 

by a variety of instruments (Gay et al., 2009); a research instrument is a test or tool used 

to collect data (Creswell, 2005). Following the initial quantitative profiling instrument, 

the data collection and analysis process will be designed as a three-phase thematic 

(Creswell, 2005) model, from which “extensive discussion about the major themes that 

arise from analyzing a … database” (Creswell, 2005, p. 266) will occur. Therefore, a 

three-phase chain of evidence (Burns, 1994), as shown in Figure 3.2, will be used. In this 

approach data will be collected, analysed, and developed to inform an ethnographic 

description (Creswell, 2005).  

Phase 1: Data collection 

Phase 2:  Data analysis, themes recognised, triangulation 

Phase 3:   Comparison of analysis 

  Analysis and triangulation 
of data and recognition of 
themes.  

Comparison of themes and 
generation of domain 
clusters to inform findings 
and ethnographic 
description. Data 1: Pre and post-pedagogical 

surveys 
frequencies analysis, 
thematic analysis 

Data 2: Music Production tutorial 
video evidence 

five stage stimulated recall 
(SR) and thematic analysis 

Data 3: Semi-structured interviews thematic analysis 

Data 4: Focus groups thematic anaysis 

Data 5: Tracker assessment item thematic analysis  

Data 6: Researcher’s journal thematic analysis 

Figure 3.2 Three-phase chain of evidence 

3.10. Investigative schemas 

Three investigative schemas have been identified from the literature review and these link 

directly to the sub-questions. These investigative schemas have informed the design of 

                                                
41  Construct validity is indicated by the detailed account of how the study is carried out and can be 

improved by using multiple sources of evidence. 
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questions for the various data collection methods and thematic analysis coding within the 

research. They are: 

1. Skills: this broad schema is intended to encompass the wide range of skills 

engaged with during music production. These skills include the use of technology, 

sound engineering, critical listening, social and psychological engagement during 

music production, programming, musicality, performance, songwriting, and 

engagement with emotional transference during music production. 

2. Professional practice: this schema encompasses direct relevance to current 

processes and activities that professional practitioners engage with during their 

day to day working life. This includes the diversity that music production cultures 

and creative practice as a form of agency may take. 

3. Learning: This schema encompasses all positive and negative experiences of the 

acquisition of knowledge in all of its forms. 

3.11. Phase 1: Data collection 

Yin (2003) suggests that a valid and reliable case study uses data collection from multiple 

sources which “converge in a triangulating fashion” (p. 14). The data collection methods 

for this research which are listed in Figure 3.2 above are: 1) pre and post-pedagogical 

surveys, 2) music production tutorial video evidence, 3) semi-structured interviews, 4) 

focus groups, 5) tracker assessment item, and 6) researcher’s journal. 

3.11.1. Data 1: pre and post-pedagogical survey 

The quantitative data collection will consist of a pre and post-pedagogical survey of the 

entire Music Production 1 and 2 cohorts. These surveys will be designed to profile the 

participants pre and post the pedagogical experience and, as such, document the music 

production skill level and popular music roles of all participants. This is necessary 

because, as recognised in the literature, popular music production is taught in vastly 

different contexts, for example popular music, music technology, and sound engineering 

(Thompson & Stevenson, 2017). Students of these courses also come with varying 

backgrounds in performance, songwriting and sound engineering and many bring a vast 
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array of skillsets as prior knowledge. Having documented evidence of this will aid the 

analysis of themes and theories following. 

To ensure participant recognition for comparative analysis between the pre and post-

surveys, students will be asked two personalised questions: 1) mother’s maiden name and 

2) postcode, on both surveys. Surveys are used in this instance as they are useful to 

“gather data at a particular point in time with the intention of describing the nature of 

existing conditions, or … determining the relationships that exist between specific 

events” (L. Cohen et al., 2000, p. 169). Quantitative research methods have also been 

successfully used in music studies similar to Law and Zentner (2012) and Umuzdas 

(2015). Within the surveys five-point Likert scale questions (Creswell, 2005) will be used 

because they offer the participant the flexibility to add preferences in a quantitative data 

collection (Creswell, 2005). The pre and post-surveys will be trialled by staff members 

and BPM graduates and subsequently adapted to ensure their suitability and 

appropriateness. The surveys will be voluntary, anonymous, and facilitated by a google 

doc survey (online). 

3.11.2. Pre-survey 

Similar to the work by Mosley & Thompson (2014) the pre-survey will be used to collect 

demographic information via a self-assessment of skills and roles before the Music 

Production 1 and 2 courses. Self-assessment will be based on a five-point scale: 1) no 

ability, 2) minimal ability, 3) good ability, 4) very good ability, and 5) expert ability. The 

skills that will be targeted in the survey are critical listening, sound engineering, 

musicality and performance, communication and psychological skills, engagement with 

emotional transference, songwriting, and programming. Students will also be asked to 

select as many of the following roles they feel they identify with; songwriter, performer, 

producer, programmer, sound engineer, and session musician. These skills and roles are 

supported by the relevant literature on music production (Frith & Zagorski-Thomas, 

2012; Izhaki, 2008; Mixerman, 2012; Moylan, 2002; Zak, 2001). Participants will also 

be asked an open question to encourage their pre-tutorial insights of learning music 

production. The data collected will inform the qualitative data collection methods that 

follow and the pre-survey will be made available to students on February 19, 2018, which 

is one week prior to the Music Production 1 course offering. 
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3.11.3. Post-survey 

The post-survey is a self-assessment after the Music Production 1 and 2 courses. This 

survey will be used to identify any indicators (Bryman, 2008) within the study. Indicators 

are used to “tap concepts that are less directly quantifiable” (Bryman, 2008, p. 145); they 

are the measure of a concept. The overriding concept of this study is learning music 

production, therefore, students will be asked to re-assess their skill level and the roles 

they identify with following the pedagogical experience. The responses of the pre and 

post-surveys will be compared, so the same questions will be used in both surveys, 

however, all students will be invited to respond to some open questions in the post-survey 

following their pedagogical engagement. These open questions will ask the entire cohort 

of Music Production 2 to reflect on their learning of music production. The post-survey 

will be made available to students on October 1, 2018, which is the week following the 

conclusion of the course Music Production 2. 

The pre and post-surveys will be designed to respond to the research sub-questions. To 

do so they will target all three investigative schemas as seen in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 Pre and post-surveys question design 

Section Assessing Survey Investigative 
schemas 1 2 

Code to match pre 
and post-survey 

Mother’s maiden name ü ü  

Postal code ü ü 

Background Age ü ü Skills 

Gender ü ü 

Music production role: Songwriter ü ü 

Performer ü ü 

Producer ü ü 

Programmer ü ü 

Sound engineer ü ü 

Session musician  ü ü 

Self-assessment of 
skill level. Likert 
scale 1-5 

Critical listening ü ü Skills 

Sound engineering ü ü 

Musicality and performance ü ü 

Communication and psychological skills ü ü 

Engagement with emotional transference ü ü 

Songwriting ü ü 
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Programming  ü ü 

Music production psychology  ü ü 

Open question 
topics  

Areas of production essential to learning ü  Skills, 
professional 
practice, 
learning 

Suitable student numbers in tutorials  ü 

Suitable time length of tutorials  ü 

Students’ personal learning journey  ü 

Influence of pedagogy on external practice  ü 

Assessment items that engaged learning  ü 

How the tutorial can be improved to ensure a 
high quality student learning experience 

 ü 

 

3.11.4. Data 2: Music Production tutorial video evidence 

Thompson and Lashua (2014) confirm that video footage is a low impact method of 

collecting data during recording sessions that can be reflected upon by participants during 

interviews. Video evidence also captures more implicit data that goes further than verbal 

and oral expression. It can “capture the team process, such as brainstorming or group 

discussions which include the connotations, non-verbal cues, and interactions” (Wang & 

Lien, 2013, p. 2935) and these processes resonate with the social and cultural affordances 

of ethnographic approaches. This study will capture 22 tutorials42 with two cameras, one 

in the control room and one in the recording room. The cameras will be located in 

positions that will not bring the students’ attention to them, as if they are more like 

CCTV43, located in inconspicuous locations. This idea was formulated from personal 

conversations I had with Paul Thompson regarding his ethnographic work (Thompson & 

Lashua, 2014): 

Paul: As long as you are careful to position the video so it’s 

normalised, and that’s one of the challenges I had at the start 

of my studies, but I found that CCTV cameras were the best 

way to go about it because CCTV is everywhere… if you’re 

sitting back somewhere in a café, there’s probably going to be 

CCTV. Every time you go to the train station, there’s CCTV. 

                                                
42  Only 22 tutorials were delivered and captured as one week timetabled the tutorial on a public holiday, 

and on the other week the educator was ill and not present at the university. 
43  CCTV stands for closed-circuit television which is primarily a surveillance system of cameras that are 

strategically used in private locations. 
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And people are okay with that to a certain degree… You stick 

a proper Sony Handycam or something like that in the room 

[on a tripod], it is going to change the way in which people 

initially [engage]… I think if you [used cameras similar to 

CCTV] you’ll find that actually the data collection will be ... a 

lot more natural. You’ll be able to argue this, it’s a lot more 

natural environment. (P. Thompson, personal discussion, 

November 28, 2017) 

In order to ensure the music production tutorial video evidence will follow this advice, 

two cameras have been permanently positioned on mounts high on the walls, similar to 

CCTV cameras. Their locations can be viewed in Figure 3.3 and Figure 3.4 below. 

 
Figure 3.3 Camera positions in control room 
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Figure 3.4 Camera positions in recording room 

 
The footage from these cameras will document the interplay between musicians and 

performers with producers and engineers as well as the pedagogical experience and my 

engagement as a participant observer/educator. This footage will inform all other forms 

of data collection. The tutorial videos will be edited to condense the two and three-hour 

tutorial content down to approximately 30-40 minutes each. This editing will be done the 

day after every tutorial so a broad scope of engagement is presented within a manageable 

amount of footage. This footage can be viewed and cross-referenced with the later 

analysis of other data as needed and will be a valuable resource that documents the music 

production pedagogical experience. 

3.11.5. Data 3: Semi-structured interviews 

The five primary participants will take part in one-to-one semi-structured interviews in 

Weeks 1 and 7 of Trimester 1, and Weeks 1 and 12 of Trimester 2, four interviews per 

participant across the project. Due to their flexibility, semi-structured interviews allow 

the opportunity to make a truer assessment of what respondents believe and may result in 

unexpected answers and unthought-of hypotheses (Burns, 1994). However, Gillham 

(2000) suggests that “expert interviewers always have a structure, with which they use 

flexibility according to what emerges” (p. 3). Gillham (2000) also lists various types of 



82 

interviews including the “research interview” where the objective is to “obtain 

information and understanding of issues relevant to the general aims and specific 

questions of a research project” (p. 2). Using this approach will strategically target the 

research questions whilst promoting flexibility in responses, and this is intended so a 

reputable insight into the participants’ perceptions of learning is investigated. 

Interviews are deemed specifically appropriate for this research as they suit contexts 

where small numbers are involved, people are accessible, most questions are open and 

require an extended response, anonymity is not an issue but confidentiality may be, and 

the research aims mainly require insight and understanding (Gillham, 2000). Interviews 

can be used for numerous purposes such as to test or develop hypotheses, to gather data, 

or to sample respondents’ opinions (L. Cohen et al., 2000). Interviews are also very useful 

in qualitative research because they take the form of a conversation that “provides a way 

of generating empirical data about the social world by asking people to talk about their 

lives” (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997, p. 113). This helps to provide significant insight into 

the phenomena that the researcher is investigating. Interviews are also prepared and 

conducted in a systematic way and are protected from bias and distortion because they 

are controlled by the researcher. More importantly, they are designed in response to 

specific research questions and often have a specific purpose (Sarantakos, 2013). 

However, interviews are heavily dependent on the participants’ capacities to interact and 

engage verbally and therefore the type of interview a researcher uses must suit the study 

and the participants involved. Semi-structured interviews with designed questions will be 

used in this investigation. However, following the participants’ responses, further probing 

questions (Creswell, 2005) will entice the participant (without directing them) to 

elaborate further. 

The semi-structured interviews will undergo rigorous scrutiny prior to their application 

to ensure the credibility of their findings. This is because of the potential bias of my input 

as the researcher/educator and the subjective nature of the content. Potter and Hepburn 

(2014) suggest that some interviews in the past have “been too easy, too obvious, too little 

studied, and too open to providing a convenient launching pad for poor research” (p. 2). 

They go on to suggest that interviews should stand up to investigations regarding design, 

conduct, analysis, and reporting. Where various elements such as the transparency of the 

interview setup, more fully displaying the active role of the interviewer, and the interest 
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on the part of the interviewer and interviewee are clearly recognised (Potter & Hepburn, 

2014). These design features will be scrutinised so as to validate the use of this method 

for gathering reputable data that is worthy of analysis. 

The first interview questions will be trialled with a past Music Production 1 and 2 student 

before the interviews are held. This will illuminate how the interview may flow, indicate 

the range of factors that constitute interview flavour and direction, and key questions can 

be highlighted and poor questions flagged as redundant (Gillham, 2000). A pilot interview 

will also be conducted with a 2018 Music Production 1 and 2 student who is not a primary 

participant. During this process a distinction will be made between “practicing [sic] 

interviewing (as a skill) and piloting the interview so that [I can] concentrate on the 

specifics of that and make last minute adjustments and alterations” (Gillham, 2000, p. 53). 

During the interviews some of the tutorial video footage will be played to individual 

participants for feedback purposes. It may be more suitable to let the participants view 

the film in a one-to-one interview setting due to the potential sensitive nature of some of 

the content. Past iterations of this course have often engaged students with the realities of 

their personal psychological traits and, therefore, a private setting seems the most 

appropriate environment for the students to provide valuable and credible feedback on 

the content. The semi-structured interview questions will be informed by the literature 

and other methods. They will also specifically target the three investigative schemas, and 

this is exemplified in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 One-to-one semi-structured interviews, focus groups and investigative schemas 

Semi-structured interview and focus group  Investigative Schemas 

Interview 1 Skills, professional practice and learning 

Interview 2 Skills, professional practice and learning 

Interview 3 Professional practice and learning 

Interview 4 Professional practice and learning 

Focus Group 1 Skills, professional practice and learning 

Focus Group 2 Skills, professional practice and learning 

 
The interviews will be held in a quiet and comfortable environment, will be scheduled for 

20 minutes in duration, and will be recorded on a laptop with Pro Tools software to be 

transcribed in preparation for the data analysis process. 
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3.11.6. Data 4: Focus groups 

The primary participants will also attend two one-hour semi-structured focus groups. 

Focus groups are useful when the interaction of individuals leads to a collective 

representation of a phenomenon (Sloan & Bowe, 2014). They are a form of group 

interview but the reliance is on “the interaction within the group who discuss a topic 

supplied by the researcher” (L. Cohen et al., 2000, p. 288). This interaction should be 

between the participants, rather than the interviewer, so that it is the views of the 

participants that emerge” (L. Cohen et al., 2000). Therefore, the focus groups are 

promoted here as the culmination of the data collection methods where the group 

discussions develop an understanding of the intrinsic case: learning music production in 

higher education. 

Focus groups require some thought and planning. Therefore, 1) all participants will be 

asked to attend in person, and 2) all participants need to feel that they are in a comfortable 

environment so they may engage in the discussion (L. Cohen et al., 2000). The focus 

groups will specifically target the three investigative schemas as recognised by the 

literature review and the questions will be developed from the analysis of all other data 

collection methods. Some of the tutorial video footage will also be shown in the focus 

groups. This video content will be suitable to play in a group context and is intended to 

lead to some rich discussions regarding the pedagogical experience and the research 

questions. The environment that the focus groups will take place in should also be 

considered (Creswell, 2005); some of the questions will require a whiteboard for 

responses and a medium sized meeting room will be necessary. The focus groups will be 

recorded on a laptop with Pro Tools software and transcribed for further analysis. 

3.11.7. Data 5: Tracker assessment item 

Chapter 2 outlined Bell’s (2019) Song Machine Project which engaged students with the 

tracker/top liner production process. Similarly, the students of Music Production 2 will 

also complete a tracker assessment item. This is a current professional model of music 

production creative practice where a lot of the communication is carried out via online 

frameworks and social media. As a result, the role of profession-based assessment items 

and how they may stimulate students’ learning will be explored. 
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The tracker assessment item that is embedded in Music Production 2 is part of a separate 

research project that I am developing (Anthony, Auvinen, & Thompson, 2019). The data 

collection for this study consists of a voluntary survey that will be facilitated by a Google 

doc (online) and made available to all enrolled students. By filling out the survey, students 

also agree to their written assessment component (creative synthesis) becoming part of 

the data collection; the assessment item is described in greater detail within Chapter 4. 

The survey will use two profiling questions before presenting some Likert scale and open 

questions that probe for students’ perceptions regarding issues of agency and learning 

during the tracker process. The students’ creative synthesis assessment item will 

encourage more qualitative responses and personal reflections regarding the agency of 

the tracker process. This data method targets all three investigative schemas and both the 

survey and creative synthesis will do much to inform the findings and analysis section. 

3.11.8. Data 6: Researcher’s journal 

L. Cohen et al. (2000) suggests that a very useful data collection method of the participant 

observer role is field notes. Field notes can take many forms: quick, fragmentary jottings; 

more detailed jottings; descriptions that when assembled form a comprehensible account 

of what happened; descriptions of behaviours, comments, and discussions from the 

researcher or participants (L. Cohen et al., 2000). Field notes help the participant observer 

“see [and document] how events evolve over time, catching the dynamics of situations, 

the people, personalities, contexts, resources, roles etc. [and this presents] a more holistic 

view” of the interrelationship of factors (p. 311). There are many models to writing field 

notes, however a model by Kirk and Miller (1986) will be followed. The authors suggest 

field notes include: 

• notes made in situ; 

• expanded notes that are made as soon as possible after the initial observations; 

• journal notes to record issues, ideas, difficulties etc. that arise during the field-

work; 

• a developing, tentative running record of ongoing analysis and interpretation (as 

cited in L. Cohen et al., 2000, p. 313). 
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This approach will capture reflective ethnographic field notes during, and immediately 

after each tutorial. These notes will be added to whilst watching and editing the video 

footage weekly. The journal entries will be chronologically dated to align with video 

footage from the music production tutorials and to include a level of analysis the data will 

be “comprehensive enough to enable the reader to reproduce the analysis that was 

performed” (L. Cohen et al., 2000, p. 313). 

The journal content will also be used to recognise elements of the pedagogical delivery 

that require adaption for future tutorials and these will be based on my perceptions of the 

group’s learning in class. In previous iterations of the music production courses a journal 

has been used in this way; by reflecting on field notes a form of action learning (Biggs & 

Tang, 2007) begins to influence the pedagogical delivery as is exemplified in Figure 3.5. 

The figure below shows how a cycle develops from planning, through delivery, practice, 

and reflection which influences designs of the future. As such the reflective journal will 

become a very useful pedagogical tool and source of data collection. 

 
Figure 3.5 Researcher’s journal action learning cycle 

3.11.9. Data collection chronological order 

The chronological order of the data collection methods is exemplified in Figure 3.6. This 

is designed to provide sufficient coverage of the tutorials over time and to gather a wide 

range of data that represents the entire scope of the learning process. 
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Figure 3.6 Chronological order of data collection methods 

3.12. Phase 2: Data analysis 

The data analysis is framed in a sequential format where the findings of one set of data 

help to inform the approach to data collection following. This is made possible because 

of the chronological order of methods, as exemplified in Figure 3.6. 

3.12.1. Data 1: Pre and post-surveys analysis 

The primary purpose of this data collection is to profile the cohort’s skills and roles before 

the pedagogical engagement. The data will be mostly quantitative and a frequency 

analysis (Gay et al., 2009) will be used to illuminate the number of times students selected 

various options. Subsequently, formulas will be used to determine percentages that 

represent the skill characteristics of the third-year BPM cohort. Because the same closed 

questions will be asked in both surveys, a comparison of skill level and the roles students 

identify with after the music production tutorials will be possible. This data analysis will 

be used to build graphs and pie charts that show frequency distribution of data pre and 

post the pedagogical engagement. This low-level form of quantitative analysis will 

provide a solid foundation for the qualitative analysis in subsequent methods. The open-

ended questions of the pre and post-survey will undergo a thematic analysis (Creswell, 
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2005) which is outlined in the analysis section of the semi-structured interviews (Data 3). 

The analysis of these open questions will particularly target investigative schemas two 

and three: professional practice and learning. 

3.12.2. Data 2: Music Production tutorial video evidence analysis 

The video content from the tutorials will provide opportunities for the participants and 

the educator to view the cohort’s interaction with the pedagogical experience. It will be 

particularly useful in assessing any nonverbal communication and interactions between 

participants. The analysis of the video content will follow the five-step principle 

highlighted in the work of McNaughton (2009) as seen below in Error! Reference 

source not found.. 

Table 3.3 Five stage video evidence analysis 

Analysis stage Activities Analysis component  

Stage 1: Creating logs of the 
video data. 

Tutorial videos viewed by the 
researcher and compared 
against the researcher’s journal 
notes. 

Write descriptive notes (the 
types of activities involved) and 
compile a log of video content. 

Stage 2: Initial identification of 
significant episodes.  

Log and document video 
selections that warrant further 
scrutiny. 

Identify all of the interactions in 
the videos that were identified 
as memorable, interesting, or in 
some way significant. Cross-
reference with the researcher’s 
journal. 

Stage 3: Selection and 
transcription of episodes for 
close analysis.  

Edit video content and extract 
audio data for transcription. 

Send away for transcription. 

Stage 4: Description and 
interpretation of the transcribed 
episodes.  

Apply thematic analysis 
outlined below in Data 3 to the 
transcribed material. 

Interpret relevant concepts and 
related themes. 

Stage 5: Develop themes and 
make links to learning. 

Develop a deeper interpretation 
of themes and cross-reference 
with literature and other data 
methods. 

Use thematic analysis to inform 
interview questions and focus 
group discussions. 

 

This analysis process will highlight any important segments of the film, key events in the 

tutorial relating to the research questions and the three investigative schemas, and these 

segments will also have the audio component transcribed. The transcription audio will 

have a timestamp consisting of a trimester number, a tutorial number, a video number, a 

minute: second reference, and an analysis statement so that all transcriptions can be cross-
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referenced with the associated video footage. Following transcription, these segments of 

audio will undergo the same thematic analysis procedure that is outlined in the semi-

structured interviews data analysis below (Data 3). 

The video footage will be particularly useful during the semi-structured interviews and 

the focus groups when some segments of the video footage will be played to the 

participants. During these video playback sessions stimulated recall (SR) (Dempsey, 

2010) will be used to investigate and analyse the participants’ “mental activity which 

accompanied their … behaviour” during tutorial experiences (King & Tuckwell, 1983, 

p. 5). SR has been used before in educational research (Lyle, 2003). The technique “brings 

informants a step closer to the moments in which they actually produce action” 

(Dempsey, 2010, p. 349), and gives participants the chance to view themselves and trigger 

their memories of what they did, and why. 

Paul Thompson has used a similar technique that he calls participant recall and he 

describes the situation here: 

Paul:  Part of the challenge of this is when you’re doing a video, 

you’ve absolutely no … idea what you’re looking for. You’re 

going through this moment and you’re like [Paul makes a 

gesture like he is lost], you’ll have hours of this footage…. But 

the people in the studio are acting as if in the field, they’re 

verifying or rejecting, they’re valuing those ideas, so those are 

my points that I was looking for, so I’d make notes of when 

that would happen and then go back to the video…. But I 

wonder whether you should probably see if you could do it the 

other way around? 

Researcher: Show them the video? (the participants) 

Paul: Exactly. It’s called participant recall, that, in ethnography. 

(P. Thompson, personal discussion, November 28, 2017) 

SR of the video footage will feature heavily within the data analysis, it will help to unpack 

some unique interpretations of the students’ pedagogical experience and their social 

engagement in music production cultures. As a participant observer it will be very useful 
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to engage in SR whilst watching and editing the video footage and cross reference with 

the journal notes. There will also be opportunities to observe my own engagement as the 

educator and unpack important elements of this. Any analysis that is a by-product of 

stimulated recall will be labelled SR. 

3.12.3. Data 3: Semi-structured interviews analysis 

Qualitative approaches seek to describe the world in a manner that represents how those 

in the world experience it (Creswell, 2005), but it is also imperative that the results of the 

qualitative analysis of this study are an accurate representation of the data collected 

(L. Cohen et al., 2000). A thematic analysis (Bryman, 2008) will be used for the semi-

structured interviews, the open questions in the surveys, Music Production 1 and 2 tutorial 

video evidence, focus groups, the tracker assessment, and the researcher’s journal. 

Thematic analysis is used to make “an interpretation of people and activities … [it makes] 

sense of the information” (Creswell, 2005, p. 447). This is in contrast to the reporting of 

facts, and, as Creswell (2005) suggests, thematic analysis in ethnography “consists of 

distilling how things work and naming the essential features in themes in the cultural 

setting” (p. 447). In ethnography the recognised themes inform the researcher of shared 

patterns of behaviour, thinking, or talking (Creswell, 2005). L. Cohen et al. (2000) 

describe themes as codes and they suggest that these codes “define categories; they are 

astringent, pulling together a wealth of material into some order and structure. They keep 

words as words; they maintain context specificity” (p. 148). These themes can then be 

grouped to form domain clusters (L. Cohen et al., 2000) that streamline the analysis and 

findings of the research and form strategic points to answer the research questions. “The 

intention is to move from description to explanation and theory generation” (L. Cohen et 

al., 2000, p. 148). This is a process that this investigation will follow. 

The thematic analysis will follow Braun and Clarke’s (2006) approach. This approach 

uses “a method of identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes) within data” and 

is recognised as a reputable strategy for qualitative research (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 6). 

As there are six data collection methods the analysis process will resemble an iterative 

one where a constant back and forth between collection methods in a cyclic fashion will 

result in the triangulation of analysis (Roberts, 2018). An example of the thematic coding 
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process that is influenced by Braun and Clarke’s (2006) and will be used is available in 

Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4 Thematic analysis process 

Elements to the 
analytic method 

Activities Process 

Coding Organise and retrieve the most 
meaningful data—words, phrases that 
connect to tacit knowledge. Generate 
concepts. 

Label the data based on associated 
concepts. 

Categorisation Establish links, emergence of 
patterns, shared behaviour, thinking 
and talking. 

Link different segments of data into 
categories, defining their common 
properties (triangulation) 

Concept recognition Link these various common 
properties to a theme. 

Develop themes from the various 
commonalities of categories into 
domain clusters. 

Deeper connection Relate themes and domain clusters to 
the investigative schema: skills, 
professional practice, learning to 
develop findings. 

Think about the connections made, 
use literature and hypothesise 
theories and answer research 
questions.  

 

The thematic analysis of the semi-structured interviews will be used to identify themes 

from the primary participants’ perceptions of the pedagogical experience. For example, 

this could be represented by key phrases that participants used in the interviews (Gay et 

al., 2009). These themes are intended to have two purposes. Firstly, recognised themes 

will form an integral part of Phase 3 which is the comparison and analysis of themes and 

the development of domain clusters so as to inform the ethnographic description, 

discussed later. Secondly, the themes will also inform the discussion topics of the focus 

groups. 

The semi-structured interviews will also facilitate some SR of tutorial video footage. This 

will encourage some of the primary participants to engage with some reflection upon 

watching their mannerisms and collaborative efforts in the tutorial videos. It is suggested 

that the analysis procedure of the semi-structured interviews will result in a valid and 

reputable understanding of the students’ successes and failures, and, will illuminate 

positive pedagogical approaches that can be used to respond to the research questions. 



92 

3.12.4. Data 4: Focus groups analysis 

The main purpose of the focus groups is to generate a collective understanding of the 

seminal themes and domain clusters surrounding the research questions. The focus group 

discussions will be framed so that the participants can brain storm and share ideas. The 

richness of analysis of these discussions is dependent on how deeply the participants 

engage because it is intended that the participants’ “narratives will be the ‘data’ for the 

research” (Dwyer & Emerald, 2017, p. 1). The focus group transcription will be subject 

to the same thematic analysis that is outlined in the semi-structured interviews (Data 3). 

Halkier (2010) has also promoted the importance of including the social interaction of the 

focus group in analysis approaches; she suggests “from a practice theoretical perspective, 

focus group data (like other types of qualitative data) are understood as social enactments” 

(p. 71). Therefore, whenever relevant, the analysis of the focus groups will seek out 

conversational characteristics similar to that outlined in Halkier’s (2010) work. These 

include overlapping speech, incomprehensible speech, laughter, and the use of different 

tones in the participants’ voice. It is intended that by doing this and by focusing on the 

students’ lexicon, the words that the participants use will inform a deeper understanding 

by myself (as a popular musician) whilst coding. 

The focus groups will also facilitate some SR of the tutorial video footage. This should 

engage the participants in an enjoyable social environment that nurtures reflections on 

how participants look, act, and communicate. The final question of each focus group will 

be designed so that responses can be written on a whiteboard in word art form. Pictures 

of this word art will be taken, these pictures will be analysed and contextualised into 

diagrams to form a visual representation of the students’ perspectives of how they learned 

music production. 

3.12.5. Data 5: Tracker assessment item analysis 

The analysis of the tracker process has two aspects to it. Firstly, the survey questions will 

undergo the same analysis as the pre and post-survey (Data 1). That is, the Likert scale 

questions will undergo a frequency analysis and the open questions will be subjected to a 

thematic analysis as outlined in the semi-structured interview section (Data 3). Secondly, 

the students’ assessment item (creative synthesis) will also be subjected to a thematic 
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analysis that will unpack students’ thoughts on music production agency and learning 

whilst engaging in a profession-based assessment item. 

3.12.6. Data 6: Researcher’s journal analysis 

The analysis of the researcher’s journal will serve two purposes. Firstly, it will document 

marker points (time references) during a tutorial that the educator can watch at home and 

engage in SR activities. Secondly, the journal will also provide reflective field notes 

during the weekly tutorials. These notes will be analysed by the same thematic approach 

as mentioned in the semi-structured interviews (Data 3), and when triangulated with other 

data methods will help to generate domain clusters that can be used to respond to the 

research questions. This, in turn, will inform the design of questions for future semi-

structured interviews and focus groups. However, field note analysis draws criticism with 

regard to subjectiveness and bias (L. Cohen et al., 2000) and it will be very important to 

regularly stand back and read the journal notes from an outsider’s perspective. By doing 

this, it is hoped that contamination of the data with native interpretations will be avoided 

as these may dislocate my perspective and distance any engagement with the peculiarities 

that are integral to the research (L. Cohen et al., 2000). 

3.13. Convergence of analysis 

This methodology will use a number of data collection methods to provide a convergence 

of analysis (Bryman, 2008); this approach is intended to increase the validity of the 

research by comparing analysis “of the same concept developed through other methods” 

(Bryman, 2008, p. 152). The convergence of analysis can be seen in Figure 3.7. In this 

instance, the focus groups are being used as a kind of endpoint for which many important 

themes from various methods will be the topics of group discussions. These discussions 

will subsequently inform the generation of domain clusters that could be used to respond 

to the research questions. 
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Figure 3.7 Convergence of analysis 

3.14. Phase 3: Comparison of analysis and ethnographic 

description 

In Phase 3, the domain clusters and themes developed will be used to formulate 

explanations that address the specific questions. This process will incorporate the writing 

of an ethnographic description; Creswell (2005) suggests the research description should 

be a “detailed rendering of individuals and scenes in order to depict what is going on in 

the culture-sharing group” (p. 446). The ethnographic description will use descriptive 

writing to convey sounds, sights, feelings (Creswell, 2005), and the students’ words 

because it is intended this does much to situate the reader in the actuality of the culture of 

the research. However, the overriding methodology is ethnography, therefore this 

ethnographic description should resemble, and be a by-product of, the research design 

and approach. This is important to understand because 

[W]hat the researcher did as a researcher is only one part of creating a sense 

of having figured out the nature of a culture. It is also very much to do with 

how the researcher represents what he or she did through writing. (Bryman, 

2008, p. 686) 

The ethnographic description of this research will provide a holistic interpretation 

(students’ and researcher’s) of how the students learned popular music production and 

how effective learning environments can be created in higher education. This will outline 

the form that effective popular music production pedagogy may take and identify a list of 

useful schema in this regard. Bryman (2008) discusses the essential elements of good 
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ethnographic writing and to conclude the methodological component it is important to 

find a balance between the rigours of academia and the lexicon of the popular musician. 

This will place the reporting within the popular music culture itself. As Bryman (2008) 

states: 

[W]e all want to get our points across and to persuade our readers that we 

have got things right. The question is—do we do it well? Do we make the 

best possible case? We all have to persuade others that we have got the right 

angle on things; the trick is to do it well. (p. 688) 

3.15. Ethical clearance 

The ethical landscape of this research warrants scrutiny because I am the researcher and 

also the educator of the music production tutorials that are a part of the study. There is 

the potential of bias within the study; the participants of this study are my students, and 

attend the university I work for and there is much to consider here. As the researcher, it 

will be important that my engagement is not constrained and I am able to make proactive 

pedagogical decisions whilst not adversely affecting the outcomes of any student who 

participates in this study or the courses Music Production 1 and 2. Therefore, all such 

ethical concerns will be assessed by the ethical clearance protocol of the university, this 

will ensure that the participants of the study are not disadvantaged because of their 

involvement. Informed consent (L. Cohen et al., 2000, p. 50) will be sought from all 

students involved and if necessary marking will be outsourced with another suitable 

academic at the university for blind comparisons. The data collection of the tracker 

assessment item and the subsequent analysis will take place after all marking is complete. 

Participation in the case study is completely voluntary and students who do not want to 

be filmed can attend a different tutorial. The students of the second tutorial will receive a 

comparable level of educational engagement as the case study tutorial, and all students 

will receive an equitable educational experience. Every student who attends the filmed 

tutorial will give consent to the videoing of the classes and the use of the footage as part 

of the university informed consent process and will agree to the images (pictures and 

videos) of themselves being used as data. The information of this research will be treated 

with the strictest confidentiality and participants will be presented with a final copy of the 

thesis to verify it is a true representation of what transpired during the data collection 
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process (L. Cohen et al., 2000). Ethical clearance will be sought and approved prior to 

any data collection or engagement with participants and a copy of the informed consent 

form/ethics approval is attached at Appendix A. This ethical process will ensure 

appropriate protocols are followed so that no conflict of interests are encountered within 

the student’s higher education experience and the facilitation of the research. 

3.16. Conclusion 

This chapter has outlined the relevant ontological and epistemic concepts of the research 

prior to tabling a systematic methodological approach that uses various forms of data 

collection and analytic methods. In particular, this chapter has highlighted the advantages 

that ethnography will provide, it will allow the researcher to become an active part of the 

pedagogical environment as an educator/participant observer. This will promote the 

researcher’s connectedness to the students and the situations in which they find 

themselves when learning. The diversity of the qualitative data methods will also 

facilitate a rigorous thematic analysis that will be useful in interpreting the diverse 

subjective responses collected. Popular music culture, education, and ethnography have 

been discussed in influential research approaches of the past (Barton, 2014; H.S. Bennett, 

1980; S. Cohen, 1991; Finnegan, 2007) with these studies informing the methodological 

approach. In Chapter 4, the pedagogical context and participants will be discussed to 

supply the necessary background information.
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Chapter 4. Context 

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter outlines the context and details of the participants. Firstly, the popular music 

program44 and the music production courses45 will be discussed in detail so the 

pedagogical landscape is clearly defined. Secondly, the specifics of the participant 

population are presented so that the attributes of all involved are firmly established. This 

is done so that the data collection, analysis, and subsequent findings are directly related 

to a particular cohort. 

4.2. Research site and program 

This research was conducted as part of an Australian university’s Bachelor of Popular 

Music (BPM) program, and specifically engaged with two third-year core courses, Music 

Production 1 and 2, that ran over two 12-week trimesters from February 2018 to October 

2018. It is proposed here that this length of time (24 weeks of engagement) is deemed 

suitable with regard to Wolcott’s (1988) suggestions of engagement time and 

ethnographic processes because it represents “a full cycle of activity” (as cited in Bresler, 

2010, p. 5). 

4.2.1. The Bachelor of Popular Music program (BPM) 

The BPM is a standalone bachelor degree in popular music; it is a non-traditional model 

for study in higher education in that it 

seeks to emulate the learning practices of popular musicians in the 

community, unlearning the pedagogy of Conservatoire [sic] music-teaching 

and substituting a modified informal pedagogy in which the community of 

                                                
44 In Australian higher education institutions degree frameworks are called programs, in other countries 

these are called courses.  
45 In Australian higher education institutions courses are the individual subjects that students can enroll in 

that form a part of their degree. In other countries these are called modules. 
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practice is at the centre of largely self-directed learning activity. (Carey, 

Draper, Lebler, & McWilliam, 2006, p. 4) 

Students are selected for entry into the program through a rigorous interview and audition 

process (performance), and the cohort includes strengths as songwriters, performers, 

musicians, programmers, engineers, and producers. Students are informed that they can 

bring a portfolio of previously recorded works to their interview if they have one, but 

there is no pre-requisite requirement for music production experience. The program runs 

over a three-year (fulltime) model, which includes engagement in four core streams. 

These are 1) the history and analysis of popular music, 2) songwriting, 3) sound recording 

and music production, and 4) major study—the composition and recording of original 

material. The BPM also integrates courses in basic music theory and ear training, the 

music industry, stagecraft, musicianship, and there is a list of electives that include work 

placement opportunities that students can choose from to diversify their learning so it 

matches their intended industry integration. 

Of particular relevance to the pedagogical approach of the BPM is that all of these courses 

were designed to support the peer learning process in a self-directed learning 

environment, and to develop diverse critical listening skills. A strong emphasis of the 

program is placed on the composition, recording, and performance of original material 

and students are encouraged to collaborate with other members of the cohort and 

musicians from outside the university to do this. Students are also given 24-hour access 

to a diverse range of instruments, recording studios, post production rooms, and a MIDI-

lab. 

4.2.2. Courses: Music Production 1 and 2 

Music Production 1 and 2 are third-year courses in the music production stream of the 

BPM; students who attend these courses have already received two years education in 

sound recording, songwriting, and the history of popular music. Students have also 

worked on their original material as part of their major study for two years and it is 

accurate to suggest that they bring some considerable prior learning (Lebler & Carey, 

2008) in all of these areas. Music Production 1 and 2 therefore bring together 

singer/songwriters, musicians, and producer/engineers into the recording studio for a 

collaborative music-making experience where the ultimate goal is to engage in, and learn 
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about, the agency of music production. The courses are delivered via a lecture and tutorial 

framework wherein the content of the lecture informs the practice-based engagement in 

the tutorial. Within this setting the BPM cohort is exposed to many music production 

cultures and creative practice options involved with record production. 

The tutorial work is mostly practice-based, and equal importance is placed upon 

musicality, the social environment, and the use of music production technology during 

the recording process—both sides of the glass. This type of education model is considered 

suitable to the pedagogy of popular music because 

popular musicians are thought to acquire their abilities to make music through 

immersion in popular music culture, a learning by osmosis process that results 

in high levels of implicit know-how and the ability to actually make popular 

music rather than the production of high levels of knowledge that can be 

spoken or written about. (Lebler, 2004, p. 1) 

This research seeks to contextualise content from the lecture but specifically targets the 

students’ tutorial engagement as the focus of the case study. This approach is justified 

because the tutorial incorporates mostly practice-based applications and the literature 

cited in Chapter 2 suggested that popular music production is best learnt by doing as a 

form of practice (Anthony, 2015a; Bell, 2019; Green, 2002; Lebler, 2007, 2008; 

Théberge, 2000) and should, whenever possible, bridge to professional practice (Bell, 

2018; J. Bennett, 2017; King, 2016; Lebler & Hodges, 2017; Lefford & Johansson, 2017; 

Ojala, 2017; Slater, 2016). Therefore, these are pedagogical concepts and approaches that 

are engaged with during the tutorial. 

Regarding matters of scope, this research accommodates many genres of popular music. 

However, the various genres that are engaged with in the tutorial are influenced by the 

musical preferences of the students. There is no limitation of musical genres placed on 

the students other than a stipulation that they must engage with music that utilises both 

acoustic and electronic programmed elements throughout the year. As such, the music 

content of the tutorials changes depending on the cohort of each iteration. In previous 

years, various genres have been engaged with during the tutorial process, including Indie 

Rock, Christian Rock, Rap, Hip Hop, Metal, Pop, Folk, Country, Progressive Rock, and 

EDM. All of these genres present different challenges in their facilitation within an 
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educational framework and as a result the pedagogical delivery becomes very intuitive. 

This approach frames learning within the context of immersing students into specific 

music production cultures which all require diverse creative practice options. By doing 

so, these courses encourage students to develop a greater understanding of music 

production as a form of agency rather than learning how to produce a specific genre of 

music. Specific genre affordances are recognised and targeted by students, but this 

happens as a part of the music production cultures that the students explore. 

Another stipulation of the tutorials is that programmed elements are often generated 

outside the tutorial experience. The reason for this is that often music programming is an 

individualised form of creative practice (Hugill, 2012) and it does not blend well with a 

collaborative learning framework similar to Music Production 1 and 2. However, 

programming is an integral skill of music production and therefore students also regularly 

engage with it in the tutorial when generating sounds using hardware synthesizers or drum 

machines from previously programmed parts. Programming is also critiqued in the 

feedback sessions of the class and it can be useful when a demo needs to be programmed 

up quickly for pre-production, or during the final editing of musical elements at mixdown 

when slight tweaks of velocity, note duration, or controller changes46 are necessary. 

However, the bulk of the work that goes into programming music is encouraged to happen 

as a form of external and autonomous preparation for the following week’s tutorial. Since 

2015, a tracker assessment item has also been added to Music Production 2 (discussed 

below). This modern music-making experience facilitates further student engagement 

with programming as part of the pedagogical experience. 

4.3. Pedagogical approach 

The lecture series of Music Production 1 and 2 consists of 24 two-hour face-to-face 

lectures that are delivered in a lecture room with PowerPoint presentations and include 

many videos and musical examples. The lecture content is designed to cover three main 

topics: 1) historical production approaches; 2) modern production approaches; and 3) 

overarching cultural, social, musical, cognitive and technological concepts that influence 

music production as a form of agency. The lectures are delivered by the educator and 

often engage students’ interactions via verbal questions, role playing, and peer-based 

                                                
46  Velocity, note duration and controller changes are all adjustable MIDI parameters. 
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discussions. There is a large amount of music played in these lectures; students learn to 

use their critical listening skills weekly and then group discussions unpack creative 

practice processes that influence musical outcomes. The main aim of the lectures is to 

give the students useful music production knowledge that they can integrate into practice 

during the tutorial. The lecture content informs some of the practice in the tutorial and 

therefore is an important aspect, but it is not the focus of this research. The students’ 

engagement within the tutorial is the priority. 

The tutorials of Music Production 1 and 2 allow up to 15 students to enrol in each tutorial 

and these are delivered in a recording studio that consists of a large control room and 

recording room. The rooms epitomise how a large recording studio of professional quality 

would look and pictures of each room are provided in Error! Reference source not 

found. and Figure 4.2. 

 

Figure 4.1 Studio A control room 

 
For the duration of Music Production 1 and 2 there is also a large amount of work that 

occurs outside the tutorial experience in preparation for future classes. This work can be 

undertaken in the MIDI-lab, which is a room full of computers with various DAW 

software applications installed, or post production rooms that are similar to small project 

studios. Pictures of these rooms can be seen below in Figure 4.3 and Figure 4.4. 
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Figure 4.2 Studio A recording room 

 

 
Figure 4.3 MIDI-lab 
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Figure 4.4 Post production room 

 
Also, students regularly take sessions home and work on them in whatever home studio 

provisions they may have. This approach is intended to engage students with the many 

locations that recording studios reside in the current professional industry: large recording 

environments, small studios, and home studios. It also engages students with the varying 

technological affordances of those environments. Pedagogical designs like this resonate 

with Folkestad’s (2006) attestations that learning music should take place in the diverse 

environments in which students experience music, as a part of their daily lives. However, 

the pedagogical places and spaces (Minchella, 2018) that the two courses engage with are 

of particular interest. Some of the rooms used for tutorial activities carry a stigma of 

university rooms as compared to studios, and often they are crowded because of class 

numbers. Also headspace needs to be considered here: the participants are popular 

musicians, they have 24-hour access to the studios, they go out to gigs late at night and 

as a result sometimes they come to class mentally tired or even hung over. 

The pedagogical approaches of Music Production 1 and 2 include but are not limited to 

experiential learning (Kolb, 1984), peer learning (Green, 2006), signature pedagogies 

(Shulman, 2005), and student as master (Lebler, 2007). However, it is not suggested that 

students enter these courses and immediately engage with such notions. This is not the 

case, as the tutorials use a variety of instruction from formal, semi-formal, practice-based, 

and Cremata’s (2017) educator facilitation methods. Therefore, the tutorial activities are 
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organised and framed for learning outcomes by the educator; a suitable array of 

production activities and creative practice experiences that students can engage with are 

planned. The actuality of the experience, however, is reactive to student engagement. This 

is where the more student-led processes listed above are intended to come to fruition and 

dominate the learning process. 

The learning process is also outlined to students early on so they know what they are 

expected to do as part of the tutorial experience. It is expressed to the students that in the 

tutorial, profession-based music-making experiences are planned. The students then do, 

and then reflect on their practice and discuss their learning. With this in mind the content 

of the tutorial experience bears relevance to King’s (2016) framework for recording-

studio pedagogy. King’s model supports the use of two domains: 1) knowledge and skills 

(tools, workflow) and 2) human perspectives (social engagement, aesthetics). Barton 

(2018) also promotes concepts similar to King’s human perspectives by suggesting that 

certain music learning cultures encourage students “to participate in music learning 

despite their skill level as the emphasis is on music as a social practice and process” (p. 

47). 

These concepts resonate with the model utilised in the tutorials but they are enshrouded 

within specific music production cultures that use various creative practices, for example: 

live recording, vocal production, synthesizer overdubbing, and mixing. This enables the 

tutorials to fuse concepts of music production rather than commodities (Bell, 2016) and 

allows the students to engage with Bell’s (2016) hard and soft skills of music production 

from within these tutorials. 

As such the tutorial experience aspires to elements of active participatory learning 

(Ciobanu, 2017). As there are limited studies relating specifically to music production 

pedagogy this is included here as a contextualisation of pedagogical approach. Active 

participatory learning declares that “the didactic framework must be able to create 

situations where [students] are forced to use a vast array of processes and mental 

operations so that they have the opportunity to use the material taught to solve the given 

tasks” (Ciobanu, 2017, p. 167). I have been using this kind of pedagogical approach for 

the last 20 years because it resonates with how I learned music production in the 

professional world. It is best summed up by suggesting the student is encouraged to use 

their 
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…intrinsic curiosity, the desire to observe, explain, explore, discover. Active 

and participatory are those methods that mobilize the student’s energies that 

help him concentrate his attention, stimulate his curiosity. Active-

participatory methods emphasize operational knowledge, learning by action; 

bring students into direct contact with real life situations. (Ciobanu, 2017, p. 

167) 

The tutorial experience embodies what Knight (2007) describes as a “complex learning 

environment” (p. 80). It resembles a music production learning culture where students are 

encouraged to “simultaneously learn producing and produce learning” (Bell, 2019, p. 

175). The tutorials promote learning by doing and emulating professional music-making 

which incorporates what Knight (2007) describes as: 

1. Valued and feasible goals 

2. Role variety and stretch—opportunities to engage with others on routine and 

challenging work 

3. Social interaction and challenge through working with diverse people on a variety 

of tasks, always with the provision that collaboration has benefits 

4. Time for metacognitive activity, including working with others to get feedback, 

feed forward, and legitimation 

5. An extensive view of workplace effectiveness, including an appreciation of the 

emotional and interpersonal faces of professional being and doing. (Knight, 2007, 

p. 80) 

In past iterations of the tutorials the activities that are engaged with change every week. 

Sometimes the students are playing music and capturing performances; some tutorials 

start with cognitive engagements that develop to complex feedback sessions regarding 

potential production approaches. Often I lead the tutorial with some very formalised 

instruction on how to do various creative practices. It is also the aspiration of later tutorials 

that the students completely drive the music-making process and the class often changes 

instinctively through many of these frameworks in the space of one tutorial. 
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The tutorial delivery also regularly utilises peer reflection by the students. This form of 

feedback is central to the pedagogical process and is informed by the Critical Response 

work of Lerman and Borstel (2003). This model of feedback interaction is designed so 

that sessions are “in the control of the artist” (p. 7), and this helps to leave the artist feeling 

empowered and motivated rather than deflated by feedback. In most tutorial situations 

artists, producers, musicians, and the educator engage in a popular music production 

activity and then spend time reflecting on the day’s work. This provides an opportunity 

for the educator to gather some useful information regarding how the students engaged 

with the project, what they found positive about the process, what areas they struggled 

with, and how they reflected on their learning within these experiences. The lecture and 

tutorial content that was engaged with during Music Production 1 and 2 2018 is listed in 

Appendix B. The course descriptions, aims, and learning outcomes are listed in Appendix 

C. 

Experience has shown that there are some key music production concepts that enhance 

student engagement in the tutorial. These include: aural library, music production 

creativity theory, the producer’s vision, and producer archetypes—the auteur, innovator, 

and craftsperson. These are discussed in the lecture and their integration is encouraged in 

tutorial activity. This helps to solidify the students’ engagement with the agency of music 

production because the sheer scope of creative practice options are enormous.  

4.3.1. Aural Library 

Aural library is a term adapted from Schippers (2007). This term represents the musical, 

sonic and music production memory that popular musicians have developed over time 

from their engagement and interaction with music in all of its forms—performance, 

listening, and production (Anthony & Lefford, 2019). For a mature musician it is 

suggested that this may equate to 20,000 to 50,000 hours of listening (Draper, 2013) and 

as such the library that musicians can use for music production influence becomes 

expansive. A popular musician’s aural library also starts to inform aspects of a music 

production domain from which creative approaches rely (Thompson, 2019). Even more 

compelling, if students of music production are informed of their aural library and how 

to use it, this can help to promote positive creative student engagement in class. An 
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awareness of one’s aural library gives students the tools to approach and traverse their 

subjective engagement (Cumming, 2000), breeds confidence, and promotes learning. 

4.3.2. Music production and creativity. 

The tutorial experience engages students with Thompson and McIntyre’s (2013) and 

more recently Thompson’s (2019) theories of music production creativity (as discussed 

in Chapter 2, p. 45). Thompson and McIntyre suggest that a music production domain 

(tradition) can be innovated upon by producers to create music of novelty. This 

understanding of music production creativity is used as a referencing point for students 

when engaging in the tutorial experience and the subjective engagement (Cumming, 

2000) of music creation. 

4.3.3. The producer’s vision 

The producer’s vision is a term developed from my experience as a professional producer 

and the writings of Howlett (2007) and Zak (2001). This concept is described as 

encompassing the cognitive perceptions that help develop, craft or design and manifest a 

music production (Anthony & Lefford, 2019). The producer’s vision is used throughout 

the production process and is segregated into three elements: 

1. The formulation of the vision itself, whether intuited, designed, or crafted. 

2. The music production strategy. The intricacies of session management given the 

local circumstances, the artist, the song, the intended product, and, possibly, the 

producer’s personal style of working. 

3. The manifestation of the vision. The production decisions and actions that directly 

yield a physical recording comparable to the conceptual vision. (Anthony & 

Lefford, 2019) 

Understanding the utility of the producer’s vision helps to situate music production 

agency requirements for a song as shown in Figure 4.5 below. 
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Figure 4.5 The producer’s agency and vision (Anthony & Lefford, 2019) 

 
This figure outlines a process of music production agency that students can use to inform 

their practice and whilst doing so they can identify with various producer archetypes to 

help frame their work. 

4.3.4. Producer archetypes: the auteur, the innovator, and the 

craftsperson. 

The producer archetypes (Anthony & Lefford, 2019) were discussed in Chapter 2 (p. 31) 

and are useful to students when they are learning to produce music. The archetypes act as 

foundation points that students can identify with and come back to during creative 

practice, and inform how they should think about the production of a song. They are the 

catalyst for the design of specific music production cultures that target the intended 

outcomes of the song. 
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4.4. Music Production 1 and 2 assessment items 

This research does not investigate the explicit place of assessment as part of learning 

music production. However, throughout the data collection and analysis two specific 

assessment items are engaged with in the tutorials and are referred to regularly. To 

provide suitable context these two assessment items are briefly outlined. 

4.4.1. Live recording workshops, Weeks 5 and 8 Trimester 1 

The live recording workshops are student-led, practice-based, three-hour recording 

sessions for one of the student’s original songs, and all music is recorded completely live. 

The students also shoot a video clip at the same time. Video editing and mixing is 

permitted following the session but this activity engages students with a live recording 

culture that promotes the generation of a collective performance and this requires many 

music production skills as outlined in the tutorial curriculum described in Appendix B. 

Students work in groups of up to eight people and are assessed on the music, audio, and 

video content (which is uploaded as a YouTube link). 

4.4.2. The tracker assessment 

The tracker production process is a growing trend in music production where top line 

songwriters (lyrics and melody) work with music programmers and music producers. In 

these music-making cultures, production, songwriting, and recording often happen 

concurrently and the backing track is generated primarily via programming within the 

DAW. However, the creative process is flexible and engages with face-to-face and 

remote/online communication and collaboration processes (Anthony et al., 2019). 

Students are introduced to the tracker process in the lecture and they are tasked with 

engaging with the tracker process to generate an original musical work via remote and 

online collaboration. The students are split into production teams (two or three members) 

and take part in an initial creative meeting in the tutorials before commencing work 

outside the tutorial. In later tutorials students bring their work in for peer feedback and 

they are marked via a creative synthesis (a written journal) that explores the students’ 

perceptions of engaging with songwriting and production in this way. The students work 

in production teams but are assessed individually. There is particular emphasis in the 



110 

assessment item regarding the influence that remote and online communication and 

collaboration processes had on the creative output and the students use of technology, in 

particular the DAW. The musical work itself is not marked because the assessment item 

is designed as a learning experience and the students unpacking their perceptions during 

the process is considered much more important than a subjective response to a musical 

result. 

4.4.3. Participants 

Creswell (2005) discusses the importance of a target population and suggests this 

population constitutes “a group that has a common defining characteristic” (p. 143); 

popular musicians and their music are more-so defined by genres (Brackett, 2016). 

Appropriately, the students from Music Production 1 and 2 are songwriters, performers, 

musicians, programmers, engineers, and producers that work across a diverse range of 

genres. 

To ensure a suitable participant population, the entire third-year cohort (29 students) were 

encouraged to engage with the pre-survey (Data 1). This illuminated the students’ ages, 

gender, music production skill ability, and role identity. Tutorial 1 consisted of fifteen 

diverse popular musicians and therefore was used as the primary qualitative investigation. 

Many of these students are aspiring producers, therefore, this sample approach seems 

optimum. The sample then could be classified as third-year BPM students. As the 

educator/participant observer, I was also a participant of the research. 

4.4.4. The five primary participants 

Five primary participants took part in the semi-structured interviews and focus group 

discussions. They were selected from a list of volunteers from Tutorial 1 and it was 

intended that these participants represented the overarching student population on a 

smaller scale. Their individual details are provided below and, to protect the participants’ 

identities, pseudonyms are used: 

1. Georgio is a 27-year-old male who is a multi-instrumentalist (drums, bass, 

synthesizers, vocals) who also tours locally performing his own blend of 

electronic industrial music. He also regularly operates as a session musician for a 
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variety of artists in performance and recording applications. Georgio is a 

producer, and in that role he engages with both electronic and acoustic-based 

production of his and other people’s music. 

2. Elliot is a 25-year-old male who is an international student and a multi-

instrumentalist (keyboards, vocals) who performs his original material regularly. 

Elliot is a producer, and in that role he engages with both electronic and acoustic-

based production of his and other people’s music. 

3. Lennon is a 20-year-old female singer-songwriter who is a multi-instrumentalist 

(piano, guitar). Lennon is a prolific songwriter who performs, writes, and records 

her own music with other producers. She also engages in the production of songs 

she has co-written for other artists. 

4. Thom is a 21-year-old male who is a multi-instrumentalist (drums, bass, electric 

guitar) who regularly operates as a session musician for a variety of artists in 

performance and recording applications. Thom is an aspiring sound 

engineer/mixer/producer, and in that role he engages with primarily acoustic-

based production of his and other people’s music. 

5. Hayley is a 20-year-old female singer-songwriter (vocals). Hayley performs, 

writes, and records her own music with other producers whilst being the lead 

singer in various bands. Haley is a prolific collaborative songwriter and also 

engages in the production of songs she has co-written for other artists. 

The five primary participants represent a variety of popular musicians who engage with 

music production and often do so within a higher education context. They are all over the 

age of 20 years and have experience as popular musicians prior to university study. 

4.5. Conclusion 

This chapter has outlined the research context by discussing the overarching landscape of 

where the case was completed, the specific pedagogical approach that was engaged during 

the data collection, and the participants involved in the study. There is importance 

associated with the details of the prior learning that students bring to the tutorials; the two 

years of training in songwriting, sound engineering, and performance locate the pedagogy 
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upon a particular foundation. Music Production 1 and 2 are not skills-based courses; the 

skills are used whilst students engage with the socio-cultural and musical realities of 

music production. This allows the pedagogy to utilise profession-based contexts. Chapter 

5 will begin the data presentation and analysis stage of this investigation.
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Chapter 5. Reporting the data Trimester 1 

5.1. Introduction 

The data presentation is structured in chronological order so as to coincide with the 

collection sequence as listed in the methodology chapter (Figure 3.6, P. 87) and 

curriculum delivery outlined in Chapter 4 (see Appendix B). This chronological approach 

was used because it illuminates how many of the themes were developed across the 

pedagogical time period. The six data collection methods provided a variety of primary 

information; as a result, the data is diverse and allows for rich analysis. Participants 

contributed their thoughts via online, in-tutorial, face-to-face, in a group, and within 

assessment collection methods. Subsequently, thematic coding was developed in a 

sequential process, across eight months, where the development of foundational themes 

influenced and shaped more advanced themes over time. Therefore, during the 

chronological presentation of the data, various analytical insights that informed the 

generation of themes will be discussed. The activities that students undertook in the 

tutorials will be outlined as part of the tutorial video evidence and researcher’s journal 

discussions. This is intended to purvey an explicit description of the weekly pedagogical 

journey in which the participants were immersed. Approaching the data presentation in 

this way is intended to 1) promote the contextualisation of all data to the tutorial 

experience, and 2) illuminate the ethnographic realities of the research. 

During the tutorial process of Music Production 1 and 2, there were a number of 

observations made within the researcher’s journal. These were then refined whilst editing 

the tutorial video footage on a weekly basis. Due to matters of scope, the videos were 

edited to minimise the amount of footage of students playing and performing (some of 

these performances were up to 5 minutes each, with many iterations of performances in 

the tutorial). This was done so an indication of the activity the students were undertaking 

was clear, but also allowed scope for the student and educator discussions regarding 

music production and learning to form a large portion of the video content. There are also 

referenced tutorial viewpoints that are used in this thesis similar to in-text references, and 

these snippets of video evidence should be treated as primary data resources that justify 

the theories within the text. 
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Expletives are used by students and the educator throughout the data collection because 

it became part of the music production culture. To present this material in a non-offensive 

way, any video content that contains swearing is marked with an emoji in the reference 

(J) so these examples can be identified prior to viewing. For example, the following 

video link contains profanity (Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 37:52–39:30 J). As explained in 

the methodology, any data analysis that was a result of SR will be marked with SR. 

5.2. Data 1a: Pre-survey of all students. 

The pre-survey was made available to students on February 19, 2018, which is one week 

prior to the commencement of Music Production 1. The pre-survey achieved 29 responses 

out of a total cohort of 29 and the survey questions are attached at Appendix D. In Section 

1, Questions 1 and 2 asked the students their mother’s maiden name and their postcode 

as of January 2018. These questions were also asked in the post-survey so that students 

pre and post-survey answers could be compared. Questions 3 and 4 asked students their 

age and their gender and the results are shown below in Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2. 

 
Figure 5.1 Music Production 1 students’ age 
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Figure 5.2 Music Production 1 students’ gender 

 
The figures above show that the cohort consists of male and female students who are 

primarily between the ages of 17 to 21 years (79.3%). Five members of the student 

population were aged between 22 to 31 years, with one student being in the age range of 

32 to 41. The age data is important because a student population that consists of 79% 17 

to 21 year-olds, is typical of a university cohort.  

Question 5 asked students to select which popular music roles they currently identify with 

and to select as many roles as they felt appropriate. The results can be seen below in 

Figure 5.3. 

 
Figure 5.3 Students’ perceived roles 
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The majority of students from Music Production 1 identified as songwriters (79.3%), 

performers (69%), and producers (48.3%). Students also identified with being music 

programmers, sound engineers, and session musicians. This data profiles the cohort as 

possessing all of the attributes that are required of professionals who currently engage 

with popular music production (Burgess, 1997, 2008). This is with particular reference to 

the more musical and compositional roles engaged within music production, and these 

percentages are a result of the cohort being from a popular music degree. It is suggested 

here that this cohort is most suitable to this research because it epitomises the overarching 

both sides of the glass context. 

Section 2 of the pre-survey asked students to rate their current ability in the skills of music 

production (these skills were listed in Chapter 1). The Likert scale answers that could be 

selected were: 1) none, 2) limited, 3) good, 4) very good, and 5) expert. The results can 

be seen in Figure 5.4. 

The cohort evaluated themselves repeatedly in the good category in all skills, with only 

programming receiving a none skill level response, sound engineering having the largest 

limited response of 51.7% and all other skills achieving responses of very good and 

expert. It is interesting to note that communication and psychological skills were the only 

skills that had no responses lower than a rating of good. This suggests that prior to the 

tutorial experience students believed they were good communicators. The quantitative 

data collection of the pre-survey confirms that the participant population of this research 

are musically diverse, technological informed, popular musicians of varying ages.  
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Figure 5.4 Students’ self-evaluation of music production skill ability 
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5.2.1. Pre-survey open question 

The participants were also asked an open question regarding what they felt was essential 

to learning music production. Some of the students highlighted the importance of 

technological application: “a sound knowledge of programming particularly in Logic Pro 

X and Pro Tools, and also mixing and mastering” (Student pre-survey response, February, 

2018). Other students highlighted the importance of critical listening and the diverse ways 

it may be used: “Critical listening applies to all parts of music production. The rest are 

tools that are less useful without the ability to critically listen” (Student pre-survey 

response, February, 2018). 

However, many students alluded to the fact that music production engages with a diverse 

array of concepts including communication skills, songwriting, and engagement with 

emotion and production visions: “It is paramount that we learn the art of communication 

and emotional engagement with the artist/person being recorded” and “Communication 

and understanding the vision intended for the product. With no understanding of this basic 

concept all of the other skills you learn are near useless” (Student pre-survey responses, 

February, 2018). Another student suggested a holistic response: 

The most important area is learning how to read people in a musical (studio) 

setting; and learning to gauge emotional transference, morale, and mindset of 

different kinds of people—so you can adjust your workflow, language, and 

direction to best work for the artist. That point involves some psychology, but 

mainly communication and social skills.… Your overall vision (production 

skillset) should inform your technical and engineering skillset, to allow songs 

and larger projects to coalesce at their full potential. (Student pre-survey 

response, February, 2018) 

These responses confirm that some students’ views were dominated by technological 

application but others recognised the multiplicity of agencies that are engaged with during 

music production. 
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5.3. Data 3a: Semi-structured Interview 1 

The presentation of the qualitative data that follows unpacks the students’ learning of 

music production from two perspectives: the students’ and the educator’s. The first semi-

structured interviews occurred between February 26-27, 2018 (questions available at 

Appendix E, and this was one or two days before the first Music Production 1 tutorial. 

To begin, the participants were given a list of music production skills and they were asked 

to highlight the skills for which they were proficient. Thom and Elliot suggested they had 

training in sound engineering (Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018), this skill is what Bell 

(2016) describes as a hard skill and the students had four semesters of prior learning in 

sound engineering. Three of the participants suggested they were also proficient at critical 

listening, communication, and psychological skills: 

I think I am across critical listening, songwriting, musicality, performance, 

communication, psychological skills to an extent, and hopefully engagement 

with emotional transference. I worked on that a lot last year. (Lennon, 

Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

This was intriguing because these are the social skills that underpin the making of 

decisions, they are soft skills (Bell, 2016) that take longer to develop. The students were 

asked where they acquired these skills. They highlighted previous courses (songwriting 

and sound engineering), trial and error (whilst working on their material), and via 

autonomous learning on the Internet (Elliot, Thom, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018). 

Students also mentioned some of the skills they felt they could improve upon. 

For me basically it is all about technology ... like sound engineering and 

programming that I am not as confident in, I don’t have as much passion. 

(Hayley, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Hayley is a singer-songwriter; in past pedagogical deliveries it has been the singer-

songwriters that often avoid engaging with technology: 

Hayley: I guess I have shied away from it [technology] in a lot of 

instances. 

Researcher: … Why? 



120 

Hayley: … I guess in my experience I have just found others who are 

… better at it than me and allowed them to do that while I 

focused on other areas … so I have not developed the skills 

that I am weak in. 

Researcher: Are they skills [sound engineering] that you think would 

increase [your knowledge] as a music producer? 

Hayley: Oh, for sure … I guess it is just good to be well-rounded in this 

day and age … I want to be able to know what I am talking 

about and know how to get the best out of when I am working 

with others. (Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Even though Hayley recognises the importance of a basic knowledge of sound 

engineering, she much prefers to engage with the musical and creative processes of music 

production. These include songwriting and performing. Thom is an aspiring sound 

engineer who declared his strengths in critical listening and sound engineering but then 

suggested: 

However, I can’t say the same about songwriting and communication and 

psychological skills. (Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Thom is a talented drummer but interestingly suggested he still often primarily focuses 

on his strengths (sound engineering). These answers allude to the importance of effective 

pedagogical approaches that nurture the affordances of both musically and 

technologically skilled students. What is unanswered here is the form these learning 

environments should take to provide an equitable experience for the entire cohort. 

Skills that other participants suggested they wanted to improve on were definitely related 

to the more social and creative aspects of music production: 

Elliot: Critical listening, songwriting, communication and 

psychological skills, and engagement with emotional 

transference. (Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Georgio: Well, the connection, the emotional connection with your artist 

you are working with… I think I need to just be gauging 
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people, different people’s personalities … and going, ‘oh, 

okay. That’s their deal’. (Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

These responses resonate with concepts designed by King (2016) who segregates music 

production pedagogy into 1) a human perspective and 2) knowledge and skills. It seems 

students believe they require improvement in the human perspectives. The participants 

were then asked of their opinions regarding professional practices and how education 

contexts could be improved to replicate these environments. 

Out in the real world … there is a lot of lack of forgiveness if [clicks fingers] 

you kind of need to make a decision, make it quick and make it work … and 

you know, that is what makes a learning environment safe, I guess, is that you 

can make those mistakes here. (Elliot, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Lennon suggested that the university context promotes an environment where mistakes 

can be made: 

I think it has always been a big part of it for me to be able to f%*# up, rectify 

what I have messed up and then go and tell … a lecturer … ‘hey, I fixed this’. 

(Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

The comment above was one of several in this interview where Lennon felt comfortable 

to express her opinion by using swear words (as do many of the students). Elliot suggested 

mistake-making was suitable by linking it to professional practice: 

Researcher: Do you think people in the real world don’t make mistakes? 

Elliot: No, they, … do but, you know … that is another interesting 

thing because they are clearly allowed to make mistakes. 

Researcher: So … what does the real world show us that we could bring in 

to the learning context? 

Elliot: Well, I guess that mistakes are okay. (Interview 1, February 

26-27, 2018) 

I probed the students for more professional practices that higher education could learn 

from. Lennon alluded to time constraints: 
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I feel like being in a tertiary education program like this one, we are not forced 

to deal with the same time constraints that would be in the real world. 

(Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Thom had just completed a work placement with a professional producer and he 

suggested that: 

Just the culture was different, the professional environment was much more 

engaging…. The fact that you are actually working for an artist that is paying 

you. The mentality was different. (Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Interesting here that Thom alluded to cognitive issues or headspace (Minchella, 2018). 

Similarly, another student suggested: 

Hayley: I know a lot of people fall into the, ‘Oh, well just do it for folio’ 

[assessment] and I hate that because then you just end up with 

songs that you are going to need to revisit anyway. 

Researcher: So, can I use a word here? 

Hayley: Sure. 

Researcher: Accountability? 

Hayley: Yeah, yeah. (Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

It seems that Lennon, Thom, and Hayley are suggesting that professional practice bestows 

an element of accountability on the popular musician, and this should flow through to 

pedagogical approaches. Accountability was also recognised in the literature (Shulman’s 

[2005] signature pedagogies), and the subsequent association to professional practice 

came out more in students’ reflections regarding possible roadblocks to learning: 

I like that we are taught in the spaces that we are going to create in later 

because then we have the confidence to use them effectively. But at the same 

time, no matter … how great and how creative and how even fun and 

engaging class is, it is still [just] class…. For us it’s just being at uni again. 

(Hayley, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 
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Well, what comes to mind is the difference between the real world and uni. 

So uni is, uni unfortunately. (Georgio, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

These comments regarding the place pedagogy is situated resonate strongly with 

Minchella’s (2018) work, and similar to Thom above, Hayley alluded to issues of personal 

space: 

Like mental headspace is so important when creating projects and if you don’t 

have that time to just get out, walk outside the building and whatever … like 

the sterile environment of the place, like there is not a lot of windows.… We 

have no disconnect so it is hard to stay focused when we … have our classes 

in the same place that we are supposed to come back in and be creative. 

(Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Georgio alluded to personal space: 

Like any sort of institution where young people … have this notion of trying 

to be cool, bullying is a problem … you have to live with these people for a 

long period of time. You do not want people gossiping about you in the halls 

and sort of giggling or you know, this and that which is, bullying [and] is a 

problem in many situations…. I feel like … in a real studio that all goes out 

the window.… You have all got the same goal and it is like you have left your 

egos out … and that is the difference, I think. (Interview 1, February 26-27, 

2018) 

This was an interesting revelation from Georgio because he was suggesting that bullying 

or intimidating behaviour (social space) is a concern he has in university contexts. He 

also mentioned that in the professional world ego is less prevalent and this resonates with 

a well-known industry saying: “leave your ego at the door”. 

Many students commented on the culture within the BPM and how it promotes a positive 

work ethic: 

I feel BPM culture is definitely different than any other university, any other 

… course culture and I really like it. There are definitely some positives about 

the environment … we aren’t just doing this for the grades. (Hayley, 

Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 
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Lennon contextualised the BPM culture into positive learning approaches that promote 

creative control: 

[One thing that] would stop the vibe … [is] not being able to have as much 

freedom as we do. We get complete creative control which is what we need 

as [popular] musicians … You know, we just want to go in there, do our thing. 

We learn as we go because that is the nature of what we do. (Interview 1, 

February 26-27, 2018) 

Through deeper discussions many students began unpacking their perceptions of how 

they learn popular music practices: 

I know that for me I pick up the most … when I am actually doing something, 

when I am practically involved. (Lennon, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Yeah, well the best thing was bringing … in a track, work in progress, playing 

it to peers, everyone listening with respect … I want feedback for these things 

and that was excellent. (Georgio, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

I think also because there was a lot of practicality, like actual working through 

stuff, that helped as well. Working together as well … I think because you 

have a bunch of people who are the same as you learning together, it just 

strengthens that like learning experience. (Hayley, Interview 1, February 26-

27, 2018) 

Most of these comments resonate strongly with many overarching pedagogical 

approaches, Bell’s (2016) doing music production as learning, Chemi and Krogh’s 

(2017) co-creation and Green’s (2002) peer directed learning. 

The final question of the interview targeted the relevance of learning historical music 

production creative practices: 

I do think it is important … you know you look at people like the Beatles, 

[that knowledge] … kind of gives you a foundation ... ‘I like that, so I am 

going to use a little bit of it’. (Lennon, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 
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You totally have to just apply older techniques to this newer music and they 

blend together. (Elliot, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

I love the sound of 60s and 70s records. I love the techniques, the vibe, the 

place that it takes you to... All types of techniques past or present need to be 

known because there is no knowing what sort of clients you are going to come 

across. (Georgio, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018) 

Researcher: So ... if the band said, ‘our influence was Duran Duran. Here’s 

our song’. What would you do? 

Thom: I think I would, hmm, maybe record it with the gear ... that 

Duran Duran would have had and then try and replicate in Pro 

Tools. 

Researcher: So ... are you copying Duran Duran? 

Thom: Innovating [on Duran Duran]. (Interview 1, February 26-27, 

2018) 

The students obviously value knowledge about previously produced music and this 

connects well to the literature surrounding domain acquisition as a foundation for music 

production creativity (Thompson & McIntyre, 2013). It is important to state that the use 

of musical references has been impressed upon the students since first-year. Students have 

been learning tacitly by listening to many styles of music and this is intended to equip 

them with knowledge that they can draw upon for influence in their practice.  

With the first interviews concluded the research moved into the delivery of the first 

tutorial. A thematic analysis had not been applied to the data before delivering the 

tutorials, but by engaging with the interviews some suitable pedagogical concepts were 

confirmed. These were: the cohort’s skills were sufficient for the tutorial experience 

(musical and technical), their prior knowledge demonstrated that most students had a 

broad understanding of what music production entails. It was important the students 

experienced the socio-cultural realities of music production (Folkestad, 2006) because 

they needed to experience diverse applications of communication (Pras & Guastavino, 

2011) and develop the many hard and soft skills (Bell, 2016) necessary in music 

production. They also needed to engage with critical listening (Draper, 2013) on a deeper 
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level and learn that mistakes were a part of the learning journey (Hennion, 1989). It was 

important both the place the tutorials were facilitated in, and the headspaces of many 

students (Minchella, 2018), were nurtured during pedagogical delivery. This is often 

difficult as it addresses some psychological traits of people like passiveness, ego, and 

enticing students to feel accountable whilst working in class (Shulman, 2005). The 

tutorial experience needed to promote students doing activities so they could engage with 

many traditional music production concepts and learn how they may innovate upon these 

(Thompson & McIntyre, 2013). Finally, it was important to use group reflection (Green, 

2002) as an action learning tool (Bath et al., 2004) within the tutorial delivery, this would 

encourage students to discuss, reflect, and then inspire future music production and 

learning applications. 

5.4. Data 2a and 6a: Tutorial video evidence, 

researcher’s journal Trimester 1, Weeks 1-6 

Between the dates of February 28-April 4, 2018, the first six weeks of tutorials of Music 

Production 1 were delivered. The video evidence and researcher’s journal data will be 

presented within a description of each tutorial activity. It is intended that this will outline 

the pedagogical experience that students engaged with, before it is unpacked in later 

interviews and focus group discussions. The videos for all tutorials are available to be 

viewed. Specific activities and content for all tutorials listed in the data collection chapters 

are outlined in Appendix B. 

5.4.1. Trimester 1, Tutorial 1: February 28, 2018 

Most tutorials were introduced by the educator via a monologue and this helped to set the 

scene for the students, describe what the tutorial was covering, and what the learning 

outcomes were. This was particularly important in Tutorial 1 because it was the students’ 

first real experience of the Music Production 1 tutorials. The first monologue covered 

many of the concepts outlined following the first semi-structured interview (above) and 

can be viewed on the associated video (Trimester 1, Tutorial 1, 00:50–04:30). From this 

point on, video citations such as these can be viewed to support the written text of this 

thesis. 
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Tutorial 1 focused on the differences between overdubbing and live recording by 

targeting musicality, performance, musical critical listening (feel, tuning, parts), and 

communication. Subsequently, students were introduced to a both sides of the glass music 

production pedagogical context, and were advised to nurture the generation of 

performances by considering the vibe (Trimester 1, Tutorial 1, 06:00–07:57).  Following 

some reflection of overdubbed and live recordings in the control room, some students 

jammed in the recording room whilst others listened to their musical performances. It 

became evident that the students’ engagement was quite passive as the journal notes 

reflect: 

Students are too quiet, no communication, I had to talk a lot to promote their 

engagement ... It is as if they were too scared to critique each other’s 

performances. (Journal entry, Tutorial 1, February 28, 2018) 

My role in this tutorial was all-encompassing because I was having to initiate most 

conversations, and intriguingly, it seemed that the students’ self-evaluation of 

critical listening may have been ambitious (nearly 80% of students suggested their 

critical listening was good or very good). My journal notes confirmed otherwise: 

I wonder how much of [the students’ lack of communication] is because they 

actually can’t hear the musical discrepancies. Students had very little 

understanding of musical listening, which parts were working together. It is 

as if the students’ critical listening abilities are purely focused on sonics. 

(Journal entry, Tutorial 1, February 28, 2018) 

It was stressed to the students in the tutorial that live recording requires emphasis on 

musicality as opposed to technology driving the production process. Yet the students were 

very pensive to voice their opinions regarding performance in the tutorial setting. This is 

exemplified in some of the video footage (Trimester 1, Tutorial 1, 16:44–19:47). 

Upon watching the video, I realised how dominant my engagement was (SR); over the 

process of this research this type of engagement is referred to as the educator’s footprint. 

In this tutorial the students were not engaging or communicating to any great extent, 

consequently, they were encouraged to become more involved in future tutorial activities 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 1, 21:04–21:50). 
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When considering the students’ lack of engagement and reluctance to critique each other, 

Georgio’s comments regarding bullying and the social dynamic within a university 

deserve consideration. The critiquing of a performance with effective communication is 

a skill professionals do well (Howlett, 2007), so this is important for students to learn. 

Davis et al., (2014) suggest these types of skills have not been appropriately targeted in 

modern music production pedagogical designs and, therefore, this theme definitely 

requires greater contemplation. To end the tutorial, students were informed that the 

activities for next week required them to form a band and have a rehearsal prior to Tutorial 

2; it was made very clear that this was their responsibility to organise. 

5.4.2. Trimester 1, Tutorial: 2-4, March 7, 14 and 21, 2018 

These three tutorials are grouped together because they use similar music production 

techniques and were designed around the same learning outcomes as described in 

Appendix B. The tutorials are based around two cover47 activities: 1) a basic live 

recording and 2) a Les Paul overdubbed48 project. The Les Paul overdubbing project is 

useful because it forces students to think outside of their standard way of working. It 

confronts engineers to often work in mono and commit a balance of instruments with 

every iteration of overdubbing. The project also encourages performers to support this by 

considering their (acoustic) balance whilst performing, and the musical space they may 

need to leave for any future overdubs. Les Paul overdubbing is a form of creative practice 

that is somewhere between live tracking and overdubbing, and it has a unique effect on 

the musical outcome. Students have also never worked this way and I like to encourage 

that they embrace new methods early on. The addition of an analogue tape machine adds 

excitement to the class, and  the notable sonic attributes and creative practice applications 

one can engage with whilst using a tape machine (tape compression, distortion, tape delay 

and varispeed)49 are inspiring for students.  

                                                
47  A cover is a version of a song that has already been released by another artist. 
48  Les Paul overdubbing is a process where performances are consecutively recorded and stacked on one 

track of analogue tape. Once a performance is captured to one track it is then bounced to another track 
whilst musicians simultaneously play along with additional parts. This process is ongoing and there is 
no use of the DAW. 

49 Varispeed on a tape machine allows the producer to slow a piece of music down or to speed it up in 
small incremental values.  
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The tutorial 2 (live recording class) monologue set the scene for the students and it was 

suggested that the educator’s footprint should not be too strong (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 

01:11–02:24). A profession-based context was also integrated into the class via the 

implementation of a time limit: 

Researcher: I’m making you time-dependent, which you are in the industry, 

okay? ... That’s accountability ... Transport yourself into the 

reality of doing it for a living. (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 03:00) 

There was intention by the educator to use the word accountability here, this was inspired 

by the interview sessions and Shulman’s (2005) signature pedagogies. In the tutorial, 

students started by working through the arrangement and working on sounds (Trimester 

1, Tutorial 2, 05:30–07:00), but there were some serious amateur mistakes made during 

the practice-based engagement: 

Students are still too passive and my footprint was again too strong, but it was 

needed to get the session moving. Technical setup issues got in the way of 

music-making and the students’ musical listening still needs to be more 

engaged. However, the biggest issue was that the band was not rehearsed at 

all. (Journal entry, Tutorial 2, March 7, 2018). 

The students made some fundamental errors in this class whilst working on a live 

recorded cover of the Aloe Black song “I need a dollar” (Michels, Dawkins, Movshon, & 

Dynamite, 2010). Covers are often used in Music Production 1 until the students’ skills 

are ready to undertake the complexity that original material brings to the production 

process. Elements of the students’ performance and the mistakes they made can be seen 

on the video (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 23:05–23:29), and these problems were then 

discussed in class during a feedback session. The feedback session highlighted the impact 

of technological problems in the studio (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 15:55–17:20), the 

importance of rehearsal (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 19:30–19:55), musicality issues 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 20:25–21:34), communication regarding the critiquing of sounds 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 27:00–27:38), and how a person’s persona can have an effect on 

the recording space and music production culture (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 37:30–38:35). 

To soften the reality-check for the students, I also engaged with some humour as an 

example of how it can be used to nurture the culture of music-making (Trimester 1, 
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Tutorial 2, 21:35–22:50 SR). This was also the beginning of my attempts to break down 

the ideological boundaries that position the educator on a higher social platform than the 

students. 

The tutorial video also contained segments where students confronted some creative 

conflicts. In particular, there was an uncomfortable situation that arose because of poor 

communication (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 25:00–26:10). Within this conversation, Thom’s 

critique of Elliot’s piano part was very strongly worded and Elliot’s rebuttal equally in 

return. This conversation rendered the room silent until I changed the direction of the 

discussion, but later the class discussed how the students can learn from an experience 

like this. The studio space was uncomfortable to be in during this engagement (SR) and 

the students’ headspace was affected by this. It was highlighted to the students that 

professionals engage with conflict as part of creativity regularly and that they can learn 

to deal with it in different ways (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 29:00–30:18). 

Towards the end of this tutorial we discussed that by working through music production 

this way students would learn more than just music recording skills, they would actually 

be confronted with understandings of themselves, the realities of their people skills, and 

what in-adequacies they needed to work on: 

Researcher: In this class, my job is to engage you with the actuality of doing 

music production, but also to engage you with yourselves, who 

you actually are, what your strengths are, and what your 

weaknesses are, as a social being. (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 

28:09) 

These kinds of pedagogical approaches introduce students to learning frameworks similar 

to active participatory learning (Ciobanu, 2017) and situated learning (Lave & Wenger, 

1991). These are personalised experiences because students discover their strengths and 

weaknesses and are placed in control of their learning. There are however some associated 

realities that must be considered with this style of pedagogy. By unpacking personal 

issues, students can become emotional about their inadequacies and this can be a 

confronting experience for young people to deal with as a journal entry describes: 
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Thom was visibly emotional today when things were going wrong (technical 

problems), I must make sure I discuss this with him. (Journal entry, Tutorial 

2, March 7, 2018) 

This suggests that social maturity may benefit student learning of the psychological 

aspects of music production; third-year students should be more equipped for this kind of 

self-reflection. When I watched and edited the video I was quite shocked at how strong 

my footprint was again. Although it is confronting to watch, the educator’s footprint has 

become a very important theme of the analysis and informs some key findings (SR). 

In Tutorial 3 (Les Paul overdubbing), the monologue set up the learning outcomes and 

also suggested that the educator’s footprint needed to become more passive as the tutorials 

progressed through the year (Trimester 1, Tutorial 3, 01:00–03:10). This tutorial had 

similar problematic communication issues to the first two tutorials: 

The students are still too shy to discuss their ideas within the group, I must 

learn how to engage them better with listening and then communicating. 

Otherwise, it may eventuate that they are just going through the motions of 

facilitating a recording and not actually doing any authentic production. 

(Journal entry, Tutorial 3, March 14, 2018) 

Students were also being distracted by social media and their phones. Subsequently, the 

studio space and the student’s headspace was being disrupted: 

There are still way too many mobile phone distractions: students up the back 

texting, engineers on Facebook. (Journal entry, Tutorial 3, March 14, 2018) 

Mobile phones and similar technology can be very useful tools within a session (a tuner, 

to take notes, to play references), but the influence that social media has on the students 

was definitely affecting how they engaged during the tutorials. It was negatively 

impacting their accountability. However, there were also some real positive learning 

outcomes that came from this tutorial. There was some high quality communication from 

the engineer (Trimester 1, Tutorial 3, 09:00–10:00) and students began to be more 

comfortable in discussing tones and sounds (Trimester 1, Tutorial 3, 16:15–17:30). I also 

noted in the journal that the engineer, Elliot, brought a different social dynamic to the 

session: 
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Elliot used some great communication today. Perhaps the fact he is from the 

United States and is 25 years of age, slightly more confident and socially 

comfortable, has influenced this. The way Elliot ran the console today really 

helped the class engage with the musicality of the recording. This is a great 

example where technological application did not get in the way of the students 

doing music production. (Journal entry, Tutorial 3, March 14, 2018) 

Students were also nurturing the vibe whilst musicians were recording. They were 

dimming lights and creating some atmosphere as Zak (2001) describes, and this was done 

without any instruction as can be seen in the video (Trimester 1, Tutorial 3, 06:20–06:43). 

When compiling the video of Tutorial 3, it became evident how, as the educator, I 

instinctively switch to what is classified as class mode as opposed to practice-based mode 

(SR). These moments allowed me to step in and discuss some important aspects 

concerning learning and this helped to keep the class moving forward (Trimester 1, 

Tutorial 3, 14:20–16:04). This tutorial also included a feedback session where the group 

sat down and discussed how the class related to professional practice, and how the 

students learned from this. The students mentioned that rehearsal can influence the 

headspace of musicians, how efficient technological setups nurtured the musicality and 

culture of recording, and that the students’ knowledge of historical recording techniques 

enabled them to get the sound right in the recording room and that this was imperative to 

emulate the artistic intentions of the production. Again, the data has brought forward the 

versatility of domain knowledge acquisition (Csikszentmihalyi, 2014) where the students 

have used the influence of past recordings to inspire a novel musical output. It was also 

discussed that students needed to engage on a deeper level with critical listening 

throughout the entire session (Trimester 1, Tutorial 3, 30:00–39:48 J)50. 

In Tutorial 4 the students performed some keyboards and vocals on the song from Tutorial 

3 (Trimester 1, Tutorial 4, 07:25–07:55). However, the students had not rehearsed prior 

to the session, their attitudes were poor, and their communication was lacking. These 

shortcomings were used to develop learning: 

I had to do too much again today, the attitudes of some students are really 

poor. So I decided to emphasise a mantra to the students that I have used for 

                                                
50  The use of J in a video reference warns that there is swearing in the video example. 
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sometime: how you practise is how you play. (Journal entry, Tutorial 4, March 

21, 2018) 

This mantra is something contextualised from sports coaching and promotes applying 

oneself to the best of your ability regardless of context. This was explained to the students 

when they were confronted with the fact they had not rehearsed and that their attitudes 

were more akin to that of a hobbyist than a professional (Trimester 1, Tutorial 4, 08:46–

10:32). There were also some confronting communicative engagements between various 

individuals in this tutorial. This was a great learning tool for some of the students who 

were beginning to understand that they needed to adapt to different personalities, read 

body language, and react to various people’s headspace (Trimester 1, Tutorial 4, 19:56–

21:08). 

In the feedback session at the end of Tutorial 4, students discussed the importance of good 

communication: 

Hayley: Depending on who the band is, you really have to think about 

how you go about things and asking people if they need extra 

things cause some people won’t speak up. (Trimester 1, 

Tutorial 4, 32:22–36:00 J) 

After four tutorials it seemed some students were definitely learning they needed to 

communicate well so that they could nurture the music production culture. However, 

during the tutorial, I confronted students on their accountability and why they did not 

rehearse, and I probed them for reasons as to what makes this happen at university as 

compared to the professional world (Trimester 1, Tutorial 4, 22:12–24:20): 

Hayley: I guess like the difference between organising our own stuff 

and organising our class stuff, there’s a big difference ... 

Lennon: Um, well, we have a lot of other stuff to balance as well that 

we’re already rehearsing for or working on so finding ... time. 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 4, 23:00–23:30) 

It seemed the students were still not completely treating the tutorial experience as a 

professional engagement or their preparation for the classes would have been a lot better. 

They had not got the message that how you practise is how you play, and that any time 
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they engaged with music production needed to be treated like it was their profession. If 

they did this, hopefully every time they made music they would become accountable, 

even in a class situation. 

5.4.3. Trimester 1, Tutorial 5: March 28, 2018, (live recording 

assessment 1) 

The Week 5 tutorial introduced two new complexities to the pedagogical experience: 

original music/songwriting and assessment. The monologue of this tutorial explained the 

complexities of this to the students (Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 00:10–01:50). The students 

were also informed of the realities of the live recording musical output of the class (the 

artist was going to release it). This forced the students to consider their accountability 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 02:48–03:20). The aim of this tutorial was to immerse the 

students in a professional setting, and, to further reinforce this, a professional session 

guitarist was included as a member of the band. This was the first instance where external 

professionals engaged with the tutorial experience. 

Most students engaged exceptionally well with this activity but there were still some 

fundamental technical issues that occurred (Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 04:20–05:35). These 

issues were simple engineering oversights, but this situation stressed the artist because 

she became worried about time constraints and a toxic culture began to encapsulate the 

session (Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 07:00–08:37). Students were also still not fully engaged 

in listening and critiquing musicality (which was highlighted to them in Tutorial 1): 

Today there was a clash between the bass and the keys and the artist and the 

players did not hear this. I had to bring it to their attention. They need to be 

more fully engaged in their listening. (Journal entry, Tutorial 5, March 28, 

2018) 

There were some positive experiences as well. The students communicated well whilst 

critiquing vocal phrasing (Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 12:41–13:25). It was really interesting 

to hear the lexicon that students were using to do this, terms like rushed and lyrics referred 

to as phrases like voop voop voop (SR). The importance of generating an emotional 

response from the listener was also highlighted to the students during this tutorial 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 13:31–14:00). It was suggested to students “when you’re in the 
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studio you have to take yourself to that [emotional] place [in your mind] for the song that 

we want to express” (Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 16:22–17:20). This type of music production 

agency promotes an engagement with emotion whilst producing (Anthony, 2017b; 

Askeroi & Viervol, 2017; Howlett, 2007). Encouraging students to do this engages them 

with emotional transference, the utility of metaphorical work, and their own headspace. 

The final assessment item that the students submitted can be viewed at the end of the 

tutorial video (Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 26:25 J). 

5.4.4. Trimester 1, Tutorial 6: April 18, 2018 

At the beginning of Tutorial 6 the class reflected on the live recording in Tutorial 5; this 

was like a monologue combined with a feedback session. We discussed roles, 

communication issues, musicality, critical listening, confronting conflict during creative 

practice for the betterment of the recording, the vibe, being accountable, and the role that 

assessment plays in profession-based contexts (Trimester 1, Tutorial 6, 02:00–09:22). We 

then discussed the focus for Tutorial 6 which was producing a song that included some 

programming and engaging with the producer’s vision (Anthony & Lefford, 2019). 

Further discussions in this class focussed on the ramifications of the decisions producers 

make and how these affect creative practice and music production cultures (Trimester 1, 

Tutorial 6, 13:14–16:15). The students then went on to present demos of their songs with 

some references and asked for peer feedback on their work and potential suitable pre-

production designs (Trimester 1, Tutorial 6, 23:40–28:42). Feedback in this instance 

linked to the lecture content and was framed around the concept of using a vision to aid 

the design of creative practice. It was great to see students being bold enough to put their 

music out there and give feedback to each other for production options. As I wrote in my 

journal: 

In this class students were very comfortable communicating their ideas on 

vision and how they potentially heard the production progressing. However, 

they seemed less confident about how to begin the recording process and how 

to transition those ideas of vision into creative practice. (Journal entry, 

Tutorial 6, April 18, 2018) 

These comments are exemplified throughout the video (Trimester 1, Tutorial 6, 26:06–

27:00) and (Trimester 1, Tutorial 6, 34:00–35:22). The tutorial finished with students 
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voting on the song they wanted to produce in Week 7, and they were asked to plan for the 

following week’s pre-production tutorial. This activity had the added complexity that 

programming had to be used in some way, and this was done in an attempt to engage 

students with programming as part of the tutorial experience. In Week 7, prior to the 

tutorial, the second semi-structured interviews were conducted. 

5.5. Data 3b: Semi-structured Interview 2 

The second semi-structured interviews occurred on April 24, 2018 (questions available at 

Appendix E, which was in Week 7 of Trimester 1. The questions in this interview targeted 

the three investigative schemas but were also informed by the tutorials that had occurred, 

my perceptions as a participant observer, and the SR of watching the videos whilst editing 

every week. Firstly, the participants were asked if their perception of their music 

production skills had changed from what they thought prior to the tutorials. 

Elliot: I feel like with critical listening I’m not as good as I thought ... 

but that’s almost like, you know, discovering how deep 

something is and going, “oh, I’ve only reached this level”. 

Lennon: Critical listening has become ... such a bigger part because ... 

for example when we were doing my live recording 

assessment, obviously we had the incident with the keys and 

bass and the clashing note ... I didn’t even hear it. 

Hayley: I think what I thought I knew and like the extent of what I knew 

is kind of different to what it is now. (Interview 2, April 24, 

2018) 

The participants’ comments suggest that 1) their prior knowledge of communication, 

musicality, emotional engagement and multidimensional critical listening was perhaps 

not as far advanced as they perceived; or 2) the students’ perception of the depth of the 

skill had increased and the participants have realised there is so much more to engage 

with as part of those skills. Participants were then asked if they noticed an improvement 

in others within the tutorial? 

Georgio: Yeah, definitely [Thom] ... communication. 
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Lennon: Man, [Thom] is making leaps and bounds in the 

communications areas. (Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

Communication became a popular topic during these interviews because it was one of the 

skills that the participants felt they needed to engage with more. Many of the participants 

noticed improvement in Thom’s communication which was encouraging because he had 

really struggled with it in the earlier classes. Thom also discussed this: 

Researcher: Any others there that you feel like you’re improving at?... 

Thom: Communication, I think we can both agree on that. 

Researcher: How do you think you’ve improved? 

Thom: ... just being able to understand how they feel through the glass 

and what they want and just communicating what I’m doing 

more instead of just not saying anything through talkback... 

Researcher: And how are you learning [this]? 

Thom: ... Ah, well I’ve been learning pretty much by watching other 

people. (Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

Thom’s communication practices had improved considerably in six tutorials. They were 

vastly different from Tutorial 1 when he and Elliot clashed in the studio, and therefore I 

decided to regularly discuss Thom’s communication developments as a side analysis 

topic. Much can be taken from Thom’s last words above, “I’ve been learning pretty much 

by watching other people”. Lennon alluded to a similar learning experience by watching 

another singer in the class: 

I learned that I didn’t like CD’s, work ethic ... She puts up a very negative 

front ... it’s very passive-aggressive, it ruined the whole vibe for me. 

(Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

By being immersed in a culture that emphasised the importance of suitable 

communication, the students learned by trial and error, watching others, and by 

experiencing both good and bad practices. Learning came from within these processes. 
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Georgio suffers from anxiety and he discussed his ongoing battle with communication 

and psychological interaction in the tutorials: 

Georgio: I think I’ve gotten better at communication and psychological 

skills ... I think sometimes I take a step forward and then two 

steps back. 

Researcher: Why do you think that? 

Georgio: I reckon it’s got a lot to do with my personality type and stuff 

that I struggle with, you know on a daily basis ... it might stump 

me and instead of pushing past it, I might stop and sort of 

freeze which is a bit of a problem. (Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

Many adolescent people currently suffer from generalised anxiety. Harper, Marks and 

Nelson (2002) suggest that “generalized anxiety disorder is also common in adolescents, 

and excessive anxiety or worry especially about the quality of their performance or 

competence at school, is the hallmark” (p. 38). This research does not provide the scope 

to unpack this fully but student health and wellbeing needs to be considered when 

confronting young people with this kind of social engagement. Elliot added an interesting 

opinion regarding communication: 

You can be a little more analytical about how people are acting and that can 

kind of help ‘cause ... then that influences your mood. (Interview 2, April 24, 

2018) 

Elliot is suggesting that he is reading people’s headspace, and then adjusting his own 

mood accordingly to nurture the communicative process. Minchella (2018) discusses the 

concept of embodied emotional space and this has great relevance in the field of music 

production. It seemed the primary participants were becoming aware of their and other 

peoples’ headspace and how best to work within the confines of these situations. Hayley 

suggested that if there were no social inhibitions in the tutorial, communication comes 

freely and collegiality is promoted: 

Hayley: Even just collectively as a group ... any issues that I had with 

anyone where there was that lack of communication ... I guess 

it’s like that whole leaving your ego at the door, like that’s 



139 

definitely become a massive part of it and just we’ve become 

more of a team. (Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

Participants then began discussing emotional engagement as an important aspect of music 

production in the professional world and how they wanted to engage with it more: 

Elliot: I’m trying to get that emotional like engagement with … draw 

out the emotion from the music sort of deal … 

Hayley: Emotional engagement is there always and like I guess ties to 

your communication more than just being a separate thing. 

(Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

Hayley makes a very good point: in order to understand the people, the song and its artistic 

intentions, and to connect to emotion she feels she needs good communication skills. This 

communication practice, in turn, helps Hayley to nurture the appropriate music 

production culture that is required to manifest a suitable musical output. These were some 

impressive insights made by Hayley that link directly to the literature that conveys the 

importance of music production cultures (Pras & Guastavino, 2011). The interview then 

moved on to investigate the bridge between the pedagogy and professional practice. 

Georgio suggested rehearsals were important but students often did not rehearse due to 

apathy or if they had other assignments due. He suggested that using traditional 

techniques like analogue tape were “awesome” and that a time limit made them feel under 

pressure which replicated professional contexts. Thom alluded to the ways assessment 

can manifest a professional ideology because assessment “matters”. All students 

suggested the live recording assessment was a profession-based experience that helped 

students become accountable in class and this nurtured their learning: 

Lennon: I think what’s worked is the fact that we have been made so 

accountable ... if it’s s*!t it’s s*!t.... So, the fact that you’ve 

made us so accountable is so beneficial ‘cause that’s how it’s 

going to be in the real world.... That first week was rough when 

everyone was just like, “oh, yeah, we’ll wing it” and [we] 

didn’t rehearse, didn’t organise parts. 
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Researcher: And what did I do in the tute that made you ... guys feel more 

accountable? 

Lennon: You didn’t fix it ... You literally let us make the mistakes. It 

turned out rubbish, it was s*!t, nothing sounded good. 

Researcher: Yeah. So, I made you face up to your decisions ... which makes 

you accountable? 

Lennon: Absolutely ... 

Researcher: But then when you had your live recording assessment? 

Lennon: Nailed it. But I think that that’s a big thing because if you 

had’ve made that first one assessment as well, I still think it 

would have been a similar outcome ... because we hadn’t really 

had that lesson kind of drummed into us [they needed to fail in 

Week 1 and learn to be accountable]. (Interview 2, April 24, 

2018) 

This discussion is tabled in depth because it highlights some really important information. 

It seems obvious that assessment makes students accountable in some way, but Lennon 

is suggesting that by letting the students fail in Week 1 the educator actually enhanced 

the Week 5 live recording result. By learning from their mistakes students improved over 

the course of the pedagogical delivery. 

The participants also mentioned many roadblocks to their learning that occurred during 

the tutorials. Hayley stated that when technical problems arose they hindered the musical 

process; Georgio suggested that often bullying can take place in communication 

processes, and Elliot confirmed this by suggesting “personal issues can get in the way” 

of learning (Interview 2, April 24, 2018). Thom also confirmed that students’ attitudes 

often affected his learning. In these situations, students “don’t take it seriously” 

(Interview 2, April 24, 2018) and therefore, it appears that the social dynamic in the 

tutorial environment is influenced by the social dynamic of the greater BPM cohort. As 

Lennon declares: 
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I think I’m still at the point where I’m learning not to get caught up in other 

people’s s*!t ... it’s got to be about the end product, not about how I feel about 

a situation. (Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

One of the students in the tutorials (JP) is a highly active and employed session drummer, 

and the students see his tutorial engagement as a role model. JP is always prepared for 

the session and during class he exudes professionalism and his actions personify the how 

you practise is how you play mantra. As Georgio states: 

Georgio: I see him as real world, like a real world session would be five 

of him or four of him or whatever. (Interview 2, April 24, 

2018) 

It was beneficial having that kind of individual in the tutorial experience with whom 

students could work. If they are not present in the cohort, this could be offset by engaging 

professionals within the pedagogical experience because this bridges the tutorial to 

professional practice (Thompson & Stevenson, 2017). Elliot had an interesting comment 

regarding roadblocks to learning: 

A bit of excessive monologuing ... you do have like a tendency to monologue 

a little bit which can quite often tangent ... but then again it is kind of difficult 

if action isn’t being taken ... and it is kind of like the clay is sitting there and 

nobody’s doing anything with it. You have to get your hands in there and you 

have to start getting things going. (Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

Elliot’s comments reiterate even more-so how the educator’s role is important, it needs 

to move the tutorial forward and often uses different approaches: formal instruction; 

monologues; and facilitating practice-based, class mode, and reflective feedback sessions. 

The students were then asked to comment on any influence the cameras in the studio had 

on their engagement—whether being filmed altered their doing and learning music 

production. To this question, there was a resounding response that the cameras have had 

very little to no influence whatsoever: 

Georgio: Zero impact 

Elliot: Personally haven’t noticed them at all. 
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Lennon: I forget that they’re there.... Especially ‘cause they’re very out 

of sight ... for me anyway, it’s out of sight, out of mind. 

Thom: I actually always forget that they’re rolling so I kind of just 

zone them out. They haven’t had an effect on me. 

Hayley: It doesn’t affect anything. (Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

These interviews highlighted a number of the developing themes that had become 

apparent in the tutorial experience to date and these were noted and considered further as 

the data collection progressed. 

5.6. Data 2b and 6b: Tutorial video evidence, 

researcher’s journal Trimester 1, Weeks 7-11 

Between the dates of May 2-May 30, 2018, the final five weeks of Music Production 1 

tutorials were delivered. Every week the tutorial videos were edited, the researcher’s 

journal analysed, and SR was used to code concepts and this aided understanding of the 

emerging themes. 

5.6.1. Trimester 1, Tutorial 7: May 2, 2018 

Within Weeks 7, and 9 to 11 the tutorials incorporated programming as a skill within the 

pedagogical context. The students were informed that all programming needed to happen 

outside of the class and then be brought in, reflected upon, and utilised in various ways 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 7, 08:32–09:12). This tutorial also encouraged the students to 

identify with the producer archetypes (Anthony & Lefford, 2019). These were outlined 

in the lecture and are useful for students to locate their production approach and select 

creative practices that suit the musical outcome (Trimester 1, Tutorial 7, 02:50–04:18). It 

was intended that this would help stimulate the student as master process (Lebler, 2007) 

by giving the students the necessary knowledge to control the music-making. However, 

something became very apparent during the tutorial regarding the students and their 

ability with pre-production: 
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Student 1: We did struggle with ... this song ... trying to take it from an 

idea to some sort of physical form. (Trimester 1, Tutorial 7, 

10:15) 

The step between writing a song and recording is one of the most confronting because it 

very much engages with Cumming’s (2000) subjectivity gap. This is where the producer 

archetypes are useful because they promote certain ways that music can be made, and 

students can use these to spawn their ideas. The tutorial also included some formal 

instruction regarding production maps,51 and how to engage with songwriting (song 

structure) during music production (Trimester 1, Tutorial 7, 11:32–15:10). In the 

researcher’s journal the importance of having a whiteboard in the studio was also noted. 

A whiteboard kept the sessions running smoothly because it gave the students a tangible 

representation of technological setups and song structure that could be visually accessed 

by all (Journal entry, Tutorial 7, May 2, 2018). Collectively, the students worked on   

musicality and finding a suitable key for the song (Trimester 1, Tutorial 7, 19:38–23:35 

J). Perhaps, for the first time, there were also glimpses of a student-led process 

developing: 

Towards the end of the class, when sorting rhythmic feels, students began to 

drive the record production process... For a brief moment they were being 

bold and communicating their ideas to one another and working on the music 

whilst I sat quietly letting them do so. (Journal entry, Tutorial 7, May 2, 2018) 

Students began to have discussions that were not stimulated by the educator (Trimester 

1, Tutorial 7, 30:47–32:00). They initiated various activities, used envisioning, 

performed, and formulated a way ahead (Trimester 1, Tutorial 7, 32:40 –35:24). When 

editing the video footage for this particular example (32:40-35:24), I noticed myself 

sitting on the side of the classroom not engaging at all. The students were doing the 

communicating, discussing the music, and driving the creative process and their learning 

(SR). The tutorial ended with a monologue that tabled the importance of engaging with 

songwriting throughout the production process “always songwriting, you’re always 

                                                
51  A production map is like a producer’s blueprint for the work in which songwriting and production 

techniques are mapped out against the song's structure. These can often be influenced by reference 
recordings. 
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engaging with it... And just let me remind you, musicality, you are musicians first” 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 7, 44:35). 

Whilst editing the video it was noted that in-class discussions were focusing on soft skills 

like decision making as compared to hard skills like sound engineering (SR). This was 

interesting because in the survey and Interview 1 these soft skills were identified as the 

students’ weaknesses. There was also an example of students discussing the live 

recording assessment item like it was a professional project; this conversation seems very 

similar to two industry practitioners discussing a project on which they are working 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 7, 00:00–02:30 SR). 

5.6.2. Trimester 1, Tutorial 8: May 9, 2018, (live recording 

assessment 2) 

This tutorial was the second instalment of the live recording assessment; it involved a 

new artist and helped the students re-visit a different music production culture from that 

which they were currently working on (overdubbing, programming). This session 

involved using a professional bass player (session musician) and a BPM first year on 

electric guitar. It was beneficial having an outside professional musician involved so the 

students could practise communicating and developing musical relationships 

spontaneously with people that they did not know. In this tutorial students regularly 

attempted to engage with the music production culture they were working within and 

subsequently took control of their learning. The educator’s footprint was still strong but 

the educator’s role had changed, it was more like a music production sounding board, a 

production colleague (SR). 

The students had considered the vibe in this tutorial with the use of dimmed and coloured 

lights and there were also several high quality communicative engagements surrounding 

musicality (Trimester 1, Tutorial 8, 05:20–05:58). The educator assisted Thom with some 

communication practices as was targeted in the semi-structured interviews. These 

included discussions regarding musicality, tempo (Trimester 1, Tutorial 8, 06:02–07:20), 

and conversations with session musicians (Trimester 1, Tutorial 8, 09:10–09:37). Vocal 

performances were critiqued (Trimester 1, Tutorial 8, 09:53–10:50), and students utilised 

different types of critical listening during a discussion that was primarily steered by the 



145 

educator (Trimester 1, Tutorial 8, 13:10–20:30 J). Whilst editing the video a shift in the 

class dynamic was noticed; there was some student confidence coming through during 

the music creation process: 

I really noticed when I watched the video that the students’ engagement was 

positive, focused and at times I felt like they were working well within the 

music production culture. They were communicating and driving the music 

and video recording process, this is evident in the video (Trimester 1, Tutorial 

8, 11:25–12:00 SR). They were engaged in music production in a way that 

reminded me of the actuality of the profession. My role was strong at times 

but often I was a mere sounding board if they needed it. (Journal entry, 

Tutorial 8, May 9, 2018, SR) 

The final video that was then handed in for assessment is available at the end of the 

tutorial video (Trimester 1, Tutorial 8, 23:44). 

5.6.3. Trimester 1, Tutorial 9-11: May 16, 2018-May 30, 2018 

Tutorials 9-11 will be discussed together because they were all situated around the song 

chosen in Week 6. In Tutorial 9 students organised and facilitated a session that involved 

a live synthesizer (synth) player. This added complexity to the activity because often in 

sessions like this the musician will try many different ideas and require guidance 

regarding what the artist and producer feel the track needs. 

To begin, the artist and educator discussed possible synth production for the song 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 9, 05:40–07:00 J). The video content shows that the educator’s 

and students’ lexicon incorporated some swearing; the participants were also regularly 

swearing in the interviews. Therefore, within this particular music production scenario it 

seemed this lexicon was useful in breaking down the educator/student dynamic (SR). At 

one stage in this tutorial the educator also leaves the room (to test student accountability) 

for at least 20 min (Trimester 1, Tutorial 9, 07:00–13:48). This is a long video that 

exemplifies that some students kept working, whilst others were a distraction to the 

session. 
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In this video I noticed there was a lot of ancillary and distracting chatting by 

people who were not engaged in the production process. This supports the 

primary participants’ claims that class members need to be engaged and that 

accountability is a choice that is made by the individual. This chatting can be 

seen at Trimester 1, Tutorial 9, 12:25–12:50. (Journal entry, Trimester 1, 

Tutorial 9, May 16, 2018, SR) 

However, there was also some impressive engagement by students regarding sound 

selection (Trimester 1, Tutorial 9, 11:47–12:25) and musical arrangement that supported 

the lead vocal (Trimester 1, Tutorial 9, 22:00–23:20). In the feedback session it was 

discussed that there did not seem to be any fear to create and the students stated that they 

were excited and having fun with the music-making process (Trimester 1, Tutorial 9, 

26:50–27:30). Most importantly, the students suggested that during the educator absence 

they kept working. They stated “it wasn’t like a class, it was like a session” (Trimester 1, 

Tutorial 9, 27:40–30:00 J). 

Today the synth player and the band (producers) engaged in so much high 

quality communication regarding parts and musicality. They were talking, 

communicating, listening and discussing ideas without my help. (Journal 

entry, Tutorial 9, May 16, 2018) 

In Tutorial 10 the students ventured into the often turbulent environment of vocal 

production. Whilst generating a performance from a vocalist, it is very important to 

consider the technological, musical, psychological, and communicative approaches for 

the session. The students can be seen doing this throughout this tutorial and this helped 

to nurture the vibe (Trimester 1, Tutorial 10, 16:00–16:35). However, this tutorial also 

included an activity where students worked through some social conflicts between the 

singer and the engineer for the betterment of the session. This was an example where the 

social dynamic of the greater BPM cohort influenced the music production culture of the 

class. However, as I wrote in my journal: 

The students did really well today to confront a “people problem”, where the 

singer wanted a different engineer because of personal clashes. They all 

worked the problem, communicated and got it done. (Journal entry, Tutorial 

10, May 24, 2018) 
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This social conflict can be viewed in the video footage (Trimester 1, Tutorial 10, 14:08–

15:50) and the singer can be seen discussing the issue with a friend before they decided 

to ask for a different engineer. Elliot had the difficult task of telling Thom he was to be 

replaced. These tough decisions, that are likened to Bell’s (2016) soft skills, have to be 

made for the betterment of the music and this example occurred during a student-led 

process.  

Throughout the video students can be seen facilitating the vocal session. The educator’s 

footprint was gradually diminishing, and the students had become more in charge of the 

music-making (Trimester 1, Tutorial 10, 24:45–26:40). In the feedback session students 

were complimented on their efforts and the importance of an emotional engagement with 

the music whilst performing was highlighted so that it transferred to the listener 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 10, 29:45–30:55 J). 

Tutorial 11 was the last of the semester for Music Production 1 and it introduced students 

to yet another creative practice of music production, mixing. Students were informed that 

mixing is often perceived as a technical process but, in fact, it is a musical process 

(Anthony, 2017b) that uses technology (Trimester 1, Tutorial 11, 03:25–05:04). In this 

tutorial the students received some formal instruction on session setups for musical 

mixing and how to mix a song from this advanced perspective (Trimester 1, Tutorial 11, 

19:25–24:07 J). In the final feedback session, mixing and songwriting were the topic of 

discussion and a student suggested “headspace is very important”. It was encouraging to 

hear this type of language coming from a student during a discussion on popular music 

production (Trimester 1, Tutorial 11, 28:45–29:51 SR). 

5.7. Data 4a: Focus Group 1 

The first focus group was held on May 29, 2018; the questions used to stimulate the 

participants’ discussions were based on the investigative schema, the themes that were 

generated from the educator’s journal, the first two interview transcriptions, and the SR 

themes of the video. The questions are listed at Appendix F. 

Throughout the semester students used every skill associated with music production. In 

the focus group they were asked to rate these skills for importance and a most intriguing 

reaction ensued. After about five minutes of attempting to do this, the students insisted 
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we draw a diagram on the whiteboard that showed all of the skills were interrelated and 

that one was only as important as the others that influenced it. This diagram was adapted 

throughout the hour-long discussion and the focus group experience is captured in the 

picture shown in Figure 5.5. 

 
Figure 5.5 Focus Group 1: Word art 

 

This diagram resonates strongly with all the aspects of a music production culture, yet it 

is located in a learning context. Therefore, it was developed into a word art diagram which 

is presented here and labelled a Higher education music production culture as shown 

below in Figure 5.6. 
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Figure 5.6 Students’ skill importance adapted to a higher education music production culture 

 
This figure represents the students’ interpretation of their engagement in Music 

Production 1. Of note is how various elements like live recording are situated in all three 

domains: real world, learning, and student agency, and the three domains fuse together in 

the middle and are often interrelated and informed by each other. This activity brought 

out some wonderful discussions during its application and it seemed the participants were 

really proud that they had worked out a different way to think about the question: 

Lennon: Can we have more than one in the same spot? 

Elliot: We should have like a Venn diagram. 

All: [Laughter] 

Georgio: Or like a web of sorts. 

Hayley: Get creative people in here and this is what we’re going to do 

to it. 

All: [Laughter] 

Lennon: F%*# yeah! 
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Elliot: Outside the box! That’s the point. We’re going there. (Focus 

Group 1, May 29, 2018) 

It seemed by educating students from within various music production cultures they had 

learned that essentially everything gravitated around the song, but the skills and creative 

practices were all interrelated and were influenced by each other. After this activity, the 

students were asked which activities in the tutorials felt like professional activities: 

Lennon: I feel like the live recordings were. 

Group: Oh, yeah. Yeah. 

Lennon: Yeah, the time restraint, I think was a big one ... 

Hayley: I think that ties to accountability. 

Georgio: Us as engineers had to think about, yeah it was a lot about 

punctuality, preparation, and communication between like 

Thom just said, “oh, can you go do this?” like with no ego ... 

that was cool. (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018) 

The students also said that the synth session engaged with professional practices: 

Georgio: See ... I’ve never done a session like that, so… 

Hayley: Yeah, I don’t know what it was about it but just the way that 

we just got in there and just did stuff and just sort of ... 

Lennon: I think it was cool because it was so trial and error based. 

Georgio: And it was self-directed too. It was just like us chatting, 

throwing around things, do we need this? ... In that session I 

felt like I was taken seriously ... and in my self-evaluation, I 

came away feeling, “ah, I feel good” ... and in a way it was all 

like ... that you mention [in class] that cross-pollination of 

influence as the innovator that ties in with the innovative 

qualities and ... that’s what I hope audiences tap into, like “ooh, 
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this is different”, you know, like, so … I like that, yeah. (Focus 

Group 1, May 29, 2018) 

The above discussion not only links to the pedagogical literature discussed in Chapter 2 

(Green, 2002; Kolb, 1984; Lebler, 2006, 2007), but words and phrases like innovative 

and trial and error resonate strongly with professional practice and this seems important 

to highlight in this part of the analysis. The role of the educator was then discussed with 

particular relevance to how dominant they need to be: 

Elliot: Well, like the level ... of how much BA [educator/researcher] 

like would engage ... I remember I said it at the beginning ... I 

thought you actually engaged too much … but I thought it got 

better over time. 

Lennon: But see I disagree because in the beginning, I think we needed 

more of that engagement, so we could learn ... and then once 

BA kind of was in tune with us and ... we’d learned a bit more, 

you backed off a little bit and then it became more of a self-led 

[process]. 

Hayley: When we weren’t stepping up ... you assisted us but when we 

were ready to do that, you definitely gave us space. 

Georgio: That was something for me like on the day BA said “guys, I 

can’t believe you don’t know how many of these particular 

mics are in the cupboard. I’ve worn my boots today. I wore 

these boots today to kick you all up into gear”... and I went to 

work going, “ooh, I feel like my dad’s just yelled at me” ... 

All: [Laughter] 

Georgio: ... but then I processed it and ... took more classes and I’m like, 

“wow, that kick in the guts has made everyone step up their 

game”. 

Lennon: So important. 
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Hayley: Yeah. 

Elliot: That’s a part of the accountability because if he didn’t do that, 

well ... he’s your boss. If your boss didn’t kick you up the butt, 

he wouldn’t be a very good boss. 

Group: Yeah. Definitely. 

Lennon: And I think that no-one in the first few weeks, no-one spoke 

when BA asked a question, no-one answered and then as the 

weeks went on it went from no-one speaking to you literally 

backing off completely and we just ran it. Like, I think we 

needed that to get to that point ‘cause we weren’t there at the 

beginning. (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018) 

This discussion by the students suggests that the educator’s role needed to adapt and this 

was integral to student learning. Student accountability can also be encouraged by the 

educator’s role as became evident when the students discussed the tutorial where the 

educator intentionally left the room: 

Hayley: We saw you leaving but we were sort of just like, “oh, BA’s 

walking out, he’ll be back” and we just kept doing what we 

were doing, like … 

Thom: That was awesome. We felt like we were making gold. 

Hayley: Yeah, [but] if you did that at the start, it wouldn’t work. We 

would’ve been so lost. (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018) 

I then probed as to things that an educator should not do: 

Lennon: If you coddled us. 

Georgio: Too nice, yeah. 

Hayley: You were in tune with what was happening ... you knew where 

we were at, what we were learning.... There was that care, you 

could tell that you wanted us to learn and everything was really 
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intentional, everything was planned out ... you engaged with 

each of us and where we were at with it and everything like 

that. 

Researcher: Individually or as a class? 

Hayley: Both. 

Researcher: As an educator or as a professional? 

Hayley: Both. (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018) 

This discussion and the SR whilst watching and editing the videos, has allowed some 

analysis of the educator’s role and presented some important aspects that should be 

considered as positive to learning. The educator’s engagement in this particular tutorial 

series needed to be both intuitive and flexible to the situation and the individuals involved. 

There was definitely a danger in the educator being too dominant, but it would have been 

a mistake to overly nurture students because they respected an educator who confronted 

them with the realities of their actions. Sometimes monologues were useful to introduce 

classes and concepts, but the length of these needed to be monitored. Sometimes the 

educator needed to engage practically: plug in equipment, help with technical problems, 

work on sounds parts or instrumentation, or perform. This minimised the impact of an 

educator/student dynamic and promoted the development of a music production culture. 

If the educator became a part of the musical team, this broke down social barriers and 

promoted the development of pedagogical and profession-based relationships between 

the educator and students. Sometimes the educator halted the process and transported the 

tutorial into a class mode or to feedback sessions where debriefs of practice could be 

reflected upon, and sometimes the educator stepped back and let the students lead and 

govern the process completely. All of these contexts needed to be actioned instinctively 

and it seems the educator moved between these depending on the pedagogical landscape. 
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Finally, the students were asked to watch some videos of the tutorials from which they 

re-affirmed their realisation of the greater depth to communication and critical listening 

skills (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018). The students also suggested that student 

accountability was very important for learning music production (SR): 

Hayley: There’s that saying, ‘how you practise is how you play’ ... and 

that was a massive thing in all of this production stuff ... the 

way that we are treating class [should be as if it was] real life 

... I feel like sometimes when that was lacking, it really 

affected everything. It showed, and we all felt that sense of 

unprofessionalism. 

By watching the videos (SR) the participants could see that many students were not 

engaged and accountable in class, and as such they benefited when the educator’s role 

became like a mentor (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018). Cumming (2000) discusses 

teachers who extend “their role beyond the transmission of technical skills, or even of 

formal and stylistic understanding, to include a challenge to emotional life, and 

rationality, in the name of musical interpretation” (p. 8). As the educator, I was engaging 

in this kind of behaviour regularly during the monologues and feedback sessions, I used 

these opportunities to encourage students with their practice and attempted to bridge their 

mindsets to that of the professional world. 

5.8. Thematic coding 

At the end of Trimester 1 the sequential data collection methods and thematic analysis 

approach ensured triangulation and generated a provisional list of themes, some were 

simple and others were evolving and becoming more complex. A list of the Trimester 1 

themes can be seen below in Table 5.1. 
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Table 5.1 Trimester 1 themes 

Themes 

Understanding and learning the deeper and diverse connotations of communication, critical listening, 
engagement with emotional transference and psychological skills 

The shape of high quality higher education music production cultures 

How to develop soft skills 

Ensuring the correct balance of musicality and technological use 

The value in producer archetypes, the producer’s vision and designing music production cultures 

Engagement with profession-based activities and industry practitioners 

Nurturing the vibe within a higher educational context 

Importance of production knowledge tradition to inform creativity 

Dealing with conflict as part of creativity 

Accountability: individual, group, how you practise is how you play 

Importance of students’ social development, getting to know their own strengths and weaknesses 

How students feel they learn and learning roadblocks 

Elements that promoted learning 

The importance of the lexicon used and the use of humour 

Making mistakes is ok 

Learning and unlearning 

The educator’s role 

5.9. Conclusion 

Some of the themes listed above would appear to carry some significant weight. Student 

accountability seems to impact the pedagogy in many different ways (individual, group, 

and educator footprint), and the effect of this will be investigated further. There is also 

the revelation that the student’s understanding of the skills of music production were quite 

limited. This highlights the importance of high quality prior learning frameworks. Finally, 

many students seem to be doing a lot of self-learning and this tacit experience, albeit 

confronting, would appear to be very important for student progression towards 

professionalism. With these themes identified, the case study moved towards Trimester 2 

and Music Production 2. It is a very different trimester of work because it progresses the 

students into more modern contexts of music production. The themes listed above 

informed some adjustments to the pedagogical delivery because the educator had an 

insight as to how students felt the learning was being facilitated. Chapter 6 follows and 

presents the next phase of the data collection. 
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Chapter 6. Reporting the data Trimester 2 

6.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the data collection and analysis from Trimester 2, 2018. A similar 

approach to the previous data chapter will be used and as such a chronological order of 

collection methods follows. The lesson plans and learning outcomes for each tutorial are 

outlined at Appendix B. 

6.2. Data 3c: Semi-structured Interview 3 

The third semi-structured interviews were held between July 9-10, 2018 (questions 

available at Appendix E, which was one or two days prior to the first Music Production 

2 tutorial, Trimester 2. The questions for the third interview were informed by all data 

collection and analysis up to this point so as to target the pertinent themes that evolved in 

Trimester 1. To begin, the participants were shown a picture of the word art diagram that 

they drew in Focus Group 1 (see Figure 5.5, p. 148), and they were asked to comment 

how this image may represent learning music production: 

Georgio: I think it means everything needs to be happening together 

really. 

Elliot: Well, I think that it means that to learn music production, it 

needs to be fairly immersive because … with a list you can 

empirically learn that [whereas for music production you need] 

to practically do it, well to actually do it. (Interview 3, July 9-

10, 2018) 

All participants suggested that music production should be learned by doing and from 

within a holistic perspective. Again, this is similar to the music production culture 

depicted in the word art diagram that was developed from Focus Group 1—A higher 

education music production culture (see Figure 5.6, p. 149). However, Hayley suggested: 

You’ve gotta look at the big picture, but you can’t attack it that way.… I think 

you need to also focus on each thing. (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018) 
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Hayley’s comments suggest that students need to direct their focus to what they are doing 

presently, whether it be a particular skill or creative practice, but this is informed by the 

bigger picture of the music production culture. This adds explicit influence from the type 

of music, the genre, the people, and the aesthetic intent of the music, to the application of 

skills (hard and soft), and creative practices. This type of engagement is more intrinsic 

than mere how to approaches and resonates with both sides of King’s (2016) pedagogical 

hypothesis where knowledge and skills can be nurtured and learned within the 

environment of the production taking place. 

Participants were then asked to reflect on their learning. All students discussed elements 

where they felt they had improved: 

Georgio: I learned that I did have a lot of insecurities … just [lacking] 

confidence in what I did. (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018) 

Elliot discussed how he was learning to adapt to various social environments whilst 

making music: 

Well, I think … my own social skills … they’re not like a natural thing to me. 

They’re a learned skill to me … there’s some days that I don’t feel like being 

social, but I have to be … and then I just employ my empirical learned social 

skills. (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018) 

It was evident that the students were not only learning about music production, but they 

were learning about themselves and their social abilities. In particular Hayley responded: 

Some weeks were really difficult in the classes … I was like, “that class was 

just so … that was s*!t” … when you go away from it just your brain’s just 

all like “What is going on? Why is this difficult?” … It was that learning 

curve of like, this isn’t just class for us to get grades and move on, this is like 

actual issues with real people. (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018) 

These reflections from the students seem to tap into the social realities of the profession, 

and King’s (2016) ideas on the necessities of engaging with human skills during 

pedagogy. These are processes like making decisions, engaging with artistic touches in 

the music, and nurturing the environment that is used. The interviews then moved on to 
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target communication skills, and the confrontation between Elliot and Thom in Tutorial 

3 was used to unpack how students felt they worked through conflict. 

Thom: I kind of just said it without thinking, that’s why it came across 

as just abrupt. 

Researcher: And what have you learned about that? 

Thom: Well, that’s not very helpful. 

Researcher: Do you think that your persona or your vibe in the studio 

affects others? 

Thom: Yeah. I’d say so, I mean a lot of people would know me as like 

saying abrupt things so I could probably like put ‘em in [check] 

and not fight. (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018) 

Elliot’s comments regarding this confrontation were quite different: 

Elliot: I think I handled that quite well … ‘cause … I think almost if 

I went back and did it now or if I was in a different mood, that 

I could’ve quite easily … just said, “ooh, get f%*#ed”. 

Researcher: [Laughs] 

Elliot: … and I tried to say, “get f%*#ed!” in a very eloquent way 

instead. (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018) 

These types of confrontations also happen in the professional world as part of the creative 

conflict that occurs during music production (Morrow, 2012). Professionals learn to 

eschew communication processes that affect the session in a negative way. Perhaps in 

this situation students needed to unlearn some of their social habits that were affecting 

the music production culture (Carey et al., 2006). Regardless, it was obvious that the 

students had unpacked this experience and there was much to learn from it. 

Another important theme that developed from Trimester 1 was student accountability. It 

was clear that not all students were accountable during the tutorials in Trimester 1. 
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Therefore, some insight was sought on methods that would encourage students to become 

more accountable: 

Researcher: Does assessment make people accountable? 

Lennon: I think there’s an element of that but then there’s also an 

element that accompanies it that’s just like, ‘oh it’s just another 

uni assessment’. So, it makes us accountable for our grade but 

not necessarily the mindset that you have to be in. 

Researcher: [If the project is] release material, does that make students 

accountable? 

Lennon: Yep, because if you think about it like a uni assessment, no-

one ever has to see the grade, no-one ever has to know but if 

it’s … a live recording, a f%*#ing awesome one for free and 

you wanna release that and use that, then people are gonna see 

it and you wanna put your best foot forward … 

Researcher: So, how do we make students accountable for music that A) 

isn’t theirs, and B) that’s manifested in a learning institution. 

How do you think I can make students more accountable in 

class? 

Lennon: If I’m honest, I think you do a pretty good job of it … because 

you call us out but you never put us down … which I think is 

really important but I also think that there’s only so much you 

can do ‘cause a lot of it comes down to our attitude because 

the people who aren’t engaged in the tute, they don’t care 

about being accountable and at the end of the day, you can’t 

make them care … (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018) 

Lennon’s sentiments reflected all of the participants’ comments—assessment and release 

material can be used to encourage student engagement but ultimately accountability is a 

choice the individual student makes. This choice can be nurtured and confronted by the 

educator, but to do so it helps if the students perceive the educator as an industry 

professional. As Thom stated: 
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Thom: Yeah, ‘cause you’ve had first-hand experience in all that. 

Researcher: But I don’t talk about me very much, do I? 

Thom: No. But I guess you’re known for doing that stuff, so people 

take it more seriously like, “okay this guy does know what he’s 

talking about”. (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018) 

Students relate well to the fact their educator is an industry professional because this 

helps the students feel connected to the working world. As an educator in this field I 

have learned that sometimes there are opportunities to reflect on my professional 

experiences but these should be very occasional, relaxed informal discussions, and 

they should be used to convince the students that they are capable of being professional 

practitioners. These types of conversations help to build self-belief in students. 

Vignette 6.1 The educator: An industry professional 

 
An example of one of these discrete conversations can be seen at the beginning of the 

video for Trimester 2, Tutorial 1. Some of the students and I were having a pre-class 

discussion (regarding alcoholism) and this is one instance where I did discuss my personal 

journey as a professional to help the students understand some of the realities of music 

production. These types of discussions do much to nurture the educator/student 

relationship (Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 00:00–02:25 J). 

6.3. Data 2c and 6c: tutorial video evidence, 

researcher’s journal Trimester 2 

The tutorial activities are available at Appendix B. 

6.3.1. Trimester 2, Tutorial 1: July 11, 2018 

During this tutorial the students started their engagement with the tracker assessment 

item. They split up into production teams consisting of programmers and top liners (Bell, 

2019). In these groups, students were aware they needed to write and record an original 

song using remote collaboration. To begin the process, the students were moved into 
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separate areas and asked to engage in an initial creative meeting. The purpose of the 

meeting was for students to participate in a social discussion that focused on their musical 

tastes and the music they were going to create, and this was done to begin the 

collaborative process. Before doing so, the songwriting and programming agency of the 

tracker process was discussed (Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 02:46–09:00), as were the 

affordances of the Internet as a bridge to diverse geographical music production 

opportunities. Subsequently, the unique dynamic of virtual communication was 

highlighted (Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 08:45–11:00 J). Within these discussions, I relied 

on some humour to promote student interactions regarding remote and online 

communication like social media, Facebook or Skype. Students suggested that online 

modes of communication were like “trying to imitate real life but it isn’t. It’s…uncanny 

valley52 sort of thing” (Elliot: Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 11:05) and subsequently needed to 

be practised. The students then split up into their groups and initiated their face-to-face 

meetings: 

It seems like all students really engaged in the initial creative meeting process 

which is important because they setup the online work to come. These types 

of online/remote processes are very difficult to facilitate in a higher education 

context because of the impersonalised space that is used. (Journal entry, 

Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, July 11, 2018) 

After watching the video of the tutorial it was apparent that the students engaged 

wholeheartedly in this activity; there were many rich discussions regarding the tracker 

production process. Students were discussing references, their roles, and the way forward 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 19:46–23:20 SR); the tutorial video shows various elements of 

the creative meetings that did not involve the educator in any way. The feedback session 

of this tutorial highlighted that music is a common language that can be used to break 

down social barriers when the uncomfortableness of not knowing someone is present in 

conversation (Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 31:25–32:44). 

                                                
52  Uncanny valley is a term used in reference to a computer-generated figure or humanoid robot that 

bears a near-identical resemblance to a human being and this manifests a sense of unease or revulsion 
in the person viewing it. 
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6.3.2. Trimester 2, Tutorial 2: July 18, 2018 

Tutorial 2 engaged students with the process of developing a producer’s vision (Anthony 

& Lefford, 2019). This process is unpacked at length within the lecture series, and as a 

result, the tutorial experience encouraged students to use their producer’s vision and 

consider potential music production cultures for songs. When editing the video, it was 

evident how strong the educator’s footprint was again: 

We did some very in-depth work on pre-production and the producer’s vision. 

The students again were really passive, perhaps this was because the class 

involved a lot of engagement with emotional transference. This process often 

targets the students’ introspective perceptions as people, it is confronting and 

is always a challenge for them. My footprint, as a result, was very heavy. 

(Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 2, July 18, 2018 SR) 

I also pondered why the students were so quiet and passive as compared to where they 

were at the end of Trimester 1 (SR). It became apparent that in Trimester 1 students were 

encouraged to engage with their subjectivity gap (Cumming, 2000) by practical means, 

by doing live recording and playing music. However, now they were engaging with this 

cognitively, from within their mind’s eye, because they were asked to envision the 

possible musical landscape they wanted to explore. Even though many students 

understood this concept, it was a new experience for them and as such it made sense that 

it was difficult. 

This tutorial also used the song as a source of inspiration for both emotional connection 

and the manifestation of a producer’s vision (Trimester 2, Tutorial 2, 10:07–11:15). The 

students worked with structure and arrangement (Trimester 2, Tutorial 2, 25:05–26:00), 

they suggested methods of pre-production they felt would be appropriate (Trimester 2, 

Tutorial 2, 36:04–37:34), and fused aural libraries from the past into future visions 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 2, 28:22–29:22). By working with their aural libraries students 

were showing the utility of Csikszentmihalyi’s (2014) Systems Model in music production 

pedagogy. The domain of music production knowledge that students had acquired was 

now being utilised in practice to inform their visions. There was also one particular 

segment of the class where emotional connection to the song was targeted (Trimester 2, 

Tutorial 2, 30:48–34:00). This was a really tough class to deliver: 
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By the end of the class I felt that the students were actually getting the purpose 

of having a vision and engaging with an artist. Much to do in this space for 

them, but overall I felt that the class engaged with some very real applications 

that are extremely hard to teach. (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 2, July 

18, 2018) 

6.3.3. Trimester 2, Tutorial 3: July 25, 2018 

In this tutorial each group of students presented their tracker assessment song and asked 

for some peer feedback on their progress. Peer learning was highlighted as important in 

the literature (Green, 2002; Lebler, 2006) and the semi-structured interviews found that 

students value peer critique of their work. The video of this tutorial shows that when 

discussing their music students often focus their communication towards the educator, 

but it is necessary to re-directed this towards the students. There are many examples of 

peer learning in the video; students played references and discussed their process before 

presenting their material for critique (Trimester 2, Tutorial 3, 14:00–22:00). In this 

example, the educator’s footprint engages in varying degrees depending on the flow of 

the class. The main objective of this was to encourage students to participate more, which 

eventually they did: 

In this class students really started showing they were happy to put themselves 

out there and put their music and ideas forward. A great feedback session that 

was for the most part student-led. (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 3, July 

25, 2018) 

Face-to-face peer feedback (as seen in this video), has deserved relevance to the popular 

musician’s future aspirations because it targets the students’ social communication skills. 

A form of face-to-face peer feedback assessment could be developed from this. 

6.3.4. Trimester 2, Tutorials 4 and 5: August 1 and 8, 2018 

Tutorial 4 was an introduction to third-party mixing (Anthony, 2017a) and the students 

mixed a song from a professional artist without having been engaged in the recording 

process. The culture of mixing, as was tabled in Trimester 1, is a unique experience as 

compared to recording. Mixing can include important social engagements with the artist, 
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therefore, all students were encouraged to engage with the mixing process (Trimester 2, 

Tutorial 4, 04:22–07:20). The students first read the mix notes and interpreted their 

meaning (Trimester 2, Tutorial 4, 07:25–10:02), they then listened to the references which 

informed how the mix should sound. Some formal instruction that focused on 

technological setup and mixing approach then occurred before the students mixed the 

song for the majority of the class: 

The biggest thing I noticed today, was how many of the students were 

determined to be included, have their thoughts heard. There were many times 

I wanted to interrupt, to tell them the mix needed attention in a certain area. 

However, the tutorial was as much about the students experiencing the culture 

of mixing as it was the practice of mixing. In order for students to learn this, 

I wanted them to do, reflect and then discuss, and then move forward. (Journal 

entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 4, August 1, 2018) 

As a result, there was a lot of student engagement and communication regarding the mix 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 4, 26:45– 28:55). However, after watching this video I believe the 

students would get a lot more out of learning the practice of mixing if they worked in 

groups of three or less. There were a lot of opinions being offered in this session and even 

though this seemed to be a tenable socio-cultural learning environment, perhaps mixing 

(as a form of practice, that engages with sound engineering and critical listening) may be 

better learned in smaller groups (SR). 

In Tutorial 5 the students moved on to applying musical mix automation.53 They were 

tasked with performing automation rides with faders in real time (instead of inserting 

values with a mouse). The tutorial also included discussions regarding the importance of 

the vibe when mixing (Trimester 2, Tutorial 5, 03:00-03:58). In this tutorial I left the 

classroom (similar to Trimester 1) because I wanted to see how the students would react 

without an educator in the room. The video (Trimester 2, Tutorial 5, 04:38–09:00 and 

28:56–32:25) shows clearly that some students were working and others were not, and 

this was recognised by one of the students when we discussed this in class: 

                                                
53  Automation allows the mix engineer to record volume rides of individual tracks into the computer, the 

computer will then replay these volume rides every time the mix is played. 
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Elliot: What it felt like was they were doin’ their thing and the couch 

was not doing anything. So … that’s what I thought. 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 5, 10:50) 

But then another student added: 

Student: We’re doing it. We don’t need you but … there was a change 

in comfortability once you left, I think. We’re not … “oh, are 

we s’posed to do this? What’s BA thinking?” We just … do. 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 5, 11:05) 

This discussion suggests that if students are left unattended, and they are accountable, 

their autonomous learning can be promoted because they are free to create what they 

believe is best for the music. 

It has become apparent that when the student-led process falls down, the educator often 

stops the session and goes into class mode, or discusses a few music production ideas that 

kickstart the student-led process when required (Trimester 2, Tutorial 5, 13:30–20:25 

SR). This video example shows one of these kickstart interjections in action, a student-

led process then recommences and the educator returns to the back of the room. This 

kickstarting was tabled as a theme within the educator’s role and was identified for further 

investigation over the course of Trimester 2. 

It was at this stage of Music Production 2 that the educator’s footprint seemed to be 

changing; once the student-led process was present the educator became a session 

collaborator: 

The big thing I noticed about the students today is that there were many times 

my presence was not as necessary. It was important for me to set up the 

tutorial: ‘What we were doing, what they could/should use from the lecture 

content in practice.’ But for elements of the tutorial, I was able to disassociate 

from the educator’s role and be just another musician who was engaging with 

feedback. (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 5, August 8, 2018) 



166 

6.3.5. Trimester 2, Tutorial 6: August 15, 2018 

In Tutorial 6 students worked on vocal ideas for one of the student’s tracker song: 

Today’s class really was a tough experience for the students. They were 

required to put forward their vocal ideas and this places the student in a 

socially vulnerable position. This is a creative practice model that is highly 

useful where many ideas are discussed but often discarded before useful ideas 

are formulated. Meaning there is often a lot of failure involved and therefore, 

one of the main objectives of the class was to get the students used to the idea 

that rejection is ok, it is just part of the creative process of engaging with 

conflict and what is best for the song. (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 6, 

August 15, 2018) 

In this tutorial, a group of students were sent to a private space to generate vocal hooks 

and write a second verse to prepare a song for recording. This separation from the class 

proved to be imperative to the process: students engaged with musicality, communication, 

songwriting, and they used humour to lighten the mood whilst putting their ideas forward 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 6, 21:20–23:52 SR). This was a completely student-led process and 

the students commented that the use of humour helped them to engage with this activity 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 6, 35:33–37:30). However, it is important to note that the educator 

was responsible for making the decision to separate the students from the rest of the class, 

and that this provided the correct social context for them to engage with this process 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 6, 16:55–19:15). At the end of the class the importance of that 

decision (another educator kickstart) was unpacked because it designed the necessary 

music production culture they required to write the second verse (Trimester 2, Tutorial 6, 

37:52–39:30 J). In this feedback session, we suggested that students needed to start to 

make these important decisions: 

I found today that the students started off a little pensive, but they used a lot 

of humour to lighten this experience and this helped them generate high 

quality outcomes. They did this on their own, once I had positioned them in 

the right music production cultural context. After this, I had little influence. 

(Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 6, August 15, 2018) 
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6.3.6. Trimester 2, Tutorials 7-11: August 22,29 September 

12,19,26, 2018 

The data from the last five tutorials is presented together because students were tasked to 

present and select an original song for production, develop a production plan, and produce 

the song across the duration of these tutorials (Trimester 2, Tutorial 7, 01:45–03:10): 

Today is the day that I try to hand over the production of a song to the students 

within a complete student-led process. I will be a collaborator/observer and 

will try to drive the process as little as possible. (Journal entry, Tutorial 7, 

August 22, 2018) 

To begin, students auditioned a number of original songs and were tasked to choose which 

song they were going to produce. There were some impressive student engagements with 

the producer’s vision in this tutorial (Trimester 2, Tutorial 7, 07:00–12:32). However, 

there were also some decision making hurdles the students encountered: 

I am trying to get the students to learn to make decisions more effectively by 

taking emotion out of the decision-making process. They often seem afraid to 

make decisions that may hurt other people’s feelings, but music production 

decisions are for the betterment of the music, they are not personal. So today 

I moved the decision makers into another room. This meant the artists (whom 

the decisions were being made about) were not present. Students suggested 

this made decision making easier, and subsequently I suggested to students 

that this physical activity needed to be contextualised in their minds when 

making decisions. ‘Simply remove the emotional aspect, and make an 

informed decision’ I told them. (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 7, August 

22, 2018) 

This process can be viewed on the tutorial video (Trimester 2, Tutorial 7, 24:00–47:00), 

and it documents the students’ prolonged decision-making process and my instruction to 

cognitively relocate one’s self to a different space, when making decisions. 

In Tutorial 8 the students worked on pre-production for the song they had chosen. After 

some instruction, they found the way forward for the session and moved into the room 

and jammed on some musical ideas (Trimester 2, Tutorial 8, 06:24–07:30). Their musical 
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engagement can be seen on the video (Trimester 2, Tutorial 8, 11:20–12:00). It became 

obvious that some of the students had really stepped up and were engaging heavily in the 

process: 

It was awesome to see JB and GK really engage as an artist and producer to 

get the session going, they were communicating like professionals. In the 

video (Trimester 2, Tutorial 8, 12:00–13:26) this becomes really evident, JB 

is nurturing the artist, kneeling next to her, talking to her about her vision and 

this enabled me to take more of an observation role. (Journal entry, Trimester 

2, Tutorial 8, August 29, 2018 SR) 

However, it was still necessary for the educator to regularly stop the session and kickstart 

it back in the right direction so that the student-led process could then drive the music-

making process. This can be seen in action (Trimester 2, Tutorial 8, 06:20–08:45): 

This class represented much of what Lucy Green (2002) discusses. The 

students were jamming, experimenting, making music, and learning in a 

haphazard way. They were laughing and joking around but still staying on 

track with the music. Similar to experiential learning, the outcome was not 

pre-determined, it was all intuitive: they found their way by working the 

music. (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 8, August 29, 2018) 

At the end of Tutorial 8 the students made an important decision: they decided that a 2-

hour time frame (tutorial) was not long enough for the tracking that they wanted to do 

next. As a result, Tutorial 9 was scheduled as a 4-hour rhythm section recording session 

and the students decided they needed to source a professional double bass player 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 8, 25:30–28:00). The students had two weeks to prepare for the 

recording session and they planned to use a Facebook chat group as a communication tool 

to prepare and organise their session requirements.  

In Tutorial 9, the students engaged in the rhythm section recording session. They had 

sourced, communicated, and negotiated with a suitable double bass player54, and 

preparatory discussions on their Facebook chat page had occurred so the session would 

run smoothly. All this occurred outside of the class experience. The students were 

                                                
54  the student artist elected to pay the session musician for their services. 
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prepared, organised, and they ran the session well. The vibe was nurtured, and the place 

the session occurred resembled a professional setting (Trimester 2, Tutorial 9, 07:09): 

Students set up vibe lights all the time now without me saying anything about 

it to them. It has become part of their creative practice to nurture the vibe 

whilst recording. (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 9, September 12, 2018) 

The Week 9 video is a testament that students engaged well with a professional session 

musician (Trimester 2, Tutorial 9, 00:50–01:30) in the music production culture they had 

designed. There were still a few mistakes occurring (the students had not prepared a chart 

for the session musician), but the bass player did his own chart, performed well with the 

student musicians, and the cohort worked collectively to generate a performance. There 

were initial rehearsals that took place prior to the recording that solidified the performance 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 9, 03:30–04:20), and for the most part there was little educator 

engagement in the session (Trimester 2, Tutorial 9, 06:10–11:00). It was quite obvious 

how far the students’ accountability and communication practices had improved as 

compared to Trimester 1. This session often felt like it was located in the professional 

world; it ran very smoothly and the students’ headspace seemed appropriate. At 12:43 of 

this video there is a good analytical discussion regarding the recorded performance. In 

this section of video the students can be seen to have instinctively formed a circle of 

communication as shown in Figure 6.1 below (SR). 
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Figure 6.1 Students formed a circle of communication instinctively 

 
The students positioned the band in the centre of the lounge (as they learned to do in 

Trimester 1) and they were discussing things face-to-face, even Thom (engineer) had 

turned his chair around to nurture the group’s social interaction. The students were now 

communicating effectively, and acting instinctively, as they engaged with the social 

culture of music-making within the tutorial. 

During video editing an important piece of data came to light. In Trimester 1, Georgio 

had expressed that he suffers from anxiety and often struggles expressing his musical 

ideas, but in this tutorial he can be seen overcoming this when discussing the bass part 

with the session musician (whom he had not met before). Georgio communicated his 

ideas effectively to an industry professional as if they were colleagues (Trimester 2, 

Tutorial 9, 16:00-17:13 SR J). Again, the lexicon used in this example was very musical: 

Georgio beatboxed sounds and at the end swore whilst complimenting the musician as a 

sign of respect before leaving. 

In this tutorial it was necessary for the educator to kickstart the process with some advice 

when the students were struggling to make a decision. This helped the session because 

the students were prompted into making a decision so the session progressed further 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 9, 18:00–20:23 SR). The educator’s role had changed significantly 

now from the beginning of Trimester 1, it was used more like a burst of energy that got 

the session back on track. 
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Upon reflection whilst driving home after teaching, I felt the turbo of my diesel 

powered four-wheel drive ‘kick in’ to give my ute the added boost it needed to 

accelerate. This analogy stuck in my head. The educator’s role, currently, was like the 

turbocharger of an engine. When the engine (the tutorial and students) needed an 

added boost, the educator (the turbo) injected the necessary professional advice to get 

the tutorial moving again. As a result, this hypothesis was named turbo-charged 

learning. 

Vignette 6.2 Turbo-charged learning 

 
Turbo-charged learning is what the educator’s role had developed to, it began with very 

formal and intense instructional engagement and transformed to engaging as a 

professional practice kickstarter when needed. This analogy (turbo charged learning) is 

reminiscent of Cremata’s (2017) discussions on facilitation (see Chapter 2), where 

educators respond to students’ needs by giving and removing assistance. Subsequently, it 

was important to run this past the students to ensure the validity of my concept and this 

was done in the data collection to come. 

Prior to Tutorial 10 the students had communicated on their Facebook chat group and 

designated roles for the vocal production session.  Their practice had developed to include 

a lot of what Thompson and Harding (2017) discuss regarding the advantages of role-

playing in pedagogical contexts: the students were acting as producers, engineers, and 

artists. This helped them drive the process, engage with a profession-based activity, and 

produce a lead vocal. 

Throughout the tutorial video the student-led process was prolific and the educator’s 

engagement was primarily that of an observer which included a turbo-charged prompt 

regarding vocal comping (Trimester 2, Tutorial 10, 01:15–02:20). There was also an 

amusing situation at the beginning of the class when the educator began telling the 

students what they needed to do, before the students quickly stated they had already done 

all the things that were suggested. The educator quickly decided to let the students run 

the session (Trimester 2, Tutorial 10, 02:50–03:50 SR). 

This video is full of profession-based student engagement; students can be seen working 

in various roles, one of them is engineering, one is communicating to the artist, and two 
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others are marking down vocal compilation details. These practices were handed down to 

the students in lessons prior, and in this particular instance the students were accountable, 

they were engaging with the musical outcome, and they were nurturing their learning by 

practising like professionals. The vibe was considered with the dimming of lights, the 

singer nurtured through suitable communication, and the control room personnel were 

working together to maintain the correct environment for the singer. This class was a 

culture now—it was a music production culture that did not resemble a traditional tutorial 

experience. Often my (educator’s) footprint is non-existent. I was, however, sitting up the 

back out of the way, ready to engage if necessary. But, for the most part, it was a student-

led process (Trimester 2, Tutorial 10, 08:30–10:15 and 20:00–21:00 SR). 

Tutorial 11 was the last for the year and the educator’s role in this session was that of a 

backing vocalist since the students were now completely running the tutorial. The session 

included the rehearsal of backing vocal parts (Trimester 2, Tutorial 10, 07:15–09:30), and 

the rest of the video shows students producing a group backing vocal performance from 

within the control room. The song was not going to be completed in the tutorial because 

that was not the pedagogical focus (rather, the focus was the journey through the music 

production culture), and the song could be completed by the artist autonomously if 

required: 

Today was our last tutorial. The entire class was run by the students. They 

planned and communicated prior to the tutorial using their Facebook chat 

group to organise parts and singers. During the class I was a backing vocalist, 

a session muso as such, it was as if I wasn’t even the educator. The vibe was 

nurtured, we had fun, we sang, we laughed and produced some decent music. 

The students were all accountable; they worked well together it was a joy to 

see them looking and acting like professionals within a music production 

culture that they were responsible for. (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 

11, September 26, 2018) 

The final feedback session was used to gain student perceptions on collaboration as a 

framework for learning. This was discussed in reference to class numbers, the educator’s 

role, the feedback sessions, and it was important to run the turbo-charged learning analogy 

by the students. Turbo-charged learning was greeted with confirmation by many of the 
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students that it represented what my role had become by the end of the tutorial experience 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 11, 21:10–24:50 J). 

It had become apparent that the 2018 tutorial delivery had undergone a transitional change 

from the beginnings of Trimester 1 to the end of Trimester 2. The tutorials in Trimester 1 

required much greater formal instruction and the educator’s footprint was often strong so 

as to lead the pedagogical experience and facilitate learning. Over time, student 

confidence appeared to grow and this promoted the students taking charge and driving 

their learning process. By operating more like professionals, the students bridged the 

pedagogical experience to the actuality of the profession. In the end it became virtually a 

student-led process. However, throughout all of the music production tutorials the 

learning was most active when music production was engaged with as a form of practice. 

6.4. The tracker assessment 

The students submitted their tracker assessment in Week 9 of Trimester 2. Students 

completed the tracker survey in Week 12, and a copy of the survey is available at 

Appendix G. The scope of this research only allows for the contextualisation of some of 

the data from this method and, as such, the following should be considered only as a small 

representation of students’ responses regarding the tracker process. The data collection 

investigated the students’ perceptions of music production skill engagement, the 

relevance of the tracker assessment item to professional practice, and how this promoted 

their learning of music production. This targeted all three investigative schemas and 

added some assessment-based data to enhance the findings. 

6.4.1. The tracker survey 

The students who took part in the survey were asked to highlight the roles they identified 

with as popular musicians (see Figure 6.2). 
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Figure 6.2 Roles that students associate themselves with 

 
As shown above, the students could select multiple boxes and it is clear that many 

students identified with more than one role. Students were then asked which roles they 

engaged with during the tracker process as shown in Figure 6.3. 

 
Figure 6.3 Roles that students engaged with as part of the tracker assessment 

 
Interestingly, when comparing the two tables above only four students identified as 

programmers in Figure 6.2, yet double that number stated that they engaged with 

programming as part of the tracker assessment item in Figure 6.3. This suggests that the 

tracker project encouraged students to participate in programming even if it was outside 
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of their comfort zone and promoted the development of multi-skilled graduates—a 

positive attribute for longevity in the music industry (Lebler & Weston, 2015).  

Participants were then asked how often they engaged with songwriting during the tracker 

process. As shown in Figure 6.4 below, 73% of students suggested that they engaged with 

songwriting 50% of the time or more. As songwriting is a reliable form of revenue 

(following music release and airplay) it is encouraging to see students developing this 

skill. 

 
Figure 6.4 Students’ engagement with songwriting 

 

The survey also asked students some open questions concerning the tracker process as a 

form of music production agency. Some students discussed the non-personalised nature 

that can be associated with online and virtual collaboration: 

I thought it was harder to communicate thoughts and opinions and feelings, 

as you weren’t face-to-face with that person. I’m a very social person and 

love talking to people face-to-face, so found it a little challenging. (Student 

response tracker survey) 

Contrastingly, some students felt they thrived in this area: 

We worked well together as a team and quite productively. As a top line writer 

it lessened the stress to write something in the moment with someone looking 
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over my shoulder and made it easier to experiment.… Face-to-face is easier 

for instantaneous feedback and serendipitous ideas being created and used. 

(Student response tracker survey) 

Students came across accountability issues within the assessment item: 

I found it quite difficult to keep each other on task and working efficiently 

because face-to-face contact was at a minimum. It’s easy to be lazy when 

replying in online communication. (Student response tracker survey) 

Students’ overall perception was that this assessment item engaged them with 

professional practice and promoted their learning: 

We live in a time period where collaborations are a fundamental aspect of 

initiating and furthering our career as musicians and producers. We won’t 

always find suitable collaborators in a geographically ideal pace where we 

can easily meet up and write/record in person. It’s vitally important that we’re 

able to write with like-minded musicians who may live on the other side of 

the world. The tracker process is an excellent skill to learn in being able to 

achieve this kind of collaboration in the future. (Student response tracker 

survey) 

The open questions specifically targeted students’ interpretations of learning music 

production within this assessment item. Overwhelmingly, students found value in the 

creative synthesis because within it they were able to express their feelings regarding 

creative practice, and by so doing, this nurtured their learning and understanding of the 

benefits of the tracker process: 

I learned more-so from unpacking every aspect of the task in the journal. I 

reflected on the language we used, the effects of body language and 

knowledge of the collaborator. There are so many factors that contribute to 

the workflow approach and result of the tracker process. Every little bit needs 

to be considered. And I only knew exactly what I learned when I unpacked it. 

(Student response tracker survey) 

Some students also suggested this assessment item engaged them with new ways of 

making music and this has inspired their future collaborations: 
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I learned more about the importance of communication and being open to any 

idea in this tracker process than I have in any other musical recording 

experience. Now that I’ve had the experience of writing as a top line writer I 

would love to collaborate with … other programmer/producers in other 

projects. (Student creative synthesis assessment) 

Similar to the in-class live recording assessment in Trimester 1, the tracker assessment is 

an example of an innovative pedagogical approach that immersed students in the realities 

of modern music-making. In this case, it facilitated the inclusion of online and remote 

music collaboration. It is suggested here that due to the overwhelmingly positive response 

to the tracker assessment, this kind of assessment bridges the gap between higher 

education and the professional world and is very beneficial to the students’ development 

as modern music producers. 

6.5. Data 3d: Semi-structured Interview 4 

The last of the semi-structured interviews occurred between September 24-26, 2018 

(questions available at Appendix E). which was after the completion of the Music 

Production 2 tutorial series. These interviews provided the opportunity to gather any 

additional information regarding the major themes that had become apparent during the 

course of the year. To begin, the participants were asked if there were any notable changes 

of student accountability in class: 

Georgio: I think that was an evolving process, but it was more 

exponential at the start of the year … experiences sort of 

kicked us in the guts and realities came forth … I think people 

just realised that they’re not gonna get anything out of it if they 

don’t make themselves accountable…. Last week … was 

productive … everyone had their own voice … nobody was 

doing nothing. 

Hayley: Everyone has just developed so much and the whole, like, 

community and space of what we’ve all created now and, like, 

the sort of leaving your ego at the door…. I feel like everyone’s 

just sort of realised how important it is to just treat everything 
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that we do with professionalism and sort of work together as a 

team. (Interview 4, September 24-26, 2018) 

These statements suggest that the students’ accountability increased during the learning 

experience however, there are two elements to this, 1) self-accountability and 2) 

accountability to the group, the session, and the learning environment. It seemed that 

student individual accountability is encouraged with a subsequent loyalty to the group 

and the collaborative nature of the learning experience—the two work in synchronicity. 

Participant feedback was then sought on the producer archetypes and these were 

discussed in a favourable manner: 

Georgio: Well, they’ve stuck with me ever since. I use those terms in 

any creative conversation that I’m having, whether it’s in a 

session or out of a session or just talking about concepts. 

[Understanding these approaches] basically … gave me the 

ability to do that which I did with Harry, (the session double 

bass player), and I’ve done with, Chris, my drummer … it’s 

really cool. 

Hayley: It helps with getting an understanding of where someone’s at, 

how much control they want over their projects. It’s a good 

way to sort of [establish] what that is, [and this] changes how 

you go about each project. (Interview 4, September 24-26, 

2018) 

As a popular music production educator it has always been challenging to educate 

students regarding the selection of creative practice from the vast options that are 

available to them. By using the producer archetypes, students can position their approach 

within a reasonable scope and select the appropriate ways forward from within the 

selected archetypes. Knowing how they will work (self-expression, novelty, 

recognisability) helps students to understand what forms of music production agency are 

useful for the music they are working on. It seems these archetypes have cemented their 

place in the students’ knowledge base and have been useful. 



179 

Participants were then asked regarding the importance of bridging popular music 

pedagogy to professional practice; students complimented the range and relevance of 

activities within the tutorial: 

Hayley: ‘cause [with] real world, there’s so many possibilities … there 

was a good range of different things [in the tutorials] and I 

liked the way that the assessment was very self-driven. It ties 

to accountability and real world practice. (Interview 4, 

September 24-26, 2018) 

Hayley’s comments suggest that the diverse array of acoustic and electronic-based 

musical genres that were covered in the tutorial experience addressed some of the 

imbalances that Thompson and Stevenson (2017) alluded to—that rock cultures have 

been favoured over electronic music in popular music pedagogical designs of the past. 

Hayley also commented on the necessary adaptability of the tutorial experience and the 

educator’s role to ensure student-led processes: 

I guess I like that your classes are adaptable, like, if people need it … you’re 

there to support them if they want that, but you also give us the space when 

we want. (Interview 4, September 24-26, 2018) 

Elliot commented on the importance of getting external session musicians in and how this 

helped student learning: 

It’s almost like that the session with the double bass player was kind of like 

the ultimate test in a way because … it’s like there’s someone from the outside 

of the course, outside of, you know, the class who’s coming, it’s a test. It’s a 

test of whether we’re actually professional or not. (Interview 4, September 

24-26, 2018) 

In the tutorial discussed by Elliot above the students decided that they needed an external 

professional to play double bass. They also sourced the appropriate player and booked 

him for the session, just like they would in the music industry. Therefore, this activity has 

facilitated learning outside the classroom as part of the students’ engagement with music 

life as promoted by Folkestad (2006). Subsequently, this activity enabled students to 

become more accountable, it promoted their ownership of the tutorial experience, and 
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allowed them to drive the music-making process completely. However, the transfer of 

ownership of the tutorial was a gradual process, because as Georgio states: 

[The session bass player] wouldn’t have happened at the start of the year 

because people were all over the place and not accountable … I think that’s 

what the realisation was [we need to be accountable]. (Interview 4, September 

24-26, 2018) 

The educator’s role greatly influenced the development of student ownership of the 

tutorial. This was discussed at length in the interviews, particularly how it transitioned 

from being very engaged to becoming more passive: 

Georgio: But, it’s like you became one of us … everyone’s cool, 

everyone’s … putting their ideas forward and I think in the last 

couple of ones … you’ve become just part of that culture … 

which is the real thing. (Interview 4, September 24-26, 2018) 

Georgio’s comments suggest that by stepping back the educator lays one of the most 

important bricks that help to bridge the learning experience to professional practice. They 

release ownership of the tutorial and hand this to the students, and by so doing become 

part of the music-making experience, part of the music production culture, and as Georgio 

suggests, this is the real thing. 

Both Thom and Georgio watched some video footage of their class interaction at the end 

of their interviews. This was done in a private setting because these two participants were 

identified as having social issues. Georgio, who suffers from anxiety, suggested that by 

engaging in the tutorials he was confronted with some realisations regarding music 

production professional practice and how his social traits influence this: 

Well, it’s probably a combination of my personal life … and where I am, as 

in emotional growth. [My] confidence has exponentially risen over the whole 

year but it was mainly just one day you said to me, “ah, just let go of it and 

just do”. You didn’t say it like that, but it was more like, you know, like, 

“f%*# … why … why hold back? It’s the only chance you’re gonna get in 

this sort of thing”. That was a turning point, yeah. (Interview 4, September 

24-26, 2018 SR). 
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Georgio discussed his improvement whilst watching himself on a video where he was 

communicating with the session bass player about his part (Trimester 2, Tutorial 9, 

15:48): 

Yeah, great … I think I look more animated than I thought … than I felt at 

the time. Like, I felt just chilled in doing it. It felt quite natural to talk to him 

… And then there was a boost … there was a big boost of adrenalin after it, 

almost like, I just sat down and was just like, “aw f%*#, I really did good just 

then! (Interview 4, September 24-26, 2018 SR) 

Forming a relationship and developing trust with Georgio empowered him to let go of his 

inhibitions to communicate. Even though this is a complex situation where every scenario 

would be different depending on the individual student, it seems educators can help to 

address issues of social anxiety through the development of professional relationships 

with students. This would promote trust between both parties so that the educator may 

probe for solutions. 

Thom also stated that his communication problems throughout the year stem from a 

medical history of being diagnosed with Asperger syndrome. This disorder affects a 

person’s ability to effectively socialise and communicate. However, similar to Georgio, 

a professional relationship was nurtured with Thom so discrete discussions could be held. 

By using the right encouragement in the tutorial (Trimester 1, Tutorial 4, 19:56–21:08), 

Thom’s communication improved greatly, as was noted by his peers (see semi-structured 

Interview 2 and Focus Group 2). Thom also watched some video footage of his 

interactions including the video example above: 

Thom: Very awkward and I was trying too hard … 

Researcher: When you watch that, what can you take from that now? 

Thom: Oh, I can take that I actually should tell artists, “oh, maybe you 

should do this” instead of bottling it up and then being like, 

“f%*# you!”. (Interview 4, September 24-26, 2018 SR) 

Thom discussed his social engagement for quite some time after the interview was over; 

it seems a duty of care is necessary between educators of music production and their 

students. It was under my supervision that these people engaged in music-making 
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scenarios where they learned a lot about themselves and this can potentially manifest 

some emotional collateral damage to the student. The educator, if approaching music 

production pedagogy in this way, needs to identify potential at risk students and do all 

they can to ensure the students’ health and wellbeing during the learning process. 

6.6. Data 1b: Post-survey of all students. 

The post-survey data collection was designed to compare students’ perceptions of skill 

ability with the pre-survey and investigate students’ interpretations of learning; the post-

survey questions are attached at Appendix H. Fifteen students out of a possible 21 

completed this survey. However, when doing this analysis, a limitation in the 

methodological design was identified. Music Production 2 was not a compulsory subject 

and as a result, the student population consisted of fewer numbers than Music Production 

1. However, the students of Music Production 2 are students who took part in Music 

Production 1 and therefore, even though this is not ideal, some group comparisons 

seemed relevant but were perhaps not as specific as first intended. As mentioned in the 

methodological chapter, direct comparisons between individual student’s surveys were 

possible because of two identifying questions in both surveys. 

The comparison of the quantitative data regarding the students’ roles uncovered a marked 

increase in the roles that students identified with as compared to the pre-survey. As shown 

in Figure 6.5 and Figure 6.6. 
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Figure 6.5 Student roles pre-survey 

 

 
Figure 6.6 Student roles post-survey 

 
In the post-survey there is an increase from 79.3% to 93.3% of students who identified 

themselves as songwriters and an increase from 48.3% to 80% of students who identified 

themselves as producers. When individual responses were analysed six of the fifteen 

students who engaged in both studies included the addition of either songwriting or 

producer as a new role in the post-survey responses. This data suggests that several 

students who completed both tutorials identified with more roles following the 

pedagogical experience than when they started and as such students have broadened their 

creative practice skillset. The comparison of students’ perceptions of skill ability showed 
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negligible change. The only two skills that showed any significant difference (good or 

bad) were critical listening and engagement with emotional transference; these went up 

as shown in Figure 6.7 and Figure 6.8 below. 

 
Figure 6.7 Post-survey results of critical listening 

 
 

 
Figure 6.8 Post-survey results of engagement with emotional transference 

 
The students’ perceptions of their critical listening skill increased with 46.7% of the 

student population feeling they were very good at critical listening as compared to 31% 

of the pre-survey. This was confirmed within individual participant’s comparisons where 

six of the fifteen respondents confirmed they felt they had improved at critical listening 

over the course of the year. With regard to engagement with emotional transference, 

66.7% of students believed they had acquired a level of very good as compared to 48.3% 

of the pre-survey as shown in Figure 6.8. 
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The last closed question asked students to select what they felt was the optimum number 

of participants in a music production tutorial similar to the one they had been engaged in. 

Students suggested that numbers ideally would be between 5-10 students, as shown in 

Figure 6.9 below. 

 
Figure 6.9 Tutorial numbers recommendations 

 
The current numbers in Music Production 1 and 2 are capped at 15 students and this is 

something that will be discussed in the findings chapter and considered for future 

iterations of the tutorial. 

6.6.1. Open questions 

Students were first asked to unpack their personal learning journeys and there were many 

reflections regarding improvement: 

In my journey, I’ve learned that it’s alright to not do everything. These classes 

have taught me a lot about different processes of creating a song and that’s 

been invaluable. I started out very shy when communicating with other 

musicians, and was reluctant to state my opinion for the fear of being 

ridiculed. Now I don’t really care about that and I feel that my ideas are 

worthwhile putting forward. (Student response, post-survey). 

I feel the music production classes were very beneficial for me, if not the most 

out of all the courses in BPM. I started with very minimal production and 

studio knowledge and found certain aspects of what was taught leaked into 
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my everyday learning ie emotional engagement, how to communicate with 

different people, production mapping and general process. I now feel I can 

produce a song without the need for co-production from somebody more 

experienced. (Student response, post-survey) 

Many of the student responses to this question reiterate a positive experience regarding 

learning. However, there were some negative descriptions as well: 

I did feel the classes incredibly difficult to engage in a lot of the time as my 

musicality and technicality levels and knowledge are a lot lower than the 

people around me, so I felt my contributions a lot of the time were not very 

relevant or sometimes felt they were not really listened to. (Student response, 

post-survey) 

It must be remembered that students arrive at a learning experience with various skill 

levels and it is easy for the educator to gravitate and engage with the highly skilled. 

However, monitoring should occur to ensure all students receive an equitable learning 

experience. 

One of the open questions targeted the option of having 4-hour tutorial times (instead of 

2-hours) for some recording sessions and this was met with positive responses: 

It was a good time frame, particularly when recording. I would support 2-

hour tutorials followed by 4-hour sessions it gives time to learn the theoretical 

and then properly put it into practice in a real world scenario. (Student 

response, post-survey) 

Students collectively reflected that the assessment items were suitable and linked to 

professional practice: 

The assessment was totally relevant and just really became practice of what 

we were doing in class (which was then applied in life practice anyway). It 

also helped to delve into production … to develop understanding in a deeper 

way. (Student response, post-survey) 

The tracker assessment gained the most positive critique responses from students: 
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I definitely thought the designed assessment tasks were of value, especially 

the tracker assessment. I personally, as a singer/songwriter found it very 

useful to discuss and explore the tracker assessment, as it introduced and 

allowed me to practise more top line writing which is something I want to 

carry on doing after university. (Student response, post-survey) 

Students were asked of the tutorials’ influence on their practice in general: 

Every session I’ve had since these classes has 110% been impacted by the 

practices of the tutorials. These classes have helped me develop invaluable 

habits and techniques to apply in everything—including things like 

engagement, critical listening, leaving your ego at the door, using comp 

sheets, counting bar numbers, reading people’s body language—the list is 

almost endless. (Student response, post-survey) 

My external sessions were definitely impacted by what I have engaged with 

in the tutes, especially with the tracker assessment and my practice of top line 

writing…. I also thought these tutorials transformed my mentality and 

thinking, to think like a producer instead of just a singer/songwriter. (Student 

response, post-survey) 

It seems there are elements in the tutorial design that are beneficial for student transition 

to professional practice. Students were also asked to speculate how the tutorial experience 

could be improved. The overarching critique of the tutorial experience was class numbers: 

More time with more intimacy (fewer people) would produce a higher level 

of engagement. (Student response, post-survey) 

The class numbers critique requires contemplation from many perspectives: student non-

attendance, having enough musicians in a class to facilitate a band recording, the dollar 

figure that is associated with student numbers per lecturer hour, and the university model 

in general being a commercial venture. When combined with high quality student 

engagement and learning outcomes this becomes a delicate balance to facilitate. 
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6.7. Data 4b: Focus Group 2 

The second focus group took place on October 29, 2018 (questions available at Appendix 

F). This was intended to be the final data collection method that would confirm the 

significant themes and domain clusters. To ensure the diversity of the data collection 

approach, stimulated recall activities were primarily used to inform the focus group 

discussions. First the students were played one of the tutorial feedback sessions 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 6, 09:30). They were then probed for their opinions on the relevance 

of feedback sessions in a tutorial: 

Georgio: Well that particular one was really chilled … Like, it’s talking 

about a stressful time but it’s chilled expressing it.… You 

know, everyone’s in there pretty open about it … they’re just 

sort of listening…. Also, I think over the year, more people 

chimed in consistently … 

Lennon: When we’ve had time to go away and kind of think about it 

and process what we did on that day … a lot more people were 

vocal about it ‘cause they didn’t feel it was like on the spot.… 

I find that for me personally, it’s like I just take longer to 

process things to figure out what I’ve actually learned … 

‘cause that … that’s just how … I operate as a person. (Focus 

Group 2: October 29, 2018, SR) 

The participants overwhelmingly supported the feedback session as a method for students 

to come together and reflect on what they did and how they learned. If tensions were high 

in the session (as was the case in many sessions) coming back to discuss things a week 

later may actually benefit the feedback session. There is value in nurturing the students’ 

voice in popular music production pedagogy, these findings are supported by works such 

as Brooman, Darwent, and Pimor (2015) and it is promoted here that students find their 

voice over time and when they feel comfortable within a group. These feedback sessions 

facilitated an environment where every student’s voice could be heard and to which all 

could listen and learn about the music-making process. 

Throughout this research, reference has been made to the value of learning from mistakes 

during music production creative practice (Hennion, 1989) and there were plenty of 
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examples of this happening during the tutorial experience. Participants were played some 

footage of a session (Trimester 1, Tutorial 5, 07:10–08:40) when technical issues got in 

the way of the music-making process and they were asked what it was like to try and learn 

from mistakes in a higher education context: 

Thom: Reflecting there and where I am now and just realising, ahh, I 

did learn a lot from my mistakes like you said ... I won’t do it 

like that next time ...  

Researcher: So, learning from mistakes is a big thing? ... 

Hayley: It happened to me as well in class. I can’t remember 

specifically but there were always a few moments that were 

challenging and you walk away frustrated and then you reflect 

on it and you’re like, “oh, well that’s why” and then you sort 

of learn and grow. (Focus Group 2: October 16, 2018, SR) 

It seems that even though mistakes can make the atmosphere of a class frustrating, once 

students learnt to reflect on their mistakes and identify them for what they were (a learning 

experience) these situations become valuable. This also promoted feedback as a positive 

pedagogical vehicle; it gave the students the opportunity to discuss and unpack what went 

well and what did not, and as such develop their learning through communicating about 

the musical experience. 

Throughout the tutorial delivery, students were constantly encouraged to engage in 

communication practices and, at the start, they were very passive in this regard. Therefore, 

participants were played a video where the educator asked a question and then sat there 

in silence until a student spoke up (Trimester 2, Tutorial 5, 23:25). The participants were 

asked to comment on this and whether it was a useful learning experience: 

Lennon: I think it’s just a confidence thing. The more you do it, the 

better you get at it … 

Hayley: We’re used to being guided. We were all sort of sitting there.… 

We weren’t gonna be the ones to engage and, um, spur on any 

sort of talk about it even though we all probably had thoughts 
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and we’re making, like, small comments. (Focus Group 2: 

October 29, 2018, SR) 

Thom commented about his engagement: 

Thom: Well, I was wondering what the f%*# I was lookin’ at the 

computer screen for. 

Researcher: Yeah, so you had your back to everyone … 

Thom: Yeah … 

Researcher: So, what … what can you take from that? 

Thom: I turn around a lot more. 

All:  [Laughter] 

BA: Yeah. You do now, hey. 

Hayley: You turn around. You’re a changed man! 

Elliot: Turned a new Thom! 

All: Laughter. (Focus Group 2: October 29, 2018, SR) 

The students’ laughter rejoices their support for Thom’s improvement with his 

communication. Student communication issues need to be considered early because these 

soft skills take time to develop and the educator needs to be intuitive to the needs of 

individuals and the group. Meaning, if students are communicating passively, perhaps the 

educator can apply moderate support to increase this engagement. Or alternatively, and 

similar to the 2018 experience, if students are not communicating much at all, the 

educator can stop talking until the students do. This is a more drastic approach but by 

confronting this issue early, with this particular cohort, students began communicating 

over time as their relationship with the group developed. 

Students were then played a video of themselves collaborating with songwriting 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 6, 21:19). This was an attempt to get the students to discuss how 

they engaged with creativity in a tutorial experience: 
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Hayley: It’s the little details and tweaks where you just need somebody 

else’s input sometimes … 

Lennon: That’s why Hayley needed to take control of that session 

because I was stumped with it … [what] we came up with 

together was just so much better than what I had. 

Hayley: And I wouldn’t’ve … been able to have written from scratch. 

It was cool to take your ideas as well, so it was a really cool 

process for everyone. (Focus Group 2: October 29, 2018, SR) 

The students’ comments above reiterated that there is strength in collaborative learning 

models, especially when students are engaging with practices that concern creativity. 

Similar to Christensen’s (2017) discussions on the usefulness of co-creation activities 

with rock musicians, the concept of a team or a collaborative hub seems to have given 

the participants the foundation to engage in creative practices because a collective effort 

draws on greater domain influences that can help shape the result (Thompson and 

McIntyre, 2013). Using humour in these situations also lightened any expectation on 

product manifestation, and a collaborative context facilitated more opportunities for 

humorous interjections that could nurture the vibe further. 

This same video (Trimester 2, Tutorial 6, 21:19) also allowed the turbo charged element 

of the educator’s role to be discussed because it was the catalyst that initiated the 

collaborative experience above: 

Researcher: So … puttin’ you under the pump [when I went], “go and do 

that, you guys”. It helped? 

Lennon: Yeah. Well I know that if … if you hadn’t pushed us to do it, 

I would’ve been banging my head against a wall for hours at 

home … 

Researcher: So, what do you think would’ve made you guys go, “you know 

what? We need to go in the other room and do that” rather than 

me saying, “hey guys, go in there and do this”? 
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Hayley: Or it would’ve taken us longer. I feel like there would’ve been 

a lot of beating around the bush, like, “what should we do? …” 

Elliot: Yeah … I do think having those pushes and … in … almost 

like showing us different ways that production sessions can go, 

‘cause we … didn’t really know that this was a possibility … 

if this was the most effective way and it clearly worked quite 

well. 

Hayley: Um … is it the, what is it turbo …? 

Researcher: Turbo-charged learning. 

Hayley: Turbo-charged learning. I think … you had prepared us 

enough throughout the past few weeks and months … with the 

tools and confidence … but sometimes we did just need that 

extra push … 

Researcher: You needed that turbo to kick in … 

Hayley: Yeah, and then we’re like, “oh yeah, of course, like, that makes 

sense, we’ll go and do that”. (Focus Group 2: October 29, 

2018, SR) 

Turbo-charged learning is a useful process with students once they have the skills and 

confidence to drive the learning process, and in this specific situation it helped to re-

establish a student-led process. In fact, in the later tutorials with the educator’s role being 

so passive and the student-led processes so abundant, students declared that it felt really 

good having ownership of the sessions: 

Hayley: You seem to have a good sense of when we’re comfortable and 

doing stuff. It’s good to almost forget that it’s a class in that 

sense of having the lecturer be away and we’re self-led and it 

feels like just a normal session … 

Georgio: Yeah, as time went on … if you walked in towards the end of 

the year, like, I’d … I’d go, “hey!” like an equal. 



193 

Researcher: … I was a singer in the last one. 

Hayley: [Laughs] Yeah. 

Hayley: … We knew we could rely on you when we needed … but then 

… you prepared us to not feel like we needed you all the time. 

Lennon: It was kinda nice not needing someone. 

Hayley: Yeah. 

Researcher: Is that showing you, you can do it? … So, me leaving 

sometimes, is that okay? 

Elliot: Oh, totally. 

Hayley: I think actually those last three weeks if you were to like [say], 

“I’m sick”, we’d all be like, “okay BA!”. 

Lennon: We’d be like, “we’ll catch you up next week!” 

[Laughter] 

Elliot: It … it extended to that point … by the end of it.… 

Hayley: Towards the end we’re like, “nup, we got this, BA” like …! 

Elliot: [Laughs] 

Hayley: Yeah [Laughs]. We were like, “nah, we’re fine!” 

Researcher: … Some of the comments were like, “why are you here?” 

Hayley: Yeah! 

Lennon: Don’t you have somewhere to be? 

[Laughter] 

Hayley: Yeah. Ha. Like, really? (Focus Group 2: October 29, 2018, SR) 
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Similar to Halkier’s (2010) work, the discussion above shows the joy the students have 

about becoming in control of the tutorial experience. The inclusion of laughter and 

overlapping speech is included in the data presentation to convey a sense of 

accomplishment by the students in this instance. They were obviously proud of their 

development as producers and thrilled they had the ability to acquire ownership of the 

tutorial in the latter stages, and this shined through in their speech patterns. However, I 

have alluded earlier to the complexity of the educator’s role in this situation: for the 

students to acquire ownership of the tutorial the educator had to release it. 

All participants were given some whiteboard markers for the final question of Focus 

Group 2 and were asked to do some word art that represented how music production 

should be taught in higher education. This exercise was a creative way for the participants 

to finish the data collection (see Figure 6.10). 

In essence, many of the words and phrases in this diagram represent the themes developed 

from the data analysis (listed below in Table 6.1). Of note in Figure 6.10 are some of the 

students’ artistic methods of subliminal messaging: the mono of monologue highlighted 

to infer the use of old school mono synths, and the words VIBE and TURBO CHARGED 

written in capital letters and in a way to portray a sense of atmosphere. These ideas will 

be contextualised within the ethnographic description in Chapter 7. 

 



195 

 
Figure 6.10 Focus Group 2: Word art of Higher Education Music Production Pedagogy 
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6.8. Generation of Domain Clusters 

There are many themes that have been generated during the analysis process. These were 

triangulated across the time-frame of the pedagogical delivery and have been embedded 

into the narrative of the data presentation and analysis chapters. These themes have been 

grouped together to generate some overarching domain clusters. The themes and the 

domain clusters can be seen below in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1 Themes and generation of domain clusters 

Themes Domain Clusters 

Intrinsic learning of music production hard skills from within diverse music production cultures  

1. The impact of 
diverse music 
production 
cultures. 

Understanding and learning the deeper and diverse connotations of communication, critical 
listening, engagement with emotional transference and psychological skills 

Developing soft skills  

Ensuring the correct balance of musicality and technological use to facilitate music production 
cultures that promote multi-skilled graduates 

The producer archetypes, the producers vision, and diverse music production cultures 
2. Student 

accountability 
and 
engagement 
with the 
professional 
world. 

Engaging with profession-based activities and industry professionals in and out of the 
classroom 

Nurturing the vibe within a higher educational context 

Importance of production knowledge tradition to inform creativity 

Engaging with creativity and the subjectivity gap in many contexts—practical and cognitive.  

Dealing with conflict as part of creativity 

Accountability: individual, group, how you practise is how you play 

Formal instruction can be used to solidify student knowledge  

3. The educator’s 
role 

The importance of class mode, feedback sessions, and monologues 

Turbo-charged learning 

Student-led frameworks and student ownership of the tutorial 

Developing relationships and breaking down the educator/student dynamic 

Collaboration increases learning productivity 

4. Learning 
occurs in many 
ways 

The students’ social development as people, getting to know their strengths and weaknesses 

How students feel they learn and learning roadblocks 

Elements that promoted learning 

The importance of the lexicon used and the use of humour 

Making mistakes is ok 

Learning is implicit and tacit 

Learning and unlearning 

The shape of high quality higher education music production cultures 

The development of life skills 
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6.9. Conclusion 

Chapters 5 and 6 have presented the data that was collected during the ethnographic case 

study and some analysis that linked back to the literature. The data collection processes 

nurtured the music-making practices and the analysis has uncovered some important 

considerations for music production pedagogy. In both trimesters students agreed that 

music production should be learned as a holistic practice, from both sides of the glass, 

where all elements (musical and technological) are happening together. This included the 

use of music production cultures and modern music making contexts because they 

provide the necessary landscapes in which student will work. The importance of the song 

was highlighted as a meeting point for many different skills, practices, and decision 

making processes. There was also value accredited to the inclusion of an intuitive 

educator, and all these elements highlighted the many ways that promoted learning. The 

organisation of these themes within domain clusters will now be used in Chapter 7 to 

inform responses to the research questions and the subsequent ethnographic description. 
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Chapter 7. Findings 

7.1. Introduction 

The findings presented below are the result of a collective perspective that includes both 

the students’ and the researcher’s discoveries during the pedagogical case study. To frame 

this chapter, the sub-questions will be addressed by discussing the domain clusters and 

their related themes. This is intended to lay the foundation necessary for a response to the 

primary research question within a description that depicts the music production cultures 

and ethnographic landscape that were present during the pedagogical case study. To 

conclude, a list of schema that may be useful in the development of effective higher 

education models of popular music production are presented. 

7.2. Sub-question 1: What pedagogical approaches are 

useful for the students’ acquisition of diverse skills 

and practices in music production? 

The challenge in the context of the BPM was to provide an equitable and holistic learning 

process in diverse music production skills and practices for both technologically and 

musically minded students. Music production skills are broadly grouped into three main 

areas that include musical, technical, and socio-cultural skills (Thompson, 2019)—and 

pedagogy in this area needs to target all of these. The data analysis process has illuminated 

how these skills were being learned by the students in the BPM. 

Similar to a musician who decides to learn the electric guitar by practising every day, it 

would be easy to assume that the more someone engages with a skill, the better they will 

become (Meinz & Hambrick, 2010). However, learning in music comes not with 

repetition alone but also from the acquisition of an understanding of the context within 

which that skill or practice is being engaged. A guitarist is considered virtuosic because 

of their technical skills but also because of their knowledge of and interaction with a 

certain style of music—their stylistic context. Similarly, the students of Music production 

1 and 2 were developing their skills through repetitive application, but the skills were also 

informed by an engagement with diverse music production cultures. Skill application in 
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these situations became explicit to the song, the social context, and the music-making 

experience itself. The first sub-question, therefore, can be responded to using Domain 

Cluster 1: The impact of diverse music production cultures. 

7.2.1. Learning explicit skill application 

When the students engaged with various skills from within diverse music production 

cultures, the skills were explicitly informed and could be used to shape the musical result. 

As Haley suggested “you’ve gotta look at the big picture but you can’t attack it that way 

… I think you need to also focus on each thing”. (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018). This 

approach manifested a situation where Bell’s (2016) hard skills like sound engineering 

were learned on a more explicit level. 

Specific elements of a music production culture, for example the genre, a female singer 

as opposed to a male, the song’s meaning, and the creative practice being used, informed 

sound engineering practices, microphone selection, the type of equalisation required, or 

how hard to compress a specific sound. Learning sound engineering in this landscape 

became a process of why a producer would do something for a musical or emotional result 

as compared to how to do something. Without this stimuli, sound engineering instruction 

becomes a how to use equipment type approach. The students of Music Production 1 and 

2 learned about becoming musically skilled sound engineers and how engineering can 

happen seamlessly so as to promote the fluid social landscapes necessary for music-

making. They learned the detrimental effects of technical mistakes and learned to 

communicate as sound engineers. This is evident across the scope of the case study from 

the first tutorials where students engaged with historical sound engineering applications 

like Les Paul overdubbing (Trimester 1, Tutorial 3), and live recording (Trimester 1, 

Tutorials 5, 8), through to the synth session (Trimester 1, Tutorial 9), and third party 

mixing (Trimester 2, Tutorials 4 and 5). These experiences culminated in student 

development similar to Thom’s revelations that he “turns around more” to communicate 

with musicians, when engineering (Focus Group 2: October 29, 2018, SR). As such, 

learning became more of a cognitive, musical, and social awareness of the practice of 

sound engineering and when considered this way, sound engineering became more than 

a hard skill. This type of learning places particular importance on the diversity of musical 

genres that are used in the pedagogical context so as to engage students with the realities 
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of many types of music-making and encourages them to understand all that sound 

engineering can offer the music and the artist. The participants of Music Production 1 and 

2, by nature of immersion in the tutorial process and diverse music production cultures, 

were prompted to learn what it meant to be a multi skilled and musically aware sound 

engineer practitioner. 

7.2.2. Songwriting, programming and emotional engagement 

Similar to sound engineering, when students were immersed in the online and remote 

cultures of the tracker process they learned to apply their songwriting and programming 

skills in a way that was reactive to, and informed by, the culture they were immersed in. 

This included the realities of online collaboration and the dominant use of the DAW in 

the writing process. As one student wrote: 

I learned more about my approach to collaborating, top line writing, and my 

songwriting in general. I’m used to writing songs on piano, so this helped me 

get out of my comfort zone and write over a track that has been produced. 

(Student response tracker survey) 

This expanded the students’ use of songwriting and programming skills into uncharted 

territories, but it was informed by the culture they were engaged within. Songwriting also 

intertwines with emotional engagement; by writing, producing, recording, mixing, and 

critiquing many songs from diverse music production cultures students experienced the 

depth of practice that is associated with songwriting and were prompted to engage with 

emotional transference on many different levels. Emotional engagement was specifically 

targeted in Trimester 1, Tutorials 5 and 10; and Trimester 2, Tutorial 2 and 10. As a result, 

students began to understand that emotional engagement is ubiquitous during music 

production and goes hand in hand with the cultures of music-making. As Haley suggested 

“emotional engagement is there always and like I guess ties to your communication more 

than just being a separate thing” (Interview 2, April 24, 2018). 

7.2.3. Critical listening and musicality 

Students were also challenged by the need for a greater depth of understanding and 

engagement of critical listening. The journal notes from the first tutorial declared “it is as 
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if the students’ critical listening abilities are purely related to sonics and sound 

engineering” (Journal entry, Tutorial 1, February 28, 2018). The students’ discussions 

confirmed this because the pedagogical experience enabled them to realise “how deep 

something was” and that a self-realisation like “oh I’ve only reached this level” (Elliot, 

Interview 2, April 24, 2018) could inspire more growth in this area. Students began to 

understand the complexity of critical listening whilst they undertook many different 

creative practices. These included pre-production (Trimester 1, Tutorial, 7), where 

listening to references informed their aural library; collaborative songwriting (Trimester 

2, Tutorial 6), where lyrical phrasing was important for melodic design; and mixing 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 5), where musical automation rides did much to increase the 

perceived dynamic movement and emotion of the song’s production. Musicality is 

intrinsically linked to critical listening and the large amount of musical performance that 

was undertaken throughout the pedagogical delivery immersed students in a context that 

developed their understanding of performing, listening, and working with musicality. 

These are deep engagements with the practices of critical listening and musicality and 

they were facilitated within diverse music production cultures. 

7.2.4. Communication and psychological skills 

Communication and psychological skills were also learned as a form of practice from 

within diverse music production cultures. For example, students experienced the social 

contexts that a mixing session manifests as compared to a lead vocal session; they learned 

that these require different psychological approaches to communication. Mixing is often 

a solitary process that sometimes requires feedback from the band, or the record company 

(Mixerman, 2010); in comparison, lead vocal sessions nurture one individual—the singer. 

The type of music also often influences the social realities of the music production 

culture: differing lexicons will be used during a Hip Hop lead vocal session as compared 

to a Heavy Metal lead vocal session. These are reactive to the subject matter of the song 

but also the idiosyncrasies of the individuals involved, how they talk, what they talk 

about, and the words that they use. Music Production 1 and 2 engaged students with 

diverse music production cultures and students used a range of communication and 

psychological skills (Trimester 1, Tutorial 10 and Trimester 2, Tutorial 5 for example). 

This approach developed the adaptability of the students’ communication skills, they 

learned to communicate with an array of people in different situations rather than focusing 
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on an element of communication like asking questions. These are profession-based 

music-making contexts and the students’ accomplishments in this area are epitomised by 

Lennon’s comments: “I reckon I’m good at altering … figuring out how they 

communicate and then kind of lending myself to that so you’re not on two different pages” 

(Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018). The students’ perceptions of learning the skills of music 

production represented a deeper understanding of the skills as compared to developing an 

expert ability in their application. This fundamental perspective is an aspect for 

consideration in future popular music production pedagogical models. 

7.2.5. Learning soft skills 

Diverse music production cultures encouraged the students’ interaction with King’s 

(2016) human perspectives. These are processes like decision making and artistic touches 

and are similar to soft skills (Bell, 2016) which require time to develop proficiency. The 

students of Music Production 1 and 2 utilised these soft skills when deciding on 

technological setups; there were important decisions to be made regarding the agency that 

technology affords the producer. For example, regarding the DAW King (2016) writes: 

The ability to capture multiple takes of the same performance by an 

instrumentalist in isolation and making the decision later can be perceived in 

both a positive and a negative light. Increasing the number of options 

available does allow for non-destructive editing… However, the locus of 

control would seem to pass from the performer to the engineer. (p. 47) 

These are artistic decision making processes that students were subjected to, for example: 

live recording workshops in Trimester 1, Tutorials 5 and 8, as compared to the synth class 

in Trimester 1, Week 9. In these situations, the technology that students used and how 

they used it affected the artistic touches of their music. These decisions were imperative 

and often hard and soft skills were interrelated and students learned to “manage the 

interface between music and machine, art and technology, with a sensitivity to musical 

expression guiding their own technical performance” (Zak, 2001, p. 168). The students’ 

reflections on these classes within the interviews (Lennon, Interview 2, April 24, 2018) 

and the focus groups (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018) suggested it was an engagement 

with technology, creativity, conflict, and decision making that bridged the tutorial to 

professional practice. For example, the students suggested the synth session felt real 
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because it was self-directed and trial and error based. Students just “did stuff”, and were 

“chatting, throwing around things”, and as a result students felt they were taken seriously 

and this resulted in a positive experience (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018). As a result, the 

students developed a deeper understanding of these soft skills, the often trial and error 

nature of them, and their utility in music production. 

7.2.6. Collaborative learning frameworks 

Participants also found that collaborative learning frameworks benefitted their acquisition 

of music production skills and their engagement with creative practice. Co-creation 

(Christensen, 2017) helped to promote an equitable pedagogical approach for 

technologically and musically minded students in the same cohort. The both sides of the 

glass perspective and the diversity of students’ skills (musical and technological) 

promoted the development of a collaborative hub. This collaborative ideology bonded 

students and manifested an environment in which on numerous occasions participants 

suggested they had “become more of a team” (Hayley, Interview 2, April 24, 2018). 

Student accountability was increased because of this and learning was promoted in both 

group and individualised contexts. It is a finding of this research that the problematic area 

of educating both technologically and musically minded students in music production is 

nurtured by approaching music production pedagogy from a holistic perspective, that is, 

from within diverse music production cultures. 

7.2.7. Prior learning and learning via immersion 

The prior learning (Lebler & Carey, 2008) that students brought to the tutorial was 

importantly diverse. As such, students could rely on others for the skills in which they 

were lacking. For example, Georgio states: “Sound engineering, we would’ve been like 

screwed had we not known what we learnt in previous years about that” (Georgio, Focus 

Group 1, May 29, 2018). The participants also suggested they learned by watching their 

fellow students engage in some practices that they were not necessarily skilled in. Zak 

(2001) writes that “the interplay between different participants’ sets of skills and points 

of view can be as much a source of creative energy as the skills themselves” (p. 163). 

Similarly, students of Music Production 1 and 2 acquired knowledge about certain skills 

and practices by watching others. Lennon stated, “It was really cool sitting back and 
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watching it all happen ‘cause you can take heaps in that way” (Focus Group 1, May 29, 

2018). By placing students like Hayley (who was not strong in sound engineering) in a 

music production culture, she learnt about sound engineering via immersion in the 

process, being around it while it happened promoted “just little moments like that where 

you’re just thinking outside the box, like sound engineering creatively was also really 

cool” (Hayley, Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018). These collaborative environments 

informed students of the interconnectedness of the skills of music production. Georgio 

commented how he learned that high quality sound engineering affected a performance 

“it made her go, “ahh”, you know, was like playing better, singing better” (Georgio, Focus 

Group 1, May 29, 2018). Students of this study engaged in their strengths and learned 

about their weaknesses via immersion, and this approach proved suitable as a framework 

for learning popular music production. 

This research therefore hypothesises that many useful approaches to learning music 

production skills and practices are encapsulated within the students’ word art diagram 

from Focus Group 1 which is presented in Figure 5.6 (p. 149) as a higher education music 

production culture. This diagram represents the students’ interpretation of a learning 

experience where many concepts were learned collectively within diverse music 

production cultures and by understanding how they influence each other. Explicit and 

deeper learning ensued because of this approach. 

7.3. Sub-question 2: How can music production 

professional practice inform higher education 

pedagogical frameworks so they connect to the 

music industry? 

The literature and the data collection have highlighted the importance of bridging the 

pedagogical experience to professional practice. Yet the way this bridging is facilitated is 

intriguing to consider. One method that was instrumental in achieving this bridge is 

represented in Domain Cluster 2: Student accountability and engagement with the 

professional world. 
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7.3.1. Student accountability 

Student accountability has become a primary theme, but whether students became 

accountable or not eventually came down to a decision by the student (Lennon, Interview 

3, July 9-10, 2018). However, there is much that can be gained from using profession-

based activities and contexts to encourage student accountability. Students became 

accountable when the tutorial activities resembled professional practice; the overarching 

context of this thesis from both sides of the glass enabled professional applications 

because it placed hierarchy on creating music rather than lessons on using technology. 

Students also valued a diverse range of creative practices that they could integrate into 

their external music-making. These activities included historical approaches to music 

production (live recording, Les Paul overdubbing, and the use of analogue tape) as well 

as modern applications like the tracker process and third party mixing. Additionally, 

students engaged with every procedural step of music production of both acoustic and 

electronic music production processes from the cognitive beginnings of songwriting and 

pre-production through to recording and mixing. This is a very pertinent point because it 

is imperative that the affordances of both acoustic and electronic music producers be 

included within pedagogical designs as these bear great relevance to the professional 

world (J. Bennett, 2017; Thompson & Stevenson, 2017). 

7.3.2. Profession-based pedagogical concepts 

When students felt they were engaging with profession-based activities, they liked to 

measure themselves against this to see if they were ready for transition into the music 

industry (Elliott, Interview 4, September 24-26, 018). This took place when external 

professionals (session players) came into the tutorials and students could employ their 

learned skills within a profession-based context. In the three classes that involved outside 

musicians, the students could be seen jamming, discussing their parts, and communicating 

as if the session was a professional situation. This is a very different scenario as compared 

to inviting industry practitioners to discuss their practice with students who could then 

copy them (Zagorski-Thomas as cited in Bell, 2018). It is suggested here that deeper and 

more beneficial learning occurs when students work alongside professionals; far more 

can be learned in this practice-based context. By asking external professionals to engage 

in the tutorials, the actuality of working in the music industry is experienced by students. 
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In this scenario students make decisions, react to music-making situations, their 

accountability is tested, and they associate a feeling of professionalism with their practice. 

This can be very beneficial because as Elliot stated “It’s a test of whether we’re actually 

professional or not” (Interview 4, September 24-26, 018). 

The producer’s vision, the aural library, and the producer archetypes (auteur, innovator 

and craftsperson) were specific cognitive and ideological tools used in the tutorials to 

promote pedagogical learning journeys. Once students were introduced to these, many 

suggested they infiltrated their external music-making activities. Georgio stated “I use 

those terms in any creative conversation that I’m having, whether it’s in a session or out 

of a session or just talking about concepts” (Interview 4, September 24-26, 2018). In 

particular, these approaches laid a framework within which students could engage with 

their subjectivity gap (Cumming, 2000) in and out of the classroom. The concepts of a 

producer’s vision, an aural library, and the producer archetypes represented an 

explanation of the cognitive processing necessary in music production and allowed 

students to experience how many producers engage with music production creativity in 

the professional world. 

7.3.3. Experiencing creative conflict 

Through their interaction in the tutorials, students experienced the conflict that is 

interrelated with creativity and engaged with this on two levels: 1) a cognitive process 

where decisions are processed internally (Trimester 1, Tutorial 6; and Trimester 2, 

Tutorials 1, 2 and 7), and 2) a practical and social process where decisions were made 

with others (Trimester 1, Tutorials 1-5, 7-11; and Trimester 2, Tutorials 3-6, 8-11). This 

was also discussed in Focus Group 2 where Hayley and Lennon suggested that “little 

details and tweaks” from somebody else were important in helping creative processes 

when an individual was “stumped” (October 29, 2018). 

Throughout the tutorial series the students experienced positive and negative creative 

conflicts and both of these were useful to them. These activities developed the students’ 

understanding of music production creativity (Thompson, 2019) and how professional 

practitioners engage with creative conflict, and this knowledge inspired students to 

engage with it more which resulted in an increase in their accountability. This is 

exemplified by journal comments towards the end of Trimester 2 that suggested students 
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were resembling professional practitioners: “There was so much they did today that was 

really just a recording session” (Journal entry, Trimester 2, Tutorial 10, September 19, 

2018). 

7.3.4. Original material 

The importance of bridging the pedagogical experience to the professional world is well 

documented throughout this thesis, and to achieve this, activities like the producer’s 

vision, producer archetypes, music production creativity, and the conflict that is 

associated with music production all rely on one commonality: the use of original 

material. Original music requires the producer to consider a piece of music that has never 

been recorded before. This adds complexity to the music production process because it 

challenges the producer to interpret musical and sonic semiotic representations of a song’s 

meaning, design new listening expectations for the listener, and is a different engagement 

of music production than producing covers alone. These are imperative activities for 

students of music production to experience to promote their industry integration. The 

necessity for a wide range of original material also justifies the diversity of the student 

cohort (skills). Students of the BPM are songwriters, performers, engineers, producers, 

and programmers, and this proved to be an advantageous characteristic that promoted 

working with a diverse range of original material. 

7.3.5. Profession-based assessment items 

Assessment items can also encourage student accountability if the creative output is 

destined to be released into the industry. This was the case in both live recording 

workshops (Trimester 1, Tutorial 5 and 8). In these instances, student accountability 

definitely rose because they thought they were going to be associated with music that was 

going to be released to the public. Lennon’s comments confirmed this “if you wanna 

release that and use that, then people are gonna see it and you wanna put your best foot 

forward” (Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018). By associating a release ideology with some 

assessment items, students developed a sense of pride in the quality of their music. 

However, not all assessment activities should focus on producing release material. 

Sometimes it was important that assessment activities were specific learning journeys 

rather than projects for which the product was marked. The tracker assessment item is 
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one good example of this. This assessment item helped students develop a deeper 

understanding of current professional music production processes available to them, the 

realities of these processes, and subsequently students developed greater knowledge of 

the practice of music production. 

7.3.6. Group accountability 

Student accountability was specifically tied to an accountability to the group involved in 

the tutorial. A growing sense of loyalty to the collaborative hub or the team continued to 

increase as the classes transitioned through the learning experience. This concept 

resonates strongly with professional practice because it represents the collegiality formed 

by the people involved in the music production process. Producer Dave Jerden declares 

“there has to be a bond made between the producer, the band, and the engineer. It’s almost 

like a family, and you have to understand each other and establish trust (as cited in Zak, 

2001, p. 163). Over the course of 22 tutorials, students learned the importance of the trust 

Jerden mentions above, and as a result many became accountable to each other by the end 

of the tutorial experience. However, it was important for students to initially feel what it 

was like to not have that trust, to fail at first. Lennon discussed the lack of group 

accountability in some of the first tutorials “it was s*!t, it was rubbish, … We’re in third 

year. You know, that s*!t should not be happening by now” (Interview 2, April 24, 2018). 

Over time students became accountable to the group by taking responsibility for their 

roles so the music and the session would be nurtured. Hayley confirmed this by saying “I 

feel like everyone’s just sort of realised how important it is to … work together as a 

team…. We were just there to record music and do the song justice” (Interview 4, 

September 24-26, 2018). Much of this stems from the students’ individual accountability 

and this seems a much more complex issue. 

7.3.7. Individual accountability 

Individual student accountability, meaning accountability to themselves and their 

learning, is a much more difficult topic to unpack as it is personalised to the individual. 

Some students associated a stigma with higher education, they believed that the 

experiences were not real because they happened at a university. Subsequently, student 

involvement became detached because it is “just uni” (Hayley, Interview 1, February 27-
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27, 2018). This is a decision made by the individual student and it can affect their mindset 

when in learning environments. Therefore, it seems the environment of a university can 

exude a status of place that connotes instruction rather than a place of professional 

activity. Some students also declared that they had difficulty disassociating from their 

learning culture when they worked autonomously if their sessions were in the same rooms 

as their other classes. Their headspace was often negatively influenced by an association 

with the room where the pedagogy took place (Hayley, Interview 1, February 27-27, 

2018). However, regardless of all of the above, all primary participants of this research 

suggested that a student’s accountability in the end was attributed to a decision made by 

the individual. This may seem quite logical but there is much to consider here that 

influences a student’s decision on whether they are accountable, including the social 

influence of the greater university and individual student’s engagement with social media. 

7.3.8. The social influence of the greater university context and 

social media 

Georgio suggested that the social landscape of a university can provide aspects of bullying 

and harassment, or social situations that may flow over into the class room environment 

and have a negative influence on individual student engagement (Interview 1, February 

26-27, 2018). Yet some social elements (strained dynamics between individuals) proved 

useful as learning contexts and this is a landscape that needs to be monitored closely by 

the educator. It was also evident how mobile phones and the use of social media were 

distractions for students. However, this research also found that the use of social media 

chat groups benefitted the students by supplying the necessary communicative framework 

to prepare for upcoming sessions. Social media in this sense increased individual student 

accountability and this helped position student practices within the scope of the 

profession. 

7.3.9. How you practise is how you play 

This research tabled a catch phrase that encouraged positive student mindsets within the 

tutorial experience: How you practise is how you play. This phrase was brought up during 

a monologue and then consequently reiterated to students on a weekly basis for some 

time. By doing this it prompted the students to ask themselves: “do I want to be a 
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professional or do I want to be a hobbyist?” All students were encouraged to bring a 

professional ideology to the tutorial and to engage with this attitude (Trimester 1, Tutorial 

4, 08:46–10:32). This was firmly positioned as the responsibility of the student, some 

reacted well to this technique, others did not, and that in and of itself is a learning 

experience for students. Some students realised that they were just not cut out to be a 

popular music production professional, and if that is the case, this is a helpful learning 

experience for a university graduate. It clears the way for their future in other areas. 

7.3.10. Facing your fears 

Georgio stated “I think people just realised that they’re not gonna get anything out of it if 

they don’t make themselves accountable” (Interview 4, September 24-26, 2018). Georgio 

was a really good example of a student who so desperately wanted to be a music producer 

that he confronted his social anxiety and made the decision to not be fearful anymore. 

Georgio said that one day he had a realisation “f%*#, …why… why hold back?” 

(Interview 4, September 24-26, 2018). Georgio had previously mentioned the social 

connotations of university life and being concerned regarding other peoples’ perceptions 

of him and his opinions. So to become accountable to himself, Georgio decided to put his 

fears behind him, voice his ideas, and let things come as they may. This was a decision 

that Georgio made for himself, but can be a very difficult process for some young people 

to navigate. 

Students who engage with music production pedagogy often do not become accountable 

because of fear of what others may think. This thesis does not offer the scope to engage 

and appropriately explore the concept of fear and the data collection has not sought to do 

so. However, it is useful to mention that regarding creative practices like music, May 

(1975) writes that the individual who creates has “doubts as you and I have ours, yet has 

the courage to move ahead in spite of these doubts” (p. 21). McNiff (1998) expresses 

similar notions whilst writing positively regarding making mistakes: 

There is also a beneficial sense of humility that accompanies the making of 

mistakes. They remind us of our frailties and they deepen appreciation for 

more enlightened moments. Imagine what you would be like without your 

mistakes. What kind of person would you be if your errors were never pointed 

out to you? (p. 43). 
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When fear is combined with an attachment to ego a negative impact on creative music-

making processes can result. Bayles and Orland (1994) suggest a reason for this: “while 

others’ reactions need not cause problems for the artist, they usually do” (p. 37). In order 

for students to become accountable to themselves and engage with music production the 

students’ fear of other people’s opinions often need to be addressed. To combat this issue 

in the tutorial, students were instructed to “leave their ego at the door” and, with that, the 

need to be right. To assist Georgio, over time (before and after the interviews and in the 

halls after class) we had conversations and developed a professional relationship. As a 

result, he felt comfortable discussing his situation and positive affirmations were 

suggested to him. Subsequently, Georgio made the decision to become accountable to 

himself and faced his anxiety; he did this because he knew it was necessary if he wanted 

to produce music as a profession. Unfortunately, there are more examples of students not 

doing this than those who do, and as a result students deserve more assistance with this 

issue. 

Many of the above discussions have highlighted how the student experience can be 

bridged to the professional world by promoting student accountability. Other findings that 

respond to this are situated around Domain Cluster 3: The educator’s role. 

7.3.11. The educator’s role and student ownership of the tutorial 

If students perceive the educator as an industry professional, learning is promoted. This 

gains the students’ respect and promotes the validity of the pedagogy in the students’ 

minds (Thom, Interview 3, July 9-10, 2018). However, there is a delicate balance required 

by the educator so as to not base the pedagogical experience on their history or their 

preferred processes and practices. Students of this research respected educator instruction 

but revelled in situations when they obtained ownership of the tutorial experience because 

this transported them into the actuality of the profession. For this to occur, the educator 

had to release ownership, and this explains in one instance how the educator’s role can 

bridge the pedagogical experience to a professional context. Sometimes, the educator’s 

footprint needed to be strong to promote tutorial activity but sometimes the educator 

needed to become a music-making colleague, an observer, or even remove themselves 

from the tutorial completely because this allowed the students the freedom to engage, take 

control, and act like professionals. Student ownership of the tutorial manifested a greater 
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sense of student accountability and signature pedagogies (Shulman, 2005) resulted where 

students drove their learning within the actuality of the profession to which they aspire. 

7.3.12. The educator’s lexicon 

The educator can also use a lexicon that students relate to as popular musicians rather 

than a pedagogical language, or by over complicating discussions with verbose or 

obfuscated reasoning. Overindulging in technological discussions has a similar negative 

impact on popular music production pedagogical approaches because music production 

should prioritise the musical result, not the technology (Moylan, 2002). If the educator 

can spend some time to get to know the students and develop a lexicon that the students 

identify with, or identify as being the lexicon of someone who is professional, trust can 

be established and professional relationships developed. For example, the educator can 

use phrases that are part of the specific culture of recording like “let’s find the groove and 

sit in the pocket”, “can someone please program up a nice phat beat”, “hey let’s crank it 

and get some vibe flowing”. Using a lexicon such as this can locate the educator within a 

status of musician or industry professional and this is useful in pedagogical approaches. 

It is advantageous, then, if the educator is an industry experienced professional because 

the intuitive use of an appropriate music production lexicon is something that is learned 

via immersion in many music-making contexts with various types of people and social 

landscapes—by working in the industry. If the educator can use a lexicon that resembles 

this, student musicians relate this to the professional world and trust can be developed. 

Consequently, great communication and knowledge transference can ensue. There is 

evidence throughout many of the tutorial videos of this occurring. In the very first tutorial, 

sounds were used as words when describing musical feels (Trimester 1, Tutorial 1, 16:44–

19:50). In the monologues, discussions were centred on current industry related topics 

with words that were being used in the profession like the tracker process (Trimester 2, 

Tutorial 1, 02:46–09:00). Eventually some swear words were used as positive 

affirmations once it was certain all students in the class were comfortable with this 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 37:52–39:30 J). Humour was also used to transform the tutorials 

into music-production cultures and this balanced out pedagogical social standings, 

locating the educator as a peer, an engineer, or fellow musician (Trimester 2, Tutorial 1, 

08:45–11:00 J). Georgio stated “it’s like you became one of us” (Focus Group 2, October 
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29, 2018). Considered from a flipped perspective, this meant students could consider 

themselves as being on the educator’s level, an equal—professionals. This approach 

prompted students to consider themselves as capable professionals and examples of this 

in action are evident in many of the tutorials (Trimester 2, Tutorial 10, 08:30–10:15). 

7.3.13. Bridging to the professional world 

Towards the end of the tutorial series the educator’s role had regularly drifted into the 

background, relegated by the students’ ownership of the music-making process. The 

students often had an air of confidence about their abilities; they nurtured the vibe in the 

control room by using fairy lights, dimming lights, they communicated like professionals, 

they used humour, and if they felt it was appropriate they used swear words as positive 

declarations of musical achievements. They clearly had an understanding of the different 

ways that music could be manifested and they were engaging with the design of music 

production cultures so as to promote their intended outcomes. At many times the final 

tutorials felt like professional recording sessions. However, it was a cumulative effect of 

the tutorial experience regularly bridging to the professional world in many different, and 

at times subliminal ways that helped to accomplish this. 

7.4. Sub-question 3: What are students’ perceptions of 

how learning music production should take place 

within higher education? 

The students’ perceptions of learning music production are informed by Domain Cluster 

3: The educator’s role and Domain Cluster 4: Learning occurs in many ways. Elements 

of the educator’s role have been discussed within Sub-question 2 and many of these points 

have direct relevance to Sub-question 3 as well. However, during the data collection, 

students discussed various elements of the educator’s role that were both beneficial and 

detrimental to their learning of music production. 
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7.4.1. Pedagogical methods (educator) 

The diverse array of teaching methods used by the educator throughout the year moved 

from formal instruction, to supervised practice–based engagement, to the turbo-charged 

learning role, and eventuated to that of a musical colleague when students drove the 

process and their learning. As such, the students required a variety of educator-based 

instruction and the shape that this took was instinctively adapted by the educator 

depending on the musical context and student engagement. For example, when students 

were not experienced in a process, formal instruction was used (Trimester 1, Tutorial 11 

mixing). When students had some grasp of a concept, they were encouraged to undertake 

practice-based activities where the educator was a sounding board for practice (Trimester 

1, Tutorial 8, live recording assessment). Finally, when the students were confident and 

had established ownership of the tutorial the turbo-charged learning role was used and 

interjections were only present when the student-led process was breaking down 

(Trimester 2, Tutorial 10, lead vocal production). This approach worked well as Hayley 

stated “I guess I like that your classes are adaptable, like, if people need it … you’re there 

to support them if they want that, but you also give us the space when we want” (Interview 

4, September 24-26, 2018). The students’ perceptions have suggested that by being 

adaptive in delivery methods the educator can fulfil various roles as required, and this 

promotes students developing the confidence to drive the learning process. 

7.4.2. ‘Class mode’ and feedback sessions 

Class mode and feedback sessions were tutorial initiatives that students reflected upon 

positively in the data collection with regard to their learning. During class mode the 

educator would interject and halt the tutorial for reflection on learning before allowing 

students to re-engage. Hayley stated “It’s good when you [say] “okay, back to class 

[mode] for like a second” and then you like switch it off, like, intentionally doing that 

also really helps ‘cause then it’s like this is a class when it needs to be” (Interview 3, July 

9-10, 2018). Feedback sessions, where students would reflect as a group at the end of a 

tutorial, were also supported by all primary participants. Participants suggested that 

feedback sessions allowed them to engage, experience, and then process (Focus Group 1, 

May 29, 2018) as a group, and that great learning ensued during these group discussions 
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because other students’ experiences could be understood and contextualised (Focus 

Group 2, October 29, 2018). 

7.4.3. The student voice (peer learning) 

Class mode and the feedback sessions highlighted the importance of the student voice and 

how it was beneficial when many students could be heard as compared to dominant 

educator instruction. These findings resonate with Lebler’s (2008) discussions on peer 

learning and it was evident that popular music production students value feedback from 

each other (Georgio, Interview 1, February 26-27, 2018). Student driven feedback 

sessions are also supported by the work of Biggs and Tang (2007) who declare that getting 

students to reflect on what they have learned after prolonged engagement greatly 

increases the students’ retention of knowledge as compared to dismissing the students 

without reflection. Nurturing the student voice also deviated the tutorial away from any 

master/apprentice or educator/student model of instruction and this promoted the eventual 

student ownership of the tutorial. 

7.4.4. Monologues 

Participants commented that the educator’s use of monologues provided students with an 

understanding of what was expected from them so that they had the confidence to engage 

in the tutorial activities. This was particularly relevant in more advanced cognitive 

processes like the producer’s vision and the producer archetypes. Lennon stated “in the 

beginning I think we needed more of that [instruction], so we could learn … and then 

once BA kind of was in tune with us and … we’d learned a bit more, [he] backed off a 

little bit and then it became more of a self-led [process].” (Focus Group 2, October 29, 

2018). Monologues can also be used as descriptors of professional practice and this is 

important so students can aspire to these standards. However, it is important to heed 

Elliot’s concerns about monologue length and that tangents can be confusing and 

damaging to student learning. Again the work of Biggs and Tang (2007) suggests that 

students’ attention to low level spoken activity and learning drops off rapidly after 10 to 

15 minutes of engagement. As a result, it is recommended that monologues are a 

maximum of 10 minutes in length. 
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7.4.5. Disappearing act 

In various tutorials there were moments the educator physically left the room and the 

students suggested that they just kept on working and that there was a change of 

comfortability because this also removed a stigma of “What’s BA thinking?” (Trimester 

2, Tutorial 5, 11:05). Removing the educator at various times from the tutorial experience 

encouraged the students to take ownership of the tutorial and this prompted their self-

belief as professional practitioners. As such it is a useful tactic for educators to use and 

then reflect upon with students. However, it is important to consider the stigma mentioned 

above “what’s BA thinking?”. The educator should not influence the music-making 

process in this way because students should be considering their creative nuances, they 

need to engage with their subjectivity gap, they should not be considering what the 

educator may want within a production. This negative connotation is perhaps the by-

product of a prolonged strong educator’s footprint on the tutorial and considerations in 

this area can be instilled in educator preparations for pedagogical delivery. 

7.4.6. Turbo-charged learning 

This research has developed a new pedagogical approach labelled turbo-charged learning. 

This concept was greeted with 100% assurance by class members (Trimester 2, Tutorial 

11, 21:10–24:50 J) and primary participants (Focus Group 2) as to where the educator’s 

role had developed by the end of the tutorial experience. Students also confirmed that 

these practice-based kickstarts were very beneficial in getting the student-led process 

back on track. These are very different to class mode interjections (focused on learning), 

turbo-charged interjections are practice-based suggestions that are designed to kick start 

the music-making process back towards a profession-based context. Again, this only 

reinforces that the educator needs to be an experienced music producer so as to have the 

knowledge and confidence to suggest suitable musical, technological, or creative practice 

options. Turbo-charged learning is therefore tabled here as the penultimate process the 

music production educator can aspire to prior to complete student ownership of the 

tutorial experience. 
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7.4.7. Musical mentorships 

A recurrent theme throughout the data analysis was the responsibility the educator had to 

the wellbeing of students. For example, Georgio discussed his anxiety and Thom his 

Asperger’s. By asking students to consider their personal social challenges (as part of 

learning music production) there is an associated duty of care for which the educator 

needs to take responsibility. However, this duty of care can be shaped as a musical 

mentorship rather than counselling. Mentorships can be used to nurture the student 

through the music production learning journey and personal self-discovery process. Most 

of this mentorship can be done in the tutorial experience with subtle conversations like 

the ones had with Thom regarding communication with a singer who had a bad attitude 

(Trimester 1, Tutorial 4, 19:56–21:08). Then further conversations in hallways, on the 

way to class, or even after class are also useful to develop the learning process. The 

educator’s musical mentorship of students became an important part of the students’ 

learning; Georgio stated that these little conversations enabled him to build up the courage 

to face some of his personal issues and become a better producer (Interview 4, September 

24-26, 2018). 

Students also highlighted many negatives concerning the educator that could hinder 

learning, for example being too nice, coddling, or over-nurturing students was seen as 

detrimental. Students suggested they liked the hard realities of their inadequacies being 

portrayed to them even if that meant the educator needed to give them a kick up the rear 

(Focus Group 1 May 29, 2018). Because such reality checks could be processed and 

justified via reflection and students said the educator could at times represent a workplace 

boss so that students would not slacken their efforts (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018). It 

seems again that much of this engagement can be framed as a musical mentorship, where 

professional guidance like being a boss is much more valued by students than any over-

nurturing engagement. 

This thesis previously questioned how educators can constantly update their knowledge 

of that which should be considered as professional practice. In response to this, it has 

become evident that an engagement with mentorships affords the educator with an 

opportunity to listen to the students, talk about music, and take note of the music the 

students are inspired by. This allows the educator to gather an understanding of the 

musical styles and applications that are prominent and deemed current in the industry. 
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Music production education is a two-way street, from educator to student and student 

back to educator.  

7.4.8. Developing student-led pedagogical approaches 

Students’ perceptions of Music Production 1 and 2 suggested that many of the 

characteristics of the student-led pedagogical frameworks mentioned in the literature 

occurred in the tutorials and were beneficial. These included, peer learning (Green, 2006; 

Lebler, 2008), signature pedagogies (Shulman, 2005) and student as master (Lebler, 

2007). However, these pedagogies did just not happen immediately, and students 

described the significant role the educator played in their development. The educator was 

responsible for instilling confidence in the students via an intuitive, adaptive, and 

individualised approach that promoted the students’ belief in their abilities. Then the 

educator’s relegated engagement (or disappearing act) was the necessary secret ingredient 

for the fruition of student-driven frameworks to develop. Lebler (2007) supports this 

finding by suggesting that students “will need guidance from teachers who have a very 

important role but one that is quite different from the traditional role of performance 

expert and mentor. Teachers will need to … provide students with evidence of the benefits 

for them in engaging with the work of the master while still a student” (p. 207). 

7.4.9. Holistic pedagogical experiences that nurture personalised 

learning 

The pedagogical planning for Music Production 1 and 2 was not much different to 

previous years, yet the intricacies of engagement are diverse from year to year as a result 

of individual students’ affordances and needs. If the educator is immersed in the music 

production/learning culture as a participant, they can develop mentorships and 

professional relationships with students so as to understand their needs. This manifests a 

holistic pedagogical experience (where strategic goals, and outcomes are targeted) but 

also nurtures personalised learning. The educator, in this scenario, is situated at a 

viewpoint where they can witness improvement in student practice and work out when 

and how learning is occurring. During this case study ethnography has been useful to 

document these personalised learning experiences. Barton (2014) suggests that 
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participants often do not recognise the complexity of the change they go through, and it 

is the job of the ethnographer to do this. She writes: 

In the dual role of musician and ethnographer you make a strong connection 

with the people with whom you research and work with. It is a reflexive 

relationship or at least it should be. In a way the role of observer slowly 

morphs into participant and then initiation into being an accepted ‘member’ 

of the social/cultural phenomena being investigated. (2014, p. 15) 

As such, the popular music production educator can use ethnographic processes to inform 

their pedagogical engagement by becoming a participant observer of the music being 

made and the learning that is occurring. To further address Sub-question 3, this chapter 

now unpacks elements of Domain Cluster 4: Learning occurs in many ways. 

7.4.10. Collaboration 

Collaborative learning frameworks have previously been identified in this chapter as 

suitable for a technological/musical mix of students like the BPM. However, it is 

important to unpack more personalised descriptions of how participants felt collaboration 

influenced their learning. This question was posed to all primary participants in an email 

during the data analysis stage and participants’ responses were very positive and 

descriptive. Thom suggested that his interactions with a group helped him identify what 

he was doing right and what he was doing wrong. Hayley suggested she learned a lot in 

collaborative frameworks by watching others learn, picking up on things that she may not 

have if she was working individually. Lennon suggested that learning in a group setting 

allowed her to feel a sense of security in her learning, because the students were all in this 

together. Finally, Georgio highlighted the importance of communication between both 

sides of the glass, and suggested that group contexts illuminated parts of his 

communication process that needed to improve (Personal correspondence, November 1, 

2018). It seems on an individual level, by working and collaborating, participants 

gathered an understanding of how others work and this helped participants reflect on their 

own positive and negative attributes as music producers. This prompted knowledge of 

areas for self-improvement and positioned personalised targets for students to achieve 

before moving into the professional world. 
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7.4.11. Implicit and tacit accumulation of industry integrative 

abilities 

Many of the collaborative frameworks of Music Production 1 and 2 engaged the students 

with socially diverse cultures, and facilitated interaction with a wide range of 

personalities. Collaboration of this type developed students’ adaptability with varied 

communication and social skills (Focus Group 2) that prepared them for the realities of 

employment integration. Bartleet et al,. (2012) describe the important social attributes of 

multi-skilled portfolio musicians as disciplinary agility, social networking capabilities, 

enterprise, and career self-management. These attributes were all engaged with, 

discussed, and reflected upon within Music Production 1 and 2 and, as such, learning was 

often implicit and tacit (Eraut, 2000). Whilst they were immersed in diverse music 

production cultures and engaging with collaboration, whether the students realised it or 

not, learning industry integrative abilities was often a matter of consequence. 

7.4.12. Roadblocks to learning 

The participants felt there were roadblocks to learning that could be addressed. These 

included bad social habits that they had to unlearn (Thom, Interview 4, September 24-26, 

2018), unaccountable students in the tutorials, and class numbers that were too large. 

However, to facilitate diverse music production cultures within the tutorial cohort, often 

up to six band members were required and many technological designs had a large amount 

of equipment that required three engineer personnel to operate and a group to set up and 

pull down. In these situations, large numbers were necessary, yet, some students’ 

responses to the post-survey suggested class sizes under 10 were desirable. Perhaps this 

is understandable because students crave one-to-one critique of their process and music 

(mentorship). However, with the unpredictability of student engagement and some 

students not even showing up or being sick, it is regularly difficult to facilitate a suitably 

diverse array of music production cultures without at least 15 students enrolled in a 

tutorial. Perhaps smaller class numbers would be possible if the onus was placed on 

students to negotiate and organise the services of required musicians for large sessions, 

but this is problematic given the passiveness and lack of accountability shown by students 

in the early tutorials. The size of the control room and recording room (the pedagogical 

space) also requires consideration because the rooms in this case study are quite spacious 
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and can accommodate 15 students comfortably. However, additional planning can go into 

the design of certain creative practices like mixing and the tracker process where students 

suggested they would learn more in smaller group numbers (Trimester 2, Tutorial 4). 

Added to this discourse is the current corporate structure and commercialised nature of 

the university sector in many countries around the world. Lecturer to student ratios 

(financial considerations) need to also be considered and there is much to contemplate 

here on a case by case basis. 

7.4.13. Elements that enhanced learning 

Students also tabled many things that increased their learning. They suggested that when 

the tutorial resembled a class (at times), it was a good thing because it felt like a safe 

environment where mistakes could be made and the use of trial and error could be used 

to explore their creative process (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018). Students highlighted 

some terms that encapsulated high quality learning processes, and these were listening, 

engaging, doing, processing, making mistakes, and reflecting (Focus Group 1, May 29, 

2018). Lennon suggested sometimes she needed more time to process things and that 

having feedback sessions a week later was more conducive to constructive feedback on 

activities from the week prior (Focus Group 1, May 29, 2018). Students suggested that 

role playing (artist, producer, engineer) was an important aspect of learning in the tutorial 

experience, and that by doing so this promoted the team environment but also allowed 

students to focus on their particular role and this benefitted the final product (Focus Group 

2, October 29, 2018). This finding resonates with recent research by Thompson and 

Harding (2018) regarding the implications for using pop team modelling and role 

allocation to build learning environments for popular music students. 

The students of Music Production 1 and 2 have been listening to musical references for 

the past three years. When this is supported with suitable lecture content tacit knowledge 

transference takes place. Listening to references promoted greater student understanding 

of music production applications and subsequent aesthetic results, and this inspired their 

practice. This domain-based pedagogical approach resonates strongly with 

Csikszentmihalyi’s (2014) Systems Model and other pedagogical approaches that have 

already been developed including McIntyre et al’s (2018) Systems Centred Learning 

approach for media practice.   
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The students also highlighted the importance of the place that education occurs and that 

music production pedagogical studios need to resemble professional recording 

environments as closely as they can (as compared to learning environments), but the 

diversity of these are currently problematic. Elliot commented that he would prefer that 

universities utilise home studios, bedroom studios, electronic producer environments, 

along with traditional recording studios as learning environments (Interview 2, April 24, 

2018). This is of particular relevance because many music production students associate 

large format studios as antiquated environments that they may not engage with as part of 

professional activities. However, often the studio environment with which a producer will 

engage is determined by the genre and music production culture required, or due to 

financial limitations. Therefore, it is suggested that pedagogical learning environments 

use diverse production locations as selectable options for various music-making 

activities. This can be done in many ways, as it was in this study (utilising home studios 

for the tracker assessment). 

All students appreciated the fact that sometimes their practice-based activities were 

governed by a time limit as this replicated what happens in the professional world (Focus 

Group 1, May 29, 2018). However, the post-survey was quite conclusive that students felt 

tutorial lengths were sometimes too short to achieve desired artistic results and that 2-

hour instructional tutorials should be followed by 4-hour recording session tutorials. 

Students suggested that open discussions and feedback sessions with other students 

regarding tutorial-based creative activities allowed for reflection, understanding, re-

contextualisation of future possibilities and the subsequent development of students’ 

confidence with practical applications. As such, action learning (Biggs & Tang, 2007) is 

useful as a pedagogical framework for popular music production to encourage students 

to engage with creativity and bridge the learning experience to professional practice. 

7.4.14. Developing Life Skills 

It became very evident within the data collection and analysis that some of the biggest 

things students were learning were about themselves as social beings: 

BA: In this class, my job is to engage you with the actuality of doing 

music production but also to engage you with yourselves, who 

you actually are, what your strengths are and what your 
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weaknesses are as a social being. (Trimester 1, Tutorial 2, 

28:10) 

Students were learning a lot about their social qualities, whether they talk too much, 

whether they don’t talk enough, whether they can be rude, or whether they are just too 

passive. The passiveness of students was referenced continuously in the journal. 

However, by the last two classes that passiveness was not nearly as present. Students’ 

passiveness had a lot to do with what Harris (2010) calls the confidence gap and he 

describes this gap as being the link between fear and freedom—freedom in this instance 

being personal confidence. This is some of the greatest learning popular music students 

can do: learn to face the fear of who they are and to be confident with their engagement 

in music production. 

7.4.15. Active participatory learning 

Harris’ (2010) confidence gap ideas resonate with active participatory learning (Ciobanu, 

2017) which relies “not only on the cognitive skills of learning but also on the mental and 

emotional ones” (p. 167). Some of the students have clearly engaged with active 

participatory learning where “learning is a personal activity that belongs to the individual 

[and is] decisive in shaping the personality” (Ciobanu, 2017, p. 167). This also links to 

professional practice because it is similar to the introspective work that world renowned 

producers undertake. Producers like Rick Rubin have been known to proclaim the 

importance of developing a spiritual focus on one’s own sense of self (Hirschberg, 2007). 

It was clear that three of the primary participants, all of whom I had developed musical 

mentorships with, had done massive learning about themselves. They had used the tutorial 

experience, my mentorship, and this research to do so. It was as if they were enlightened 

about their strengths, their weaknesses, and where they wanted to go next in their lives. 

Thom is much more comfortable communicating in the studio now and is moving on to 

continue engineering and mixing as a profession. Georgio has taken positive action to 

confront his anxiety when making music, he is making plans to do honours and wants to 

become a music producer. Lennon was one of the BPM’s strongest songwriters, but she 

has decided that she wants to work in A & R. Lennon has realised she doesn’t want to 

perform and record her music, she wants to use her talents combined with her street-sense 

and engage with the life of a record company executive. These are things the students 
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worked out about themselves. Music Production 1 and 2 aspired to educate students about 

music production but it turns out students were developing life skills as well and charting 

their next steps towards employment, and perhaps this is some of the greatest learning of 

all. 

7.5. Addressing the main research question: How can 

effective learning environments be created for 

popular music production in higher education? 

To fully respond to the main research question, the terms effective and created require 

particular attention. Therefore, this ethnographic description investigates what classified 

as effective learning in the context of the case study and how it occurred. A summary 

then provides a list of schemas as suggestions of how these effective learning 

environments can be created. 

7.5.1. Effective learning environments 

What determines that a learning environment is effective? In the context of this research 

it was the perceptions of the students and educator that music production knowledge 

transference occurred. Yet, whilst unpacking the sub-questions, it became evident that the 

participants’ learning involved more than becoming proficient in the skills of music 

production, the deeper learning that occurred developed a greater understanding of the 

holistic practice of music production. The participants coveted the knowledge they had 

acquired about the art of producing popular music in many contexts and how to nurture 

the musical output, work with the people involved, and use technology appropriately. 

This was effective learning happening and it was exemplified in the participants’ word 

art diagrams (Focus Group 1, Figure 5.5, p. 148 and Focus Group 2, Figure 6.10, p. 195). 

The diagrams suggested the holistic practice of music production is best learned from 

within collaborative profession-based music production cultures where all aspects are 

interrelated and experienced in practice-based scenarios. 

H.S. Bennett (1980) attests a similar perspective with regard to learning to become a rock 

musician where a group collaborative experience is vital. He writes: 
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[T]he situations in which their music is created and performed and the 

meanings which come to be attached to the innumerable immediate events of 

their musical endeavors are, then the fundamental elements of knowledge that 

rock musicians share with one another. (p. 6) 

Bennett then goes on to suggest that musicians generate a collective definition of 

situations that they treat as real and therefore these become real. This also occurred 

within the diverse music production cultures with which the students engaged. Through 

practice-based engagement the students of Music Production 1 and 2 experienced and 

developed a collective understanding of the holistic practice of music production. They 

learned this from within three overarching concepts: surveying of the musical landscape, 

making music in different ways (diverse music production cultures), and explicit 

application of music production skills. Sometimes the tutorial engagement facilitated 

effective learning, sometimes it did not, but all of these moments illuminated what 

effective frameworks were. 

7.5.2. Surveying of the musical landscape: designing music 

production cultures 

The music producer firstly surveys the music production landscape prior to the making 

of music. This landscape is informed by any musical, technological, cultural, and 

commercial considerations and is an important part of the music production process. 

Students learned to do this; they often listened to each other’s music, surveyed who the 

artist was, their musical and artistic intentions, the intended emotive messaging of the 

song, and who the target audience was. Students also learned to interpret if there were 

any commercial considerations for the music and if genre connoted any specific 

characteristics. These considerations shaped the musical landscape within which they 

were intending to work, and are reflexive throughout the music production process. 

The concept of a producer’s vision was then used in the tutorials to gain a cognitive 

representation of the specific music production culture necessary for the song’s 

manifestation. The use of a producer’s vision nurtured the artistic, musical, sonic, and 

commercial characteristics of the recorded output. Students engaged with the concept of 

an aural library to inform their vision and all of these were in response to the musical 
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landscape they were working within. Following the educator’s guidance and 

encouragement through practice-based activities students learned the cognitive 

beginnings of music production (Trimester 1, Tutorial 6 and Trimester 2, Tutorial 7). By 

doing so, the students learned that understanding the musical landscape was an integral 

step to music production: it precedes the design of creative practice and sets the 

foundation for music production decisions following. 

Collaborative contexts also encouraged students to bounce their ideas off each other and 

the many pathways that one could choose became apparent. Sometimes it was important 

for students to learn the ramifications of selecting a poor pathway that resembled a 

metaphorical musical cliff face or marshy bog. They needed to experience how it felt 

working in these landscapes (the positives, the negatives) and this helped survey activities 

in the future. Yet students said it was comforting knowing they were in a team 

environment and that it was a safe place to stand up and say “I think we should go this 

way!” even if that meant it was a mistake. By surveying the musical landscape students 

learned to contemplate the kind of music they were about to make and this informed the 

required music production cultures that they would need. 

7.5.3. Making music in different ways: engaging with diverse 

music production cultures 

The students of Music Production 1 and 2 were encouraged to discover how to make 

music in different ways and this is exemplified by the diversity of creative practice and 

music with which the students engaged. These included: Pre-production, the tracker 

process, third party mixing, Les Paul overdubbing, lead vocal tracking, live synth 

tracking, programming, live band recording, and group backing vocals. In these 

situations, students learned how the affordances of technology influenced the intended 

artistic outcomes of the music and whether these were suitable for the musical landscape 

in which they were working. When the music required a historical sound, students learned 

to use vintage instruments and analogue technology; when students were doing lead 

vocals they focused on creative practice applications that best suited the singer (playlists, 

overdubbing, vocal comp sheets, or Auto-Tune). By using diverse creative practice 

scenarios, students learned that the way they made music manifested different musical 

outputs and therefore their music could be shaped to suit the contours of the musical 
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landscape. As a matter of consequence the students then learned which methods of 

creative practice were suitable for various musical landscapes that they aspired towards. 

Students also learned the importance of the social atmosphere during music production, 

the complexity of communicating with a wide range of individuals, and how humour and 

a suitable lexicon are useful in these landscapes. This helped nurture the vibe and students 

learned that this was as much a part of the music-making process as the recording itself. 

Often as part of this learning students noted when experiences negatively impacted on 

music-making. The social altercation between Thom and Elliot (Trimester 1, Tutorial 3) 

and the lack of rehearsals (Trimester 1, Tutorials 2 and 3) are good examples of this. 

However, considerable learning also came from these creative conflicts. 

The diversity in creative practices also pushed students outside their comfort zone and 

broadened their understanding of what music production actually entails as an intricate 

form of agency. This greater insight into music production was developed through a 

deeper understanding of the complexity of music production skills like critical listening, 

communication, and emotional engagement. The students’ experience of this was also not 

limited to one aspect; various original songs brought unique landscapes to consider—a 

rock recording, a folk song, or an electronic music production. By considering, designing, 

and undertaking many recordings, students learned how to build music production 

cultures in many different ways so as to conform to the musical landscape. The 

expansiveness of the practice was opened up to them and if they became accountable they 

learned much about diverse music production. 

7.5.4. Explicit application of music production skills: bricks and 

mortar 

The participants engaged with many applications of music production skills that were 

informed by the music production cultures. For example, the musicians of the tutorials 

engaged with a variety of performance applications that were inspired by the style of 

music. This is exemplified in the tutorial series by the diversity in drum performances 

that were necessary: from blues rock (Trimester 1, Week 2), to a Beatles cover (Trimester 

1, Week 3), to country cross over (Trimester 1, Week 8), to a blues infused big band style 

(Trimester 2, Week 9). Subsequently the sound engineers of Music Production 1 and 2 
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were tasked to craft diverse sonic textures for each of these recordings and the whole 

student body was enticed to engage with musically, socially, and emotionally-informed 

music production skill applications. Therefore, within specific music production cultures 

the learning of skills, hard or soft, became more explicit than how to approaches. 

Students developed their ability in music production skills but they also learned to tailor 

skill use instinctively to suit musical outcomes and the music production culture. The 

synth tutorial was a great example of this in action (Trimester 1, Tutorial 9). The video 

shows that Georgio communicated his musical ideas and then engaged with 

improvisational musicality in an attempt to manufacture suitable synth parts. At the same 

time, Thom was feverishly adjusting side-chain compression on some of the synth sounds 

so as to inspire Georgio’s performance, and the artists were attempting to communicate 

their vision for synths in the song. As Georgio played, however, new ideas manifested, 

and the artists reacted to these and communicated new instinctive ideas. They were all 

reacting, being creative, using their skills together, making decisions, and making many 

mistakes. As a result, conversations that confronted creative conflict ensued and the 

students developed an understanding of how music was created. This replicates 

professional practice, it is how industry practitioners create those special moments for the 

audience to savour and as such this was effective learning taking place. 

Learning music production within these three concepts: surveying of the musical 

landscape, making music in different ways (diverse music production cultures), and 

explicit application of music production skills outlines an effective process that higher 

education can utilise to educate students of the holistic practice of music production. By 

the end of the tutorial experience, the students had improved in many ways, but learning 

in this instance is implicit and tacit and often students are not aware of their improvement. 

Perhaps in these instances it is relevant to reflect on learning itself as a lifelong journey. 

7.5.5. Building lifelong learning 

It was in some of the last tutorial discussions where it became evident to students that 

their learning of music production as such never ends, there is no final destination— 

learning continues until they stop making or listening to music. The students of Music 

Production 1 and 2 learned that music production is learned over time, it is not realised 

in a moment through the manifestation of a high quality piece of music. This type of 
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lifelong learning is a journey and this needs to be instilled into students during music 

production pedagogy. It can be used to encourage them to always be open to new ways 

of making music, ideas that may contradict their opinions and as a result prepare them for 

integration and longevity in the music industry as work ready multidisciplinary graduates. 

7.6. Summary: Creating collaborative music production 

cultures in higher education 

This chapter has identified some approaches that higher education could incorporate to 

create and facilitate effective popular music production pedagogy. These are grouped 

below under the domain cluster headings. 

7.6.1. Schema: The impact of diverse music production cultures 

• effective contexts for learning popular music production engage students in many 

diverse music production cultures including acoustic, electronic and online 

collaborative processes; 

• the ideological perspective of the pedagogy comes from both sides of the glass; 

• student cohorts that possess prior learning in a diverse range of popular music 

skills (musicians, producers, engineers, programmers and songwriters) enable 

music production cultures to occur; 

• students’ development of music production skills are explicitly informed by the 

overarching influence of the music production cultures in which they operate. 

7.6.2. Schema: Student accountability and engagement with the 

professional world 

• the tutorial experience and assessment items utilise diverse recording 

environments including home studios, traditional recording studios, MIDI-labs 

and post production suites; 

• access to a collection of historical, electronic and modern music production 

technologies is optimum; 
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• the stigma that is associated with the university building is considered so that the 

place that learning happens emits an atmosphere that inspires music-making; 

• student accountability is targeted from two perspectives: 1) to themselves, and 2) 

to the group; 

• students are confronted with the realities of being either hobbyists or professionals 

and that how you practise is how you play; 

• musical activities and assessment items include covers and student originals from 

a diverse range of genres; 

• time limits place students under pressure which bridges the pedagogical 

experience to the professional world, promotes student accountability, and 

highlights student inadequacies which can be learned from and improved upon; 

• students work autonomously outside the classroom environment by organising, 

discussing, networking, rehearsing, and liaising as if operating in the professional 

world; 

• professional practitioners (session musicians, producers) are brought into the 

classroom to engage in the practice-based activities. 

7.6.3. Schema: The educator’s role 

• the educator is an experienced industry professional; 

• the educator’s role is instinctive and adapts to student engagement utilising formal 

instruction, becoming a music production sounding board, facilitating turbo-

charged learning, and becoming a music production colleague; 

• the educator facilitates reality checks to students when their engagement is poor, 

almost epitomising a workplace boss at times; 

• transference of ownership of the tutorial experience to the students is an end goal 

of the pedagogical approach; 

• the educator develops professional relationships and musical mentorships with the 

students which nurtures student self-development; 

• the educator uses a lexicon that students relate to, nurtures the relationships 

discussed above and breaks down the hierarchal dominance of master/apprentice 

pedagogical frameworks; 
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• the educator uses monologues to outline the tutorial activities and bridge the 

tutorial experience to professional practice by discussing relevant scenarios; 

• the educator can utilise mentorships with students to have discussions and listen 

to music, this will help to update the educator’s knowledge of music production 

applications that are deemed current in the industry.  

7.6.4. Schema: Learning occurs in many ways 

• students are informed that learning music production is facilitated through 

discussing, planning, doing, and reflecting on diverse music production cultures; 

• some aspects of the social landscape of greater university life (bullying and 

intimidation) can become toxic to the tutorial; 

• other aspects of the social landscape of greater university life (band members that 

have parted ways) can be useful social dynamics that help the students understand 

the realities of music-making; 

• mobile phones and social media should be discouraged unless they are useful to 

the music-making activities (tuner apps, YouTube reference material, Spotify, 

organised chat rooms); 

• there is merit in educating students about historical approaches to music 

production because these can be used as methods of influence on music 

production creative practice; 

• music production pedagogy can be enhanced with the application of a Systems 

Centred Learning approach (McIntyre et al., 2018) 

• music production pedagogy uses a balance of practice-based activities that 1) 

produce release material and 2) are learning journeys where the standard of the 

completed product is not important; 

• the cognitive processes of music production (the producer’s vision, producer 

archetypes) helps students design music production cultures and select creative 

practice options; 

• students learn the skills of music production by developing a deeper 

understanding of the skill as compared to achieving an expert ability; 

• prolonged engagement with communication, critical listening, musicality, and 

engagement with emotional transference develops student ability in this area; 
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• students traverse the subjectivity gap by presenting their ideas, listening to 

feedback, and working towards aesthetic goals; 

• the class environment connotes a safe place where mistakes are okay and can be 

learned from within feedback sessions with peers; 

• a collaborative context encourages students to experience and reflect together as 

part of a team—a collaborative hub; 

• elements of learning music production are tacit or implicit and learning often 

occurs when there is no awareness of learning happening; 

• music is a common language that can be used by all to promote a pedagogical 

environment of musicians as compared to an educator and their students; 

• the lexicon used in the tutorials resonates with the music production culture the 

group develops and includes humour and swearing (if suitable); 

• students express emotion, confront each other on problematic issues, face creative 

conflicts, and shape their social interaction to the people with which they are 

engaging; 

• student learning includes a level of self-reflection—where their personality sits 

within the social spectrum. 

• introspective contemplation aids with students’ development of life skills and by 

developing these further students ready themselves for employment integration; 

• feedback sessions and class mode breaks during tutorial activity process learning 

through discussion and reflection by students; 

• the tutorial is a profession-based music-making experience, a class, and something 

in between these two at times; 

• tutorials are 2-hour learning tutorials or 4-hour recording sessions (or similar); 

• class numbers of 10 to 15 students provides the necessary resources for the 

overarching context of both sides of the glass and diverse music production 

cultures to occur; 

• students develop an understanding of the holistic practice of popular music 

production in many contexts; 

• students learn about the various musical landscapes they can work within, the 

different ways they can make music to conform to that landscape, and the 

application of skills which are explicitly informed by the music production 

cultures they create; 



233 

• learning popular music production is a lifelong process, it never ends. 

7.7. Conclusion 

The above listed schemas are ideas that higher education frameworks can incorporate into 

their designs for effective music production pedagogical models. The tutorials of Music 

Production 1 and 2 achieved some of these but it was the journey that students undertook, 

however, that influenced student reflections and discussions that often got to these places 

in the end. 

This chapter has addressed all of the research questions and presented responses that have 

been generated from the data collection and triangulation of analysis of the case study. 

Chapter 8 now follows as a conclusion to the thesis and situates the findings within the 

music industry and other higher education contexts before discussing some of the 

limitations of the case study and future research possibilities. 
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Chapter 8. Conclusion 

8.1. Introduction 

Prior to the invention of the Internet and the DAW, consumers of music purchased 

physical copies, and producers earned a percentage of sales of creative works, working 

within large format recording studios where they often employed sound engineers, 

musicians, and associated personnel (Burgess, 2014). Historical music production 

practices such as these were very specialised; producers were often more-so recognised 

within particular genres of music, and most recordings also incorporated the involvement 

of a record company. Therefore, the practice of music production was often from a genre-

biased and (often) commercialised perspective (Burgess, 2008). However, since the 

invention of the Internet and the DAW, the music industry has changed, and the practice 

of music production has evolved to incorporate a broader scope of engagement. 

Consumers of music now have the option to stream and/or download their preferred songs 

or singles (as compared to buying albums) and this has minimised the sales potential for 

which producers can earn royalties. Consequently, music producers have needed to 

diversify their practices to maximise their output, working out of a variety of recording 

environments including large facilities, home studios, or even with a laptop in a bedroom 

(Burgess, 2008). They use the Internet to collaborate and are free to undertake productions 

from many diverse genres that are often self-released by the artist or the producer’s own 

production company. To compensate for lost income (sales), music producers have 

become entrepreneurs, a “one-person band” (Burgess, 2008), and engage with many roles 

including engineer, performer, songwriter, programmer, and record company executive. 

This is important in the modern music industry because being multidisciplinary 

diversifies income potential for music producers and this promotes career longevity 

(Anthony, 2015a; Lebler, 2007). Anyone with a computer is now capable of engaging 

with music programming and recording. Therefore, all popular musicians (including 

songwriters and artists) have the potential to be considered music producers (Draper, 

2016). As a result, effective popular music production pedagogical frameworks need to 

purvey a modern representation of the practice of music production and aspire “towards 

greater relevance and career preparation” (Stewart, 2010, p. 244) so that graduates are 
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able to “navigate the working world and successfully manage the career building process” 

(Bridgestock, 2009, p. 35). 

8.2. Summary of findings 

The case study within this thesis engaged with many of these modern perceptions and 

found that effective popular music production pedagogy developed the students’ 

understanding of the modern practice of music production by targeting some key 

pedagogical schemas listed in the previous chapter (p. 229). These schemas highlighted 

the usefulness of music production cultures, the importance of an intuitive and instinctive 

educator who was an industry professional, the necessity of bridging the tutorial 

experience to the professional world, and the many different ways in which students 

learned music production. The case study outlined that effective pedagogy helped 

students learn about the many musical landscapes for which they can create music, how 

to create different types of music that conform to these landscapes, and how to apply 

skills that are explicitly informed by the music production cultures in which they operate. 

If students participated in pedagogy that was shaped by these, it was found that they were 

given the opportunity to engage with their strengths, improve their weaknesses, develop 

confidence, and prepare for the social, cultural, and musical realities of modern music-

making in today’s world. 

8.3. Research outcomes 

The primary purpose of this thesis was to inform the scholarly discourse of an effective 

and holistic approach to practice-based popular music production pedagogy in higher 

education. In the past there have been studies that contemplated various elements of 

popular music production pedagogy including live recording, mixing, and the tracker 

process (Anthony, 2015a, 2018; Bell, 2019). Further studies have unpacked 

professionals’ opinions on studio-based pedagogical design factors (King, 2016). 

However, this thesis fills the gap in the literature of a practice-based investigation into a 

working popular music production pedagogical model in higher education. The form that 

popular music production pedagogy takes has been a complex consideration for educators 

in the past due to the enormity of technological and creative practice options available to 
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professional practitioners. The findings from this research are intended to inform such 

considerations 

8.4. Research limitations 

8.4.1. Pre and post-survey data collection 

Due to different enrolment details in the two trimesters the pre and post-survey did not 

have the exact same numbers participating. As a result, the quantitative analysis of group 

skill development was not conclusive. However, the identifying questions of the surveys 

enabled the unpacking of individual participant’s skill development and this informed 

more detailed discussions in the qualitative data collection. 

8.4.2. Higher education environments 

The case study was facilitated in one university in Australia and is particular to one cohort 

of students who brought specific skills and musical preferences to the investigation. It 

cannot be assumed that all cohorts in other contexts would act in similar ways and react 

to a standardised pedagogical process. Currently music production education is located 

within a broad range of settings including university, professional schools, TAFE55, and 

online learning environments. Subsequently, it is necessary to recognise the importance 

that was placed on the diverse skills of the BPM student cohort. Students of this study 

were accomplished musicians, songwriters, engineers, programmers, and producers; the 

collaborative possibilities of the cohort enabled the pedagogy to venture into diverse 

music production cultures where all students could learn via immersion in the process. 

The interplay of both sides of the glass was imperative for students to experience the 

creative conflicts that are a natural part of music production. This bridged the tutorial 

experience to professional practice and the findings listed need to be considered alongside 

these details. 

                                                
55  Technical and Further Education (in Australia) is a government-run system that provides education in 

vocational areas after high school. 
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8.4.3. The educator/researcher dynamic 

There is a high level of personalised impact within the case study because I was the 

educator and researcher. However, it was necessary to become an integral part of the 

research, to develop relationships with the participants and gain a practice-based 

interpretation of the themes as they developed during the pedagogical experience. 

Ethnography as a methodological approach promotes this kind of engagement and the 

analysis was primarily informed by the participants’ and my perceptions. 

8.5. Recommendations for further research 

Some further research opportunities would include:  

• suitable numbers of students in tutorials for music production tutorials;  

• a study into effective electronic popular music production pedagogy;  

• the feasibility of face-to-face peer feedback (communication) assessment items;  

• the role assessment plays in popular music production pedagogy;  

• students’ perceptions of effective popular music mixing pedagogy;  

• investigations into prior learning: benchmarks of student skills that are necessary 

prior to engaging in music production pedagogy;  

• a detailed study into the social (communicative and psychological) realities of 

learning music production;  

• a study into student accountability in popular music production pedagogy and  

• a study that investigates effective online and remote music collaboration 

pedagogy.  

Research into all these areas would extend the reach of the findings of this thesis and 

would do much to inform various aspects of music production pedagogical approaches in 

the future. 

8.6. Conclusion 

This thesis has outlined specific findings that can inform the design and delivery of 

effective undergraduate popular music production pedagogical frameworks in higher 

education. Music production pedagogy needs to be a social, musical, and practice-based 
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activity where hard skills are to some extent acquired knowledge and students get past 

the mindset of facilitating a recording and move on to producing music. The research 

found that students developed an understanding of the greater practice of music 

production if the tutorial experience engaged with music production from both sides of 

the glass. In these scenarios songwriting, performance, sound engineering, and production 

occurred in holistic, collaborative environments where all those involved in the music-

making were present during the pedagogy. This bridged to the professional world and 

encouraged all students (writers, artists, musicians, programmers, and engineers) to 

experience the social, musical, and creative realities of diverse (electronic, acoustic) and 

modern (online) music production cultures. This is a very important point because 

traditional archetypes of music producers (trained as assistant engineers at recording 

studios) are no longer the industry standard, and many popular musicians (artists, 

musicians, song writers and programmers) will become the music producers of the future. 

These types of producers are multi-disciplined, they blur music production roles and 

operate like entrepreneurs. Subsequently, the pedagogy of the future needs to prepare 

aspiring producers for these realities. 

The tutorial delivery of Music Production 1 and 2 attempted to do this by breaking down 

the educator-student dynamic so that all participants had an equal voice and this 

encouraged the students to consider themselves as professionals. As a result, some 

students developed confidence and self-belief, and this bodes well if they are to have the 

opportunity to create music that the public covets and intend to make popular music 

production a part of their career. If education institutions of the future can aspire to fulfil 

the needs of modern music producers and prepare them for the musical, social, and 

technological realities of being professional practitioners, this would be a truly effective 

pedagogy. 
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Appendix B Music Production 1 and 2 lecture and tutorial content 

*T = Trimester, W = Week
Music production skill use: critical listening (CL), musicality MU), songwriting (SW), communication and psychological skills (CP), sound engineering (SE), engagement 
with emotional transference (EM) Programming (PG). Tutorial activity: cover (C) original (O) 

T W Lecture content Tutorial activity Tutorial learning outcomes and 
creative practice 

Instrument, technological use Music production 
skill use 

Pedagogical 
method 

1 1 Music production skills, 
creative practice and 
cultures 
Recorded medium. 
Production creativity. 
The aural library. 

Live recording v 
overdubbed. 

How creative practice and technology 
effect the musical output 

Acoustic / amplified CL, MU, CP, Formal, practice-
based. 

1 2 Record production of the 
1920s, 30s &40s 

Live recording practice (C) Capturing of a performance, using 
technology to do so. 

Acoustic / amplified, audio technology, 
analogue tape 

CL, MU, CP, SE Practice-based, 
semi-student led 

1 3 Record production 
techniques of the 1950s 

Les Paul overdubbing 
project 1 (C) 

Sound on sound overdubbing, vintage 
recording, mixing in real time. 

Acoustic / amplified, audio technology, 
analogue tape  

CL, MU, CP, SE Practice-based, 
semi-student led 

1 4 Record production of the 
1960s 

Les Paul overdubbing 
project 2 (C) 

Sound on sound overdubbing, vintage 
recording, mixing in real time. 

Vocal performance audio technology, 
analogue tape machine. 

CL, MU, CP, SE Practice-based, 
semi-student led 

1 5 The producer’s vision, 
producer archetypes 

Live recording assessment 
workshop 1(O) 

Achieve a high quality live recording 
with video footage in 3 hours. 

Acoustic / amplified, audio technology, 
analogue tape, DAW, Video. 

CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM 

Practice-based, 
student-led 

1 6 Record production of the 
1970s 

Student song 
presentation(O) 

Engagement with the Producer’s vision. 
Aural Library 

Acoustic CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM 

Formal, student-
led 

1 7 Record production of the 
1980s part 1 

Pre-production song 
selected from week 6 (O) 

Engagement with the Producer’s vision. 
Producer Ideologies. Aural library. 
Designing pre-production and music 
production culture for recording.  

Acoustic, audio technology. DAW, 
digital (soft instruments). 

CL, MU, CP, SW, EM Semi-student-led 

1 8 Record production of the 
1980s part 2 

Live recording assessment 
workshop 2(O) 

Achieve a high quality live recording 
with video footage in 3 hours. 

Acoustic / amplified, audio technology, 
analogue tape, DAW, Video. 

CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM 

Practice-based, 
student-led 

1 9 Record production of the 
1990s 

Synths overdubbing(O) Engage with the culture of synth 
overdubbing to develop parts  

Hardware synthesizers, audio 
technology, DAW, digital (soft 
instruments) 

CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM, PG  

Practice-based, 
student-led 

1 10 Progressive rock and metal. Lead vocals (O) Engage with the culture of lead vocals 
and generate a performance from the 
singer 

Lead vocals, audio hardware, DAW, 
digital (soft instruments) 

CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM, PG  

Practice-based 
student-led 
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T W Lecture content Tutorial activity Tutorial learning outcomes and 
creative practice 

Instrument, technological use Music production 
skill use 

Pedagogical 
method 

1 11 R&B, Hip Hop and 
electronic genres 

Mixing (O) Develop strategies to streamline mixing 
to a musical process and engage with the 
culture of mixing. 

Audio technology, DAW, digital (soft 
instruments) 

CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM, PG  

Formal, Practice-
based, student-led 

2 1 Record Production Maps The Tracker Process (O) Hold a creative meeting: top liner, 
tracker producer. Producer’s vision. 
Aural Library 

Programming, acoustic, digital (soft 
instruments) 

CL, MU, CP, SW, 
EM, PG 

Student-led 

2 2 Extended understanding of 
the Producer’s Vision 

The Producer’s vision 2 (O) Students play original songs and give 
feedback on potential music-making 
approaches. Producer’s vision. Aural 
Library 

Acoustic / amplified CL, MU, CP, SW, EM Formal, student-
led 

2 3 Modern drum and bass 
production 

Feedback on tracker songs 
(O) 

Students present their tracker production 
and provide music production feedback. 

Audio Playback. CL, MU, CP, SW, 
EM, PG 

Student-led 

2 4 3rd party mixing (advanced 
mixing) 

Third party mixing (O) Students engage in mixing an external 
artist’s recording 

Audio technology, DAW CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM 

Practice-based, 
student-led 

2 5 Mixing as a performance Third party mixing (O) Students engage with mixing as a 
performance processes.  

Audio technology, DAW CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM 

Practice-based, 
student-led 

2 6 Creating the Vibe: socio-
cultural environments for 
music production 

Vocal production, 
songwriting, tracker 
song(O) 

Students are required to engage with the 
song on an emotional level and develop 
vocal hooks and songwriting in the 
tutorial. 

Audio technology 
DAW, digital (soft instruments) 

CL, MU, CP, SW, 
EM, PG 

Practice-based, 
student-led 

2 7 Modern guitar and vocal 
production. 

Student song 
presentation(O) 

Engagement with the Producer’s vision. Acoustic instruments, audio playback CL, MU, CP, SW, EM Student-led 

2 8 Music Production 
technology and emotion 

Pre-production of original 
song selected from Week 7 

Engagement with the Producer’s vision. 
Producer Ideologies. To design pre-
production and music production culture 
for recording.  

Acoustic instruments, audio playback, 
audio technology. DAW 

CL, MU, CP, SW, 
EM, PG 

Practice-based, 
student-led 

2 9 Multi dimensional critical 
listening 

Band track session 4-hours 
(O) 

Achieve a high quality live band track 
recording with session musician 

Acoustic / amplified, audio technology, 
DAW.  

CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM 

Practice-based, 
student-led 

2 10 Music producer 
entrepreneurial practices 
and industry theory 

Lead vocals on original 
student song 

Engage with the culture of lead vocals 
and generate a performance from the 
singer 

Lead vocals, audio hardware, DAW CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM 

Practice-based 
student-led 

2 11 Music producer cultural 
capital 

Group Backing vocal 
session (O) 

Engage with the culture of group 
backing vocals and generate a 
performance from the group 

Backing vocals, audio hardware, DAW CL, MU, CP, SW, SE, 
EM 

Practice-based 
student-led 
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Appendix C Course Profiles 

Griffith University
Navigation trail
Course profiles3061QCM - Tri 1 2018 - Gold Coast Campus - In Person - Published - Viewable >

Logged in: Brendan Anthony | Logout1

3061QCM - Tri 1 2018 - Gold Coast Campus - In Person 
-Published - Viewable
1. General Course Information

Student View20

1.1 Course Details
Help21

Course code 3061QCM
Course Title Music Production 1

Academic Organisation QCM Queensland Conservatorium
Trimester Trimester 1 2018

Mode In Person
Level Undergraduate

Location Gold Coast, On Campus
Credit point value 10

Restrictions

Course Description:
This course focuses on real world professional production conditions and the organisational and artistic
responsibilities expected from a producer including budget and resource management to control of all aspects of the
production stages. Music Production 1 is designed so the lecturer can recognize student knowledge in both the
technical and creative aspects of sound production. Then by encouraging the students to present projects for approval
and overseeing the production of these projects, an education process is developed to encourage student development
primarily in their chosen forte. PRE-REQUISITE: 2064QCM Recording Music 2

Assumed Background (optional)
As a pre-requisite to this course, students must have successfully completed 2064QCM Audio Engineering 2

1.2 Course Introduction
For research-based projects of less than 30CP offered in coursework masters degrees, and where the supervision is
group or tutorial based, the roles and responsibilities of both students and staff are to be set out explicitly in the course
profile, and provided to examiners. This information should include, where appropriate, the number of hours of group
supervision students can expect to receive.

The objective of this course is to facilitate students' practical abilities, judgement and team-based cooperative activities
in practical recording situations. Students will gain an understanding of practical aspects relative to music
performance, sound production and project management. The aim of the lecture component is to educate the student
into the history of the development of technology since the inception of recording based mediums, and how this
affected popular music production techniques. The lecture content is directly put into practise in the tutorial which
includes: four live recording workshops, selective production projects that are designed around enrolled students area
of focus, selective production projects that will push students boundaries in performance and production.

Audio production 1 analyses live recordings and over dubbed produced productions; this comparison encourages the
student to experience a variance in real world applications. Students increase their studio experience via eliciting
stellar performance from the recording artist in the virtual, and sometimes stressful studio environment.

This course promotes student creativity and interaction across various areas and disciplines and seeks to reflect the
true reality of the music industry where Producers/Engineers and Artists communicate efficiently and effectively. The
student will achieve a personal confidence in the recording studio and also in their creative ability to produce a release
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Student View20

2.1 Course Aims
Help21

In the field of popular music, audio production and its cognate processes are of critical importance to performers,
audio engineers and producers, and also to industry entrepreneurs and record company employees. This course
focuses on real world professional record production conditions and the organisational and artistic responsibilities of
the producer including appropriate pre production, budget and resource management to control all the aspects of the
production process. The course focuses on the performer - producer relationship and the importance of quality
communication practices.

The course facilitates students' practical abilities, judgement and team-based cooperative activities in practical
recording situations. Students will gain an understanding of the practical aspects of musical performance in a
multitude of recording situations, sound production and project management.

A fundamental basis of the course is to promote student creativity and interaction across areas and disciplines. In this
respect, the course seeks to reflect the reality of the music industry where producers/engineers and artists
communicate efficiently and effectively within technologically driven and economically shifting environments.

2.2 Learning Outcomes
Please ensure that any of your references to learning objectives are changed to learning outcomes.

Help22

After successfully completing this course you should be able to:

1  Have a complete appreciation and understanding of the history of record production, and engage with the
integration of vintage production techniques into modern music production.
2  Apply practical applications of recording session planning and coordination for the producer.
3  Fully understand the value of Pre-production, its importance and uses.
4  Engage with the social environment of a recording culture to promote the development of creative and
performance-based initiatives over a variety of genre.

2.3 Graduate Attributes

For further details on the Griffith Graduate please click here23

Griffith University prepares influential graduates to be:

Knowledgeable and skilled, with critical judgement24

Effective communicators and collaborators25

Innovative, creative and entrepreneurial26

Socially responsible and engaged in their communities27

Culturally capable when working with First Australians28

Effective in culturally diverse and international environments29

With effect from 2017, Course Convenors will no longer be required to map the Griffith Graduate Attributes to learning
outcomes within their course profile. You are however, required to indicate where each of the Graduate Attributes is
taught, practised or assessed in your course by selecting the relevant check boxes. More than one check box can be
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1. General Course Information

1.1 Course Details

Course code 3062QCM
Course title Music Production 2
Academic organisation QCM Queensland Conservatorium
Trimester Trimester 2 2018
Mode In Person
Level Undergraduate
Location Gold Coast, On Campus
Credit point value 10

Course Description:
This course focuses on real world professional production conditions and the organisational and artistic
responsibilities expected from a producer including budget and resource management to control of all aspects of the
production stages. Music Production 2 is designed to encourage the students to utilize production techniques learned
in Music Production 1 and to produce recordings of the highest standard for both Audio visual (In surround sound
where applicable) and commercial music release. These projects are set and overseen by the lecturer. PRE-
REQUISITE: 3061QCM Music Production 1

Assumed Background:
As a pre-requisite to this course, students must have successfully completed 3061QCM Audio Production 1

1.2 Course Introduction
In the field of popular music, audio production and its cognate processes are of critical importance to performers,
audio engineers and producers, and also to industry entrepreneurs and record company employees. This course
focuses on real world professional record production conditions and the organizational and artistic responsibilities of
the producer, including budget and resource management to control all the aspects of the production process.

The course facilitates students’ practical abilities, judgment and team-based cooperative activities in practical
recording situations. Students will gain an understanding of practical aspects of music, sound production and project
management.

A fundamental basis of the course is to promote student creativity and interaction across areas and disciplines. In this
respect, the course seeks to reflect the reality of the music industry where producers/engineers and artists
communicate efficiently and effectively within technologically driven and economically shifting environments.

This course will consist of weekly 1 hour lectures and 2 hour tutorials with readings and other material available on-
line. For further details please see the learning@griffith site.

Previous Student Feedback
In the most recent Student Evaluation of Course (SEC) survey, this course was rated very highly by those students who
took part. In a recent Programme Review focus group among current third year students, they were unanimous in
their most favourable response to the course content, delivery and assessment. Brendan Anthony, who delivers and
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2. Aims, Outcomes & Graduate Attributes

2.1 Course Aims
Audio Production 2 is designed so the lecturer can recognize student knowledge in both the technical and creative
aspects of music production. Then, by encouraging the students to present projects for approval and overseeing the
production of these projects, an education process is developed to encourage student development primarily in their
chosen forte.

The outcomes and their relationship to the students' research areas will be negotiated between the teacher(s) and
students, and may be drawn from the following broad areas:

1. Production applications of current music technologies for recording studio projects.
2. Practical applications of recording session planning and coordination for the producer.
3. Pre-production and its importance and uses.
4. Practical theory-based content relevant to modern day production.
5. Development of Creative and Performance based initiative over a variety of professional content.
6. General discussion relating to project-based activities.

2.2 Learning Outcomes
After successfully completing this course you should be able to:

1  Achieve personal confidence in the recording studio.

2  Produce a release standard or commercial-ready recorded product; and

3  Conduct yourself professionally in the recording studio environment.

2.3. Graduate Attributes

For further details on the Griffith Graduate please click here12

Griffith University prepares influential graduates to be:

Knowledgeable and skilled, with critical judgement13

Effective communicators and collaborators14

Innovative, creative and entrepreneurial15

Socially responsible and engaged in their communities16

Culturally capable when working with First Australians17

Effective in culturally diverse and international environments18

This table demonstrates where each of the Griffith Graduate Attributes is taught, practised and
assessed in this course.

For further details on the Griffith Graduate Attributes please refer to The Griffith Graduate policy19.

University wide attributes
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Appendix E Semi-structured interview questions 

Print out music production skills list. 

Interview 1 questions 

1. Can you tell me of your skillset and the skills you feel you need to develop further to become a
better music producer?

2. What parts of real world music production do you think are important to embed in a higher
education music production learning environment?

3. What elements do you perceive at this stage, the university needs to strengthen/improve to meet a
real world learning environment?

4. How important do you believe knowledge of the many music production techniques developed
over time are to you learning music production.

Interview 2 questions 

1. In Week 1 I asked you which skills you felt you were strong in. Have your opinions changed of
your perceived abilities now that you have engaged in the music production tutorial. (Focus on,
Communication/ Psychological, Critical listening, Musicality, Sound engineering)

2. Where do you think you or others have improved? Tell me why?

3. What skills and and traits do you feel a person requires to become more proficient in music
production?

4. What can we do to promote the tutorial as a real world learning environment? Do you think
attempting to make the classroom similar to a real world environment is working? Tell me why?
IF not why

5. Do you have a specific memory or moment from the tutorial where you feel your learning was
enhanced?

6. Is there anything that we can improve the learning environment for the class.

7. Anything further you would like to add?

8. Is there any impact that you can sense from having the cameras in the class? Are they on your
mind at all? Do you believe they are distracting for your learning?

Interview 3 questions 

1. In the focus group I asked you to rate the skills of music production in importance from 1-9 and
instead you guys made me draw a three dimensional diagram (see Figure 5.5, p. 148) that presented
these skills as interrelated activities.

2. Given this example how do you feel music production education is best facilitated in Higher
Education?
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3. What have you learnt about yourself as a popular musician during these tutorials. Some good
things and some things you feel you can do better?

4. What have you learnt regarding your social skills as a result of these tutorials?

5. Is there any situation in the tutorial experience so far that in hindsight/upon reflecting you would
approach differently? Anything you would do differently?

6. Can you tell me of times that you felt accountable for your performance in the tutorials and why
this was? Was this the same for all students? What makes students accountable for their actions in
the tutorials?

Interview 4 questions 

1. As we have moved through the tutorial work from Trimester 1 and 2 have noticed any differences
with student engagement? Accountability? Educator’s footprint? How has this effected the
learning environment?

2. In the lecture and tutorial I engaged you with some producer ideologies. The Auteur, the innovator
and the craftsperson, how have these ideologies impacted your learning of and doing music
production.

3. Has the tutorial experience replicated real world practice at any time in your opinion? If so, when?

4. How important is social collaboration when learning music production?

5. Can you unpack your personal learning journey a little for me? Where you started, what you found
challenging, where you feel you have improved and where to now?

Stimulated recall: 

Thom Interview 

Play Thom communication videos. Ask him about his journey and learning to communicate. 

1. Can you describe how the tutorials have engaged you with music production communication
processes?

2. What have you learnt from the tutorial experience re communicating?

Georgio Interview 

Play Video Trimester 2, Tutorial 9 15:48 for him where he is discussing his ideas of the bass part to the 
bass player. He seems so much more comfortable doing this? Why? 
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Appendix F Focus Group 1 and 2 questions 

Important as the facilitator to promote every person’s involvement in the discussion 

process. To not let dominant personalities, take over the focus group discussion. 

Focus Group 1 Discussion prompts 

60 min round table discussion. BA write ideas on the board and take a picture. 

1. Can you come to a collective agreement on the importance of the following skills with regard to
learning music production? Rate them from least important to most important. Historical
approaches to record production, formal principles of sound engineering and technological
application, programming, critical listening, musicality, songwriting, emotional engagement and
communication / psychological skills. 1-8. Thematic design: I will have a white board. The rating
result is not only important here but the discourse between the students surrounding why they
value various skills as important and how they all agreed on a certain rating order. Unpack
thematically (10 Min).

2. Play video 2. Here is a video to remind you of the tutorial experiences. Can you reflect on the
tutorial and which of these skills do you feel you have been engaging with in the tutorials? Similar
rate from 1-8 (5min). Thematic design: Similar thematic unpacking of which skills have been
engaged with and comparison of this with the previous questions rating of skill importance Have
the tutorials been engaging with the skills students feel are important.

3. Many of you have been out in the real world now making records for release for yourselves and
for others. Do you feel that during the tutorials you were out there in the real world making music?
When were you? When weren’t you? What are the positives and limitations from your experience?
Discuss amongst you? (15 min) Each person one of these. Thematic unpacking of the student’s
discussions on other student’s thoughts.

4. So I would like you guys to describe your experience of the learning process in the tutorials. What
are the goals of the Learning Process?

5. And what about the role of the educator? Where do you see that fit in the experience? Can you
describe that role? Should it change?

6. So I am going to play you a video from the tutorials. (Video 3) In this video are a number of
communication situations, can you guys describe to me any strategies you would now use to
communicate professionally in these situations? 1) critiquing performances 2) discussing
musicality 3) discussions after analytical critical listening 4) discussions with singers 5)
professionals who are new to the context.

Focus Group 2 Discussion prompts: group stimulated recall 

1. Play video 1 Tutorial 6 #4, 9:30. How do you find these student feedback sessions that are
integrated into the class. What do you feel you get out of them? (Stimulated recall)

2. Play video 2 Tutorial 5 #4, 07:00 You know I don’t mind us making mistakes in the tutes because
that’s how we learn, especially with technical setups. Discuss how it feels when technical issues
get in the way of music production, both sides of the glass engineer and performer? (Stimulated
recall)
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3. Play video 3 Tutorial 5 #10, 23:25 forcing students to communicate. How did this experience feel?
(Stimulated recall) Have they improved since then? What has changed”

4. Play video 4 Trimester 2 tute 6, 21:19. Engaging with songwriting in class. Did it feel comfortable
doing this in class? Was it just like writing a song in the real world? Explain. Were you always
comfortable doing this? (Stimulated recall)

5. Play video 5 Trimester 2 Tutorial 5, 04:33 to 10:00. Educator absent. Student led feedback. How
effective are student-led processes to your learning? Is this why student numbers are important?
So all are engaged?

6. Get students to do a diagram on the board that represents their collective model for teaching music
production? How it should be done if they were going to teach it?

Take a picture 
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Appendix G Tracker assessment survey 
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Appendix H Post-survey questions 
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