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Contemporary Curriculum Practices and

Their Theoretical Bases

BETTY HANLEY
JANET MONTGOMERY

The particular domain of curriculum research is not in its
method(s) but rather in its questions, questions that appreciate
the continually shifting coalescence of all its parts.

L. B. Wing, “Curriculum and Its Study”

Although the practical issues that surround the teaching of
music have always been important, the field of curriculum
study has not historically received a high priority in North
American music education. For example, Wing’s (1992) re-
view of curriculum conversations in the Journal of Re-
search in Music Education and the Bulletin of the Council
for Research in Music Education from 1953 to 1988 re-
vealed only 88 articles related to curriculum, 61% of
which were dissertations. Applying Wing’s criteria to the
same sources between 1989 and 2000, we found 44 arti-
cles, 77% of which were dissertations. It seems that music
educators are demonstrating some sign of increased inter-
est in curriculum studies. This chapter provides an account
of this interest.

Context of Curriculum Issues

After establishing a context for the discussion of curricu-
lum issues, we begin the chapter with an overview of cur-
riculum theory from Tyler (1949) to the present. We then
examine the research related to contemporary music edu-
cation curriculum from two perspectives: (1) curriculum
research in the positivistic mode and (2) reconceptualized
curriculum work. We conclude by revisiting some of the
questions raised throughout the chapter and looking to the
future.
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What Is Curriculum?

There are many possible definitions of curriculum, with
some focusing on content and others on form. We have
selected a few to demonstrate the scope of the discussion.
Fowler (1984, p. 33), for example, identified curriculum as
the content of a subject or discipline. Eisner (1994) de-
scribed curriculum as “the program of activities and op-
portunities provided to the young” (p. 61). Doyle (1992)
relied on what he described as the way curriculum is “usu-
ally understood”: “Curriculum refers to the substance or
content of schooling, the course of study (literally, a race-
course)” (p. 486). Runfola and Rutkowski (1992) adopted
an operational definition by Pratt (1980): Curriculum “re-
fers to an organized set of formal educational and/or train-
ing intentions” (p. 697). Foshay (2000) conceived of cur-
riculum as “a plan for action by students and teachers”
that required clarity of goals, content, and practice (p. xv).
Wing (1992) avoided a single definition of curriculum but
suggested that curriculum involves conversations that sur-
round “educational aims, objectives, materials, scope and
sequence, articulation, teaching strategies, learner activi-
ties, and outcomes” (p. 196). Jackson (1992) traced his-
torical changes in curriculum definitions, identifying dif-
ferent focuses and the importance of interpretation in
definition making: Is curriculum what teachers plan? What
students experience? The course of studies? The un-
planned/hidden/undelivered curriculum?

There is a difference in the scope of these approaches
to defining curriculum. The first six direct us to classroom
practice. The last one asks us to think about the meaning
of definitions and to examine the underlying assumptions.
Definitions are “pieces of arguments” (Jackson, 1992,
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p- 12) that present a point of view. Given the value-laden
nature of definitions, Jackson emphasized the need to con-
sider a number of questions when considering curriculum
definitions and issues: What is the purpose of the proposed
idea? Where does it come from and why? Why should any-
one urge us to believe that it is so? Whose interests would
be served? What impact would the ideas have on our be-
liefs? What actions might ensue? (p. 11). Jackson’s ques-
tions themselves represent a particular way of seeing the
world.

Jackson (1992) divided the many possible definitions of
curriculum into two categories: (1) those “narrowly fo-
cused” concerns that deal with the development and im-
plementation of specific subjects or topics within a school
or set of schools and (2) those “more broadly focused”
concerns that deal with theoretical issues such as “the con-
struction of general theories and principles of curriculum
development or broad perspectives on the curriculum as a
whole or on the status of curriculum as a field of study”
{p. 3). We will use this twofold conceptualization as our
framework for discussing curriculum and direct the reader
to Jackson (1992) for a detailed account of the historical
evolution of curriculum.

What is important at this point is to acknowledge the
complexity and many meanings of curriculum. As Pinar
(1995} stated, definitions can be both beginnings and end-
ings “dependent upon the discourse and its functions”
(p. 28).

Curriculum Practice and Research

How have curriculum practice and research interacted in
music education? Music educators have typically ap-
proached curriculum from the perspective of specialists
who are interested in the subject matter (cf. Gary, 1967;
Thomas, 1970) and in specialized topics such as the teach-
ing of singing (Phillips, 1992) or the acquisition of music-
reading skills (Hodges, 1992) rather than in what Jackson
(1992) called “curriculum in general or curriculum im-
provement across the board” (p. 37). Discussing the fac-
tors that influenced curriculum decisions before there were
curriculum specialists, Jackson identified custom and tra-
dition, usefulness, authority, and textbooks (p. 22). These
factors remain influential in contemporary music educa-
tion. Curriculum in music education has been developed
more on the basis of tradition and rigorous evaluation than
on systematic research (Colwell, 1990a, 1990b).

There has been, moreover, concern that research has not
significantly impacted on classroom practice. In What
Works: Instructional Strategies for Music Education, a
compilation of research-based strategies, Merrion (1989)
wrote: “Although it may appear obvious that researched
strategies would prove useful to teachers, there do not

seem to be many practitioners who use or highly value
such information” (p. i). In the minds of practitioners, re-
search has often been equated with theory, with both con-
sidered largely irrelevant.

Where Does Theory Fit?

If practitioners have been reluctant to use research, they
have not been any more eager to engage in theory building.
Reminiscing on his early years in the profession, LeBlanc
(1996), who later in his career developed and tested a the-
ory of music performance anxiety and a theory of music
preference acquisition, described his reluctance to develop
theories on which to base his research. This reluctance is
shared by many music educators who consider theory to
be esoteric. Whatever the reason, the quality of much re-
search has suffered from a lack of solid theory building.
Referring to research methodology in music education,
Costanza and Russell (1992) concluded:

There has been a good deal of research regarding the tech-
niques, methods, and curricula used in the field of music
education; however, because of the absence of a philo-
sophical basis and a foundation of research for many of
these techniques, methods, and curricula, there have not
been many exemplary studies dealing with music education
methodologies. {p. 505}

Beall (1991), however, questioned the value of unified the-
ories “to guide all of our efforts in music teaching and
learning” (p. 96), while Plummeridge (1985, 1999) dis-
cussed the limitations of theory. Are theory and practice
unrelated? Does theory influence practice, or does practice
generate theory? Or is practice theoretical (Pinar, Reyn-
olds, Slatter, & Taubman, 1995, p. 586)? These questions
will be examined in this chapter in the context of curric-
ulum research in music education.

What Constitutes Curriculum Research?

In her seminal article, “Curriculum and Its Study,” Wing
(1992) drew together the literature and research from a
number of disciplines to help clarify the field of curriculum
study in music education. After providing a summary of
the history of curriculum, she examined the relationship
between curriculum conversation and teaching practice,
the conceptions of curriculum implied in program evalua-
tion models, and the challenges to curriculum. Wing noted
a reluctance to conduct thorough curriculum studies, the
emphasis on and inadequacy of the “scientific” study of
curriculum, and the importance of the interrelationship of
context, teachers, and learners in the curriculum. She em-
phasized the importance of asking the right questions, not
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“just ‘doing’ curriculum” (p. 211), and the need to deter-
mine what knowledge is of most value. She concluded that

the bulk of it [curriculum knowledge in music education]
relates to having good ideas (comprehensive musicianship,
sequential organization of concepts to be learned, quality
literature, and so on), being able to create curricula based
on these ideas, getting teachers to use these programs in
varying degrees for a period of time, and seeing some ev-
idence that students learned what was intended from these
programs. The profession knows itself largely from the
standpoints of stated values and scientifically conducted,
quantitative inquiry into some of its curriculum efforts.
(p. 211)

Much depends on the definition of curriculum em-
ployed. Discussing curriculum ideologies or belief systems
and their impact on curriculum, Eisner (1992) recognized
three areas of possible research: studies of the social and
intellectual sources of the ideology, historical studies of the
consequences of ideology on the content and form of
schooling, and assessments of the effect of a particular ide-
ology on “the processes and outcomes of schooling”
(p. 319).

Identifying a number of issues that had not been ad-
dressed in research, D. F. Walker (1992) defined curriculum
research as “any research that illuminates a curriculum
problem or advances our ability to deal with it” (p. 109).
He suggested the following research questions:

» How do we study curriculum practices in relation to
their contexts rather than as isolated independent fac-
tors?

» How do we do justice in research to the differing values,
interests, and perspectives of all those involved in curric-
ulum practice?

e How do we reconcile research that meets the practical

need for detailed studies of specific curriculum practices

with traditional methodological standards and the insti-
tutional structures and procedures of the research com-
munity?

How do we identify purposes when studying curriculum

practice? (p. 112)

Curriculum research includes historical, analytical, de-
scriptive, experimental, action-research, ethnographic,
phenomenological, critical theory, and narrative models,
each with its own criteria for excellence and assumptions
about the nature of reality. The answer you get depends
on the questions you ask.

The following critical observations have been made
about curriculum research in music education:

1. There has been a lack of rigor in determining the ef-
fectiveness of innovation through evaluation (Costanza

& Russell, 1992; Leonhard & Colwell 1976; Shuler,
1991a) and in music curriculum research in general
(Wing, 1992).

2. There has been an absence of philosophical bases and
research foundations for music education methodolo-
gies (Costanza & Russell, 1992, p. 505).

3. There has been a tendency to base curriculum on activ-
ities and techniques rather than carefully developed
models (Runfola & Rutkowski, 1992, p. 700; Shuler,
1991a) and to neglect the study of the merits of teaching
strategies/methods {Colwell, 1990a, p. 47).

4. There are few replications of research studies under-
taken (Wing, 1992, p. 210).

5. There is a need for longitudinal and large-scale studies
(Costanza & Russell, 1992; Reimer, 1985).

6. There is a lack of knowledge about what students are
actnally doing in classrooms (Wing, 1992, p. 212). Fur-
thermore, researchers have noted a discrepancy between
policy and practice (Shepherd & Vulliamy, 1994, p. 37),
between the ideas behind curriculum and their actual
implementation (Reimer, 1989, p. 161; Stake & Easley,
1978), between beliefs and practice (Hanley, 1989;
Robinson, 1996; Stake, Bresler, & Mabry, 1991), be-
tween what teachers report they do and what they are
observed doing {Swanwick, 1992, p. 5), and between
what researchers and teachers consider to be ideal and
what is presented in textbooks (Prawat, 1993).

Overview of the Chapter

In this chapter we will focus on developments in music
curriculum in U.S. and Canadian and to some extent En-
glish and Australian K-12 schools since the publication of
the first Handbook of Research on Music Teaching and
Learning {Colwell, 1992). Mirroring Jackson’s {1992) cat-
egories, our overall intention is twofold: (1) to examine
practice and theory in music curriculum research from a
“broad focus” in order to interpret the theoretical per-
spectives evident in curriculum research in music education
and situate this research in the context of the general cur-
riculum field and (2) to examine the more “narrowly fo-
cused” theoretical basis of music education practice and
curriculum research.

In undertaking this chapter we realized that, given the
magnitude of our purpose and the relative brevity of this
chapter, we would have to be very selective in the research
cited and focus more on the research literature than the
practical realization of the ideas. We begin with the broad
focus.

Curriculum Theory

Music education does not exist in a vacuum. While music
educators are sometimes happy to be left alone, we arealso
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eager to jump on the latest educational bandwagon so that
music education is perceived to be an integral part of the
whole educational enterprise. Indeed, as we endeavor to
maintain a place for music in the school timetable, it is
becoming increasingly important to consider how music
education fits into the broader framework of curriculum
theory. In this section, we begin with the Tylerian Ratio-
nale, which underpins a generation of curriculum work de-
scribed as prototypical of current school-based curriculum
(Pinar et al., 1995). We next consider a decade of change
and conclude the section with a look at the reconceptual-

ized curriculum field.

Tylerian Rationale

The Tylerian Rationale has remained influential in curric-
ulum development, implementation, and evaluation in the
schools since the publication of Ralph Tyler’s Basic Prin-
ciples of Curriculum and Instruction in 1949. Tyler pro-
posed putting curriculum on a scientific footing by asking
four questions to guide curriculum work:

1. What educational purposes should the school seck to
attain? [setting objectives]

2. What educational experiences can be provided that are
likely to attain these purposes? [designing learning ex-
periences]

3. How can these educational experiences be effectively
organized? [determining scope and sequence]

4. How can we determine whether these purposes are be-
ing attained? [evaluating student learning] (p. 1)

The Tylerian model developed and implemented by prac-
titioners over 50 years is linear and hierarchical, with the
teacher’s role that of implementing the given curriculum.
The model may sound quite familiar; its principles continue
to form the basis for curriculum practice in North American
schools. In this traditional conception of curriculum, the fo-
cus is on schooling. Researchers in this curriculum model
adopt the positivist assumption “that human experience
can only be understood via research methods modeled after
those employed in the natural sciences” (Pinar, 1995, p. 52).
Thus such curriculum researchers value validity, reliability,
and generalizability and rely on the statistical analysis of
data in what is called quantitative research.

The Tylerian Rationale has been heavily criticized.
Doyle (1992) saw it as a production-system conception of
edu_CE}tion, a way of controlling teachers through the im-
position of curriculum: “The knowledge of most worth—
th?t' Is, practical knowledge—tended to be that which ad-
Mministrators could use to control how schooling was con-
ducted"’ (Pp. 491-492). An interest in curriculum imple-
mentation rather than in classroom experience was one
outcome of this model (p. 492). Phrases such as curriculum
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policy, planning, and supervision feature prominently in
the applications of this model. The Rationale supported a
“technical rationality” that focused on teacher effective-
ness and grounded research in behavioral psychology. Pinar
et al. (1995) argued that the Rationale was atheoretical and
ahistorical because it was “procedural, and this bureau-
cratic interest has little need to consult history” {p. 42).

A Decade of Change

In the early 1970s the curriculum field was at a crossroads.
Jackson (1992) considered the problem to be a matter of
direction and saw two emerging trends. The first trend was
a rapprochement of curriculum specialists to the practice
of education by becoming consultants rather than distant
experts. This view was supported, for example, by Schwab
(1969, 1970, 1973, 1983), who thought the weaknesses of
the curriculum field would be addressed by considering the
practical over unsubstantiated theory. The second trend
was a move “toward the academy,” with the curriculum
specialist serving as a “critic of educational affairs in gen-
eral” (Jackson, 1992, p. 34) removed from the daily life of
schooling. This latter trend may have contributed to the
“jvory tower” label attached to academics in faculties of
education. Pinar et al. {1995), however, saw this period as
the beginning of a “paradigm change” (chap. 4 in Pinar)
that was to shake the foundations of curriculum studies
and also lead to a “balkanization™ of the field.

Meanwhile, positivist research was increasingly being
criticized because it tended to rely on the following as-
sumptions:

—

. In the same circumstances many people will have the
same experience.

. The majority dictates reality.

. The individual is omitted in understanding a situation.

. There is a tendency to treat subjects as means to ends.

. Quantitative research pretends that objectivity, includ-
ing political neutrality, is possible by eradicating sub-
jectivity and ideology. (Pinar, 1995, p. 53)

“»n W

The purpose of positivist researchers is to seek the Truth
(the right answer), predict, and control through the appli-
cation of criteria more appropriate to the natural sciences
than to human subjects. The Tylerian approach to curric-
ulum and curriculum research was very influential, but
change was imminent.

A Reconceptualized Curriculum Field

In Understanding Curriculum, a landmark synoptic text,
Pinar et al. (1995) described a reconceptualized view of
the curriculum field they thought had successfully emerged
in the 1980s. In the reconceptualized view, a quest for un-
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derstanding and meaning making replaced a desire for im-
provement, collaboration replaced hierarchy, and inquiry
replaced an emphasis on action and results: “The field had
been reconceived from one with an essentially institution-
alized aim to maintain practice (by improving it incremen-
tally) to one with a critical hermeneutical goal of under-
standing practice and experience” (Pinar, 1995, p. xvi).
According to Pinar, this view of the curriculum field pre-
vails at the writing of this chapter, with the addition of the
“relatively sudden and influential appearance of ‘cultural
studies’ in curriculum, emphasizing popular culture” (per-
sonal communication, October 7, 2000). In the reconcep-
tualized field, “why” became more important than “how.”
Proponents of this view were united mainly by their op-
position to the Tylerian tradition (p. xvii), their belief in
use of “eclectic traditions” such as phenomenology, and
their “left-wing political bias™ (Pinar, 1995, p. 39).

The contemporary curriculum field focuses on discourse
as text and as words and ideas. Discourse refers to “a par-
ticular discursive practice, or a form of articulation that
follows certain rules and which constructs the very objects
it studies” (Pinar, 1995, p. 7). In the reconceptualized cur-
riculum field, curriculum specialists are interested in un-
derstanding curriculum as political, racial, gender, autobi-
ographical/biographical, phenomenological, postmodern,
theological, institutionalized (in practice), and interna-
tional texts. The interest in school-based curriculum re-
search continues, but as only one of a number of discourses
and with an important change in perspective: The differ-
ence between traditional (Tylerian) curriculum research
and curriculum as institutionalized text is the search for
understanding evident in the latter.

Addressing the theory/practice issue, Pinar concluded
that “contemporary scholars are simultaneously closer to
both ‘practice’ and closer to ‘theory’ ” (p. 40). In the re-
conceptualized curriculum field, the distinction between
theory and practice is one of appearance; the lines have
blurred: “In the contemporary field practice is theoretical”
(Pinar et al., 1995, p. 586). What has changed, in the au-
thors’ view, is the relationship between researcher and
practitioner from one between expert and subject to one
of collaboration. Nevertheless, to date, contemporary cur-
riculum specialists have focused on what most would call
theoretical issues, such as who is disenfranchised in cusric-
ulum decision making or whose values are being imposed
(issues of hegemony). These issues are not always directly
applicable to the classroom (cf. Jackson, 1992, p. 35, for
research by curriculum generalists). The role of theory is
to promote inquiry (Pinar, 1995, pp. 8-9). Referring to the
early 1990s, Pinar stated that the majority of the ideas
generated have not yet permeated elementary and second-
ary schools {p. 39). We note, however, that some inroads
have been made in classroom practice in the past few years
(e.g., In racism, ecology, and gender discourses).

Pinar proposed a more relevant definition of curricu-
lum, one in which the point of view is made explicit: “Cur-
riculum understood as a symbolic representation [rather
than school materials] refers to those institutional and dis-
cursive practices, structures, images, and experiences that
can be identified and analyzed in various ways” (p. 16).
Curriculum is seen to be a “conversation” (Pinar et al.,
1995, p. 848).

Not surprisingly, given this definition, the research
methodology has broadened to encompass qualitative
methods {for example, case studies, ethnographic research,
action research, and critical and theoretical research). The
map of the curriculum field includes classroom practice as
one of the interests, but the focus in classroom research
has changed to one of understanding—“understanding
curriculum as it functions bureaucratically” (Pinar et al.,
1995, p.661). The role of the researchers, too, has
changed: “The traditional role of the ‘expert’ which im-
plied a relationship of ‘theory’ into ‘practice’ has been al-
tered to a smaller, more modest role of consultant”
(p. 662).

Commenting on the nature of contemporary curriculum
research, Oberg suggested that in the conservative tradition
research consisted of psychological effectiveness studies—
an input/process/output model to determine the impact of
a treatment on learning. In the ethnographic approach, the
interest is in what actually happens in the classroom. In
Oberg’s view, curriculum research can be more expansive
than has been previously acknowledged. Newer research
focuses on the learner’s experience as seen from the
learner’s perspective, and theory seeks the political impli-
cations of decisions, programs, and teacher actions (per-
sonal communication, Victoria, February 17, 2000).

One consequence of the reconceptualized curriculum
has been a move away from subject specialization to an
interest in issues that go across or beyond the curriculum.
Another has been a new way of thinking about research
that has led to the use of qualitative methods. In a post-
modern world, there is no longer one Truth, one external
point of judgment, one narrative. Reality is socially con-
structed and, therefore, multiple (Natoli, 1997). Curricu-
lum is “a process—not of transmitting what is (absolutely)
known but of exploring what is unknown” (Doll, 1993,
p. 155).

Where does music education fit in this bigger picture?
We address this question in the remainder of the chapter.

Music Education Practice and Theory in the
Broader Theoretical Curriculum Context

Music education is facing a profound disparity between theory
and practice forced on us by the emergence of a postmodern
society.

R. Rideout, On Leadership in American Music Education
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The first purpose of this chapter was to examine prac-
tice and theory in music curriculum research from a
“broad focus” in order to interpret the theoretical per-
spectives evident in curriculum research in music education
and situate this research in the context of the general cur-
riculum field. We are now prepared to address this pur-
pose.

Music education research followed the path traced ear-
lier with a small time lag. It was only in 1953, when the
American Journal of Research in Music Education (JRME)
first appeared, that music education research had “gained
sufficient stature to be considered a serious aspect of the
profession” (Mark, 1986, p. 287). By 1972, most of the
articles in JRME were descriptive or experimental, with
some historical research. The second major American re-
search publication, the Bulletin of the Council for Research
in Music Education, first appeared in 1963. It was estab-
lished to report on funded research and critique research
studies, not all of which were quantitative. Nevertheless,
these journals reflected an interest in experimental research
that continues to the present in some streams of music ed-
ucation research (Schmidt, 1996, p. 80). In 1985 Reimer
acknowledged this predominance: “If we were to eliminate
from the research literature in music education all the stud-
ies using statistical tests of significance . . . what do you
think we’d be left with?” (p. 15) and commented on the
isolated, unrelated, and disconnected nature of the exper-
iments. Until recently music education curriculum research
typically adopted mainstream quantitative models. What
about curriculum in the classroom?

Although many music educators resisted what they con-
sidered a mechanistic model inappropriate to music, music
curricutum documents were designed with a focus on de-
velopment, implementation, and the use of increasingly
specific behavioral objectives. The focus of this “conven-
tional” curriculum (Elliott, 1995) was on program delivery
rather than on teaching and learning. A number of authors
supported the assumptions of the Tylerian Rationale in
their curriculum writing (e.g., Boyle, 1974; Greer, 1980;
Labuta, 1974; Madsen, Greer, & Madsen, 1975; Madsen
& Madsen, 1970).

Elliott (1995) explained that “a softer variation on Ty-
ler’s scheme™ developed in the 1960s. This variation was
based on the work of Bruner and others who supported a
structure-of-disciplines approach “based on the assump-
tion that every subject has a foundational pattern of verbal
concepts that, when understood by teachers and students,
enables all other aspects of that subject to fall into place”
(Elliott, 1995, p. 244). For Elliott, the result of this ap-
proach in music education was the use of verbal concepts
about music to organize curriculum rather than the “pro-
cedural essence of musicianship” (p. 246). Although Bru-
ner did not emphasize language as the main focus of con-
ceptual understanding (1960, p.-31; 1993, p. 138}, music

education curricula used verbal concepts as labels to iden-
tify the concepts of nonverbal musical sounds. These ver-
bal concepts were then used to organize the music curric-
ulum. According to Elliott, both behavioral objectives and
the concept approach had a profound impact on music
education: “Separately, and in combination, the Tylerian
concept and the structure-of-disciplines approach resulted
in a steady stream of ‘teacher-proof’ curricula that contin-
ues to flow to the present day” (p. 244).

This traditional curriculum thinking continued to be the
basis for “real” research until the late 1980s when the
“paradigm change” started to infiltrate music education
curriculum research. Eisner, Reimer, and Plummeridge,
among others, saw the need for new ways of doing re-
search. Eisner (19835) explored the idea of research as “ed-
ucational criticism,” and Reimer (1985) invoked the rich-
ness of qualitative research in addressing human
experience. Plummeridge (1985) stressed the need to re-
place the emphasis on methodology and resources with
“increased ‘understanding’ of curricula and a clearer sense
of direction in music teaching” (p. 49).

One sign of change was the initiation of a number of
new English music education research journals that al-
lowed for greater diversity and representation: the British
Journal of Music Education {1984), the Canadian Journal
of Research in Music Education (1987), the Quarterly
Journal of Music Teaching and Learning (1990), Research
Studies in Music Education (1993), and Music Education
Research (1999). Another significant step was the accep-
tance of qualitative research methodology by the Bulletin
of the Council for Research in Music Education (see par-
ticularly issues no. 123 in 1994/95 and no. 130 in 1996).
Further signs of changing research practice were evident in
the chapter on qualitative methodology by Bresler and
Stake (1992) in the first Handbook of Research on Music
Teaching and Learning (Colwell, 1992) and journal articles
by Bresler (1992, 1994, 1996a). The establishment of the
Philosophy of Music Education Review in 1993 was vet
another indication of a growing interest in “why” ques-
tions. As a synopsis of research in music education, the
chapters related to curricalum in the 1992 Handbook are
revealing. Most authors reported on past research (largely
experimental); the tone and assumptions were traditional.
Wing’s chapter, however, represented a transitional stage in
which the identification of curriculum conversation and the
importance of questions hinted at the future yet did not
identify completely with the reconceptualized contempo-
rary curriculum field.

Since the 1990s, music education curriculum research
related to the schools {curriculum as institutional text) has
been undergoing a transformation. The increased fre-
quency of qualitative research models, the search for un-
derstanding in both quantitative and qualitative work, and
the tendency to look at the experience rather than the de-
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livery are all signs that at least part of the music education
research community is adopting a reconceptualized view
of curriculum. As Pinar (1995) wrote: “The point of con-
temporary curriculum research is to stimulate self-
reflection, self-understanding, and social change. Simply
put, practical or theoretical research is intended as much
to provoke questions as it is to answer questions” (p. 56).

Commenting on the gap between researchers and teach-
ers, Colwell (1985) pointed out that “one reason thinking
and research have had little impact on music education is
the high importance teachers attach to the information that
comes through daily, first-hand experience” (p. 32). One
benefit of the newer type of curriculum research is that it
may resonate better with practitioners, some of whom are
engaging in this type of research as initiators or partners.
Perhaps contemporary research practice will put an end to
the researcher/practitioner dichotomy that has so troubled
the research community and alienated teachers.

Meanwhile, experimental researchers have moved away
from the seemingly esoteric and atomistic kinds of research
that have characterized the field to more subtle and con-
nected studies (Gouzouasis, 1992; McDonald, 1991; Shu-
ler, 1991b). As might be suspected of a postmodern age
where multiple viewpoints are expected, experimental re-
search still has its place:

Experimental research, when directly related to a growing
set of coherent understandings, can be undertaken with the
kind of precision that it requires but also with the kind of
meaningfulness that can only exist when an experiment is
guided by a larger need. (Reimer, 1985, p. 16)

In spite of the changing times, traditional thinking still
lingers in high places. In MENC’s Thinking Abead: A Re-
search Agenda for Music Education (Lindeman, Flowers,
Jellison, Kaplan, & Price, 1998), the wording in the section
about curriculum clearly reflects a traditional viewpoint:

The National Standards for Music Education identify what
students should know and be able to do as they progress
from kindergarten through grade 12....Now the chal-
lenge is to find ways to implement and study the outcomes
of the standards and examine emerging curricular issues in
a time of education reform. (p. 7)

This wording is consistent with the nature of the standards
themselves, which, in spite of the consensus-building pro-
cess used in their development, are traditional in that one
size fits all. Two of the suggestions for research in Thinking
Abead provide further evidence of this view:

« How can content listed in the national standards be com-
municated to and implemented by persons responsible
for local curriculum development? To what extent are the

standards being implemented, by whom, and with what
result?

« Is there a core of songs that can and should be learned
by all American school children? (p. 7)

The thinking behind these statements is hierarchical, im-
plying that there is a right answer, and positivist—numbers
will tell the tale. These underlying assumptions may be par-
tially responsible for the reluctance of some music educa-
tors to “embrace” the standards. Schmidt (1996) com-
mented: “The very act of establishing national standards
presupposes that there is a body of knowledge and/or skills
that is identifiable by some authority as true and valuable
and that the acquisition of such may be measured” (p. 77).
She considers the standards to be more of an advocacy tool
than a vehicle for change. Her conclusion may prove to be
ironically inaccurate if states opt to develop standardized
tests in music that in turn drive the curriculum.

Have government curriculum policies and documents
for the schools changed? The short answer is a qualified
no. The emphasis on national standards (USA) and na-
tional curricula (England and Australia) suggests that, at
the political level, the model is still Tylerian. Rideout
(1998) proposed that the leadership in American music ed-
ucation is operating from a modernist worldview (empha-
sizing universal goals, hierarchical achievement, and peer
comparisons) in a postmodern society (with multiple re-
alities, socially constructed meaning, and collaboration)
(p. 7). At the same time, there have also been attempts to
develop research-based, learner-centered curricula with
greater decision making given to teachers (Saskatchewan
Education, 1995). Has curriculum in classrooms changed?
The short answer is a qualified yes. Teachers have had to
adapt to rapidly changing cultural and social expectations
and technological advances. In some locations (e.g., the
province of Ontario), teachers are expected to be curricu-
lum developers, with single textbooks no longer accepted
as the source of all knowledge. What will become of music
textbook series in such a climate, you might ask? To par-
aphrase Mark Twain, the news of their demise is prema-
ture. Not so long ago, Gordon’s use of coded cards with
activities that teachers could coordinate with his learning
sequence in Jump Right In (Gordon & Woods, 1985) was
one of the reasons the series was not well received (Shuler,
1991a, p. 53); the new series (Bolton et al., 2000) has text-
books. In addition, in 1996 Mclellan found that only 11
of 112 K-6 music teacher respondents indicated they did
not use textbooks.

So far in looking at change we have addressed curric-
ulum as institutionalized text. Is there also evidence of in-
creased interest in theoretical issues in music education?
The MayDay Group (Gates, 1999), an international think
tank formed in 1993, provides an example of a discourse
based on critical theory. There are also examples of femi-
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nist scholars (Green, 1993; Koza, 1994a, 1994b; Lamb,
1993) and cultural studies scholars (Shepherd & Wicke,
1997). These researchers work more in the area of theory,
although their ideas could have significant impact on music
education in the future, as will become evident in the dis-
cussion of a reconceptualized view of curriculum.

Having provided a quick overview of educational trends
and situated music education within the broader enter-
prise, we will now progress to our second purpose: to ex-
amine the more “narrowly focused” theoretical basis of
music education practice and curriculum research, We be-
gin with school-based music curriculum research and the-
ory development based on the Tylerian view of music cur-
riculum practice. We then examine how a reconceptualized
field of curriculum is emerging in music education.

Music Curriculum Theory and Research in
the Tylerian Tradition

Most of us formed opinions on the worth of CMP, Manhattan-
ville, programed learning, CEMREL, and the Rolland string ma-
terials on what we would like to believe, not on the basis of
student readiness or any evaluation of the effectiveness of the
materials.

R.J. Cotwell, “Program Evaluation in Music Teacher Education”

In most cases the innovators who developed the methods were
almost entirely concerned with helping children to learn music
and worked from the basis of the music rather than from psy-
chological theory.

M. L. Mark, Contemporary Music Education

The methods/approaches used to teach music in the class-
rooms have been many. Mark (1986) identified nine: the
Dalcroze Method, the Orff Approach, the Kodaly method,
Orff and Kodaly combined, the Manhattanville Music
Curriculum Program (MMCP), teaching music through
learning theory (Gordon), the Carabo-Cone Method, Su-
zuki Talent Education, and Comprehensive Musicianship.
Costanza and Russell (1992) would add music textbooks
to the list. We would include Discipline-Based Music Ed-
ucation (DBME), Education Through Music (ETM), and
the Generative Approach (Boardman, 1988a, 1988b,
1989). In addition, music education exists in different in-
structional settings, such as general, instrumental, choral,
keyboard, elementary, secondary, middle school, and early
childhood (Colwell, 1992), and is sometimes required and
sometimes an elective. Sometimes music is supposed to
be taught by classroom teachers (elementary grades) and
sometimes by specialist teachers (elementary and second-
ary grades). The 1992 Handbook reviewed research
about many of these approaches and settings. The

research cited was predominantly quantitative or descrip-
tive, operating within a positivistic framework.

Rather than address each of the approaches/methods/
instructional settings in turn, we will examine (1) the the-
oretical sources of classroom practice at a time when the
Tyler Rationale prevailed and (2) the research generated
within the positivistic perspective under six categories iden-
tified by Wing (1992) in her review of curriculum litera-
ture:

. position statements and curriculum guidelines,

. status studies (surveys/analyses),

. development of curriculum/curricular materials,

. curriculum development and trial,

. evaluation of existing curricula, and

. curriculum development and comparative study
(p. 210)
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Theoretical Bases of Music Teaching in the
Schools—Positivist Views

There have been strong trends in education which have always
resulted from some viewpoint or standpoint originating within
an influential personality or group, and spreading first to the
leaders then to the grassroots of the profession. These trends
seemingly constitute the philosophy of the profession.

R. . Colwell, “Music Education and Experimental Research”

Historically, music education curriculum has been some-
what lacking in the area of philosophical discussion, fa-
voring the identification of what works based on common
sense and experience: the WHAT and HOW rather than
the WHY. Although Costanza and Russell (1992) consid-
ered the Kodaly, Orff, Dalcroze, and Suzuki approaches to
be methodologies, meaning “a body of techniques, meth-
ods, and curricula . . . based on a philosophical system and
a foundation of research” (p. 498), other writers are less
convinced about the philosophical and research founda-
tions of these approaches (Atterbury, 1991; Dolloff, 1993;
Gouzouasis, 1991; Reimer, 1989, pp. 159-160; Shuler,
1991a, p. 39). Even though the approaches listed previ-
ously along with choral music, instrumental music, and so
on, could claim to have underlying learning principles and
philosophical assumptions, questioning and clarifying
these underlying principles have not been a priority. His-
torically, improving practice and, in some cases, proving
the worth of an approach have been the major concerns.
Is music education still guided by “influential personali-
ties” or do we have a more reasoned approach to curric-
ulum? We will examine two examples of well-developed
theoretical foundations for music education. The first is
based on psychological learning principles, the second on
philosophical method. Both have impacted on classroom
practice.
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Psychology. Psychology has dominated educational think-
ing in music education (Rideout, 1997a). The most devel-
oped model of music education with a psychological base
is Gordon’s music-learning theory. For over 40 years, Gor-
don has remained committed to developing and refining a
theory of music learning and teaching and a method that
he characterizes as sequential and comprehensive (Gordon,
1993, p. 46).

Music-learning theory “refers to the specific sequential
taxonomies for skills and for tonal and rhythm content
that Gordon formulated, as well as to his general theories
of musical development” (Shuler, 1991a, p. 40). Learning
theory is “an explanation of how we learn when we learn
music” (Gordon, 1993, p. 33) and implies how students
should be taught:

Proper methodology in music is based on an understanding
of music learning theory. Music learning theory provides a
teacher with the basis for establishing sequential objectives
in a music curriculum, in accord with his/her own teaching
styles and beliefs, that are sensitive to individual musical
differences among students. (p. iv)

Gordon addresses students’ readiness in terms of melodic
and rhythmic aptitude. Individual differences are identified
through the use of psychometric music aptitude tests de-
veloped by Gordon (the Musical Aptitude Profile, 1965,
for stabilized aptitude; the Primary Measures of Music Au-
diation, 1979; and Intermediate Measures of Music Audia-
tion, 1982, for developmental aptitude).

Gordon presented his theory most recently in A Music
Learning Theory for Newborn and Young Children (1990)
and Learning Sequences in Music (1993), in which he also
explained the importance of the development of audiation
(the process of assimilating and comprehending music in
our minds) to both music aptitude and music achievement.
For Gordon, audiation is the key to musical understanding,
and understanding is the goal of music education (1993,
pp. 33-35). Gordon’s music-learning theory is operation-
alized in Jump Right In: The Music Curriculum (Gordon
& Woods, 1985), Jump Right In: The Instrumental Series
(Grunow & Gordon, 1989), and Jump Right In: General
Music Series (Bolton et al., 2000).

Gordon’s work can be described as positivistic because
his approach is atomistic and skills-based; his method is
prepackaged; meaning is externally imposed rather than
constructed by the learner (Woodford, 1996, p. 88); he ne-
glects the context of music; much of his research involves
the development and use of psychometric tests; and he op-
erates within a quantitative understanding of what re-
search can be (Gordon, 1992, pp. 62-63). In 1991, while
acknowledging Gordon’s important contributions to music
education in theory development and in his development
of aptitude measurement, Colwell and Abrahams (1991)

claimed “there is no research which is sufficiently definitive
to indicate the degree of truthfulness or error in the re-
search of Gordon and his writings” (p. 19). Shuler (1991a)
reinforced the need for research that supported Gordon’s
theories, and Stokes (1996) wrote that Gordon’s learning
theory had more internal than external validity. Gordon’s
major contribution to curriculum has been in the applica-
tion of his music-learning theory to classroom practice.

We now move to Reimer, a philosopher who may, at
first glance, seem to fit poorly under the heading of posi-
tivism. After all, Reimer aligned himself with cognitive psy-
chology, not behaviorism; he criticized isolated experimen-
tal research and did not engage in it himself. Why is his
work included in this section? There is some justification,
if not a sterling match.

Philosophy. Stokes (1996) summarized seven aspects of
curriculum identified by Reimer “for responsible curricu-
lum enterprise”:

Curriculum theorists must base educational choices on a
sound philosophy, relevant psychological research and ed-
ucational practice and research, effective short- and long-
term sequencing of learning, professional teacher interpre-
tation of materials, experienced teacher/student operations
in the classroom, what students undergo and bring to the
learning situation, and what educators and society expect
from the educational process. (p. 96)

Reimer (1989) argued that “practice must be grounded
in a secure philosophy” (p. 10). He was not impressed with
the rationales for music education presented in the past:
“On the philosophy side, music education has offered ra-
tionales so puny, so unessential, so political, so tied to val-
ues not unigue to music, as to convince many that music
is little more than a pleasant, recreational hobby™ (1989,
p. 149). Reimer also did not think that psychological the-
ory alone provides a sufficient foundation for curricalum
development, because it does not address questions of
value (pp. 149-150); psychology comes into play to bring
philosophy to life. Reimer developed a philosophy of music
education based on “the nature and value of the art of
music” (1989, p. 1). At the core of the philosophy was the
importance of sensitivity to the expressive qualities of mu-
sic. Called absolute expressionism and, in practice, aes-
thetic music education, Reimer’s philosophy was made
available to practitioners in the elementary music series Sil-
ver Burdett Music (Crook, Walker, & Reimer, 1974,1978,
1981, 1985; Reimer, Hoffman, & McNeil, 1974, 1978,
1981, 1985). In the introduction (Crook et al., 1981,
Grade 5), the authors claimed consistency with develop-
mental learning theory because the series “provides op-
portunities for gradual, progressive, consistent growth”
and high levels of success and challenge (p. vi) and a spiral
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mode of organization. So Reimer coherently addressed
both philosophical and psychological concerns in his cur-
riculum development work.

Reimer’s work is important because aesthetic music ed-
ucation arguably became the “bedrock upon which our
self-concept, as a profession, rests” (Reimer, 1989, p. xi).
Reimer was accurate in describing the considerable influ-
ence of aesthetic music education on the field for nearly 30
years (Mark & Gary, 1999, p. xviii), even if its ideas were
imperfectly understood and implemented (Elliott, 1995,
p. 29; Hanley, 1989; Reimer, 1989, p. xi).

It is on the basis of the Silver Burdett Music series that
the case for a positivist designation can be made. Reimer’s
work can certainly not be classified as Tylerian, but it is
an example of the “soft variation” noted by Elliott (1995,
p. 244). There are two reasons for this conclusion. First,
Silver Burdett Music portrayed a structure-of-disciplines
organizational approach with the content organized
around verbally mediated concepts related to music (what
Elliott called verbal concepts, 1995) as determined by ex-
perts (even though these concepts were in service of the
student’s perception of and response to music). Second, the
series is a commercial curriculum and therefore an attempt
to develop a “teacher-proof” package. Although Silver
Burdett Music has been used for control groups in com-
parative studies (Byrd, 1989), we have located no pub-
lished research about its efficacy in terms of student learn-
ing, in spite of the competency tests developed for the
series {Colwell, 1979).

Trends. In addition to the two preceding examples, there
are other indications of a greater interest in the theoretical
underpinnings. (both philosophical and psychological) of
music education methods. One example is Dolloff’s (1993)
study of Orff’s Schulwerk to identify the cognitive, musi-
cal, and artistic foundations that the approach provides for
the development of children. A second is represented by
Montgomery’s (1997; in press) decision to use the unifying
principle of sound before symbol in her work, focusing on
a process with a strong basis in research rather than on
more experientially based methods. Her view is that re-
search efforts that attempted to test/justify a whole method
have been futile and have merely reinforced unproductive
competition among Dalcroze, Orff, and Kodaly propo-
nents. The focus on sound before symbol that is common
to the three methods (as well as to Gordon’s approach)
provides a more fruitful foundation for music education
{personal communication, June 13, 2000). So, the answer
to the question “Is music education still guided by “influ-
ential personalities’ or do we have a more reasoned ap-
proach to curriculum?” is (arguably) that, as a profession,
we are showing a greater understanding of the need for
theoretical bases and becoming better at applying what we
are learning.

Research about Curriculum Practice

We will now examine the research related to classroom
practice using Wing’s six categories as organizers. Our pur-
pose is to examine the research mindful of both current
practice and theoretical bases while focusing mainly on the
past decade.

1. Position statements and curriculum guidelines. We
have selected two sources of guidelines: The first is a col-
laboration among arts organizations, a university, foun-
dations, and the schools; the second looks at national in-
itiatives. When it exists, research in this category comes
from an examination of guidelines and their implementa-
tion.

Discipline-Based Music Fducation. There is a recent curric-
ulum initiative based on a structure-of-disciplines ap-
proach that is quite different from the concept-driven
model of the 1970s and 1980s. Rather than using music
concepts as curriculum organizers, in DBME music instruc-
tion is based on works of music (Patchen & Harris, 1996).
DBME is modeled on the Getty Institute for the Arts’ de-
velopment of Discipline-Based Art Education (DBAE) un-
der way since the 1980s and was evaluated by Wilson
(1997) in his model study, The Quiet Evolution: Changing
the Face of Arts Education. DBAE grew out of the reform
efforts of the 1960s (Wilson, 1997) and the work of Bruner
(1960). From Bruner’s emphasis on disciplines arose the
four-discipline perspective—production, history, aesthetics,
and criticism. DBME was an extension of DBAE under-
taken by the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga,
where local funding established the Southeast Institute for
Education in Music (SIEME) to engage in research, devel-
opment, and implementation.

Patchen (1996), an early director of the center, noted
that the discipline-based approach is “reflected in the new
National Standards for Arts Education” (p. 17) and that
because it is “a conceptual framework and not a curricu-
lum or methodology, it is compatible with the major meth-
odologies in music education such as Orff, Kodaly, and
Dalcroze” (p. 18). SIEME undertook an extensive evalua-
tion of DBME from 1989 to 1994 conducted by Asmus.
The positive findings of the annual reports and site obser-
vations are summarized in A Discipline-Based Music Ed-
ucation Handbook (Patchen & Harris, 1996, “Conceptual
Framework,” p. 12). The practice of DBME was enhanced
by an emphasis on team building, in-service delivery, and,
as of 1993, a required course on the discipline-based ap-
proach for elementary music majors at the University of
Tennessee at Chattanooga. This teacher education pro-
gram implements discipline-based instruction in all four
arts over a nine-state area (Kim Wheetley, personal corre-
spondence, June 1, 2000). Others have also shown an in-
terest in DBME (e.g., developing a theoretical framework
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[Sibbald, 1989]; determining the frequency of component
use [Townsend, 1998]).

National Curricula. We proceed to examine four cases of
national curriculum development: one in a small country
where government control is more manageable and the
curriculum is imposed and inspected; one in a large coun-
try where standards have been developed through
“consensus-building” (see Schmidt, 1996, for a critique of
this process) and adoption by states is voluntary; one in a
large country where the provincial jurisdiction of educa-
tion is enshrined and interprovincial partnerships have
been slow to build; and the last in a large country where
state and territories administer education and teachers
have maintained professional independence.

First, to England. Following the 1988 Education Re-
form Act, Music in the National Curriculum (Department
of Education, 1992, 1995) was adopted in England. The
National Curriculum represents “national priorities for
learning and assessment,” a “framework for school in-
spection,” and a “basis of the National Standards for In-
itial Teacher Training” (National Advisory Committee on
Creative and Cultural Education, 1999, p. 72). The music
curriculum documents identified two Attainment Targets:
(1) performing and composing and (2) listening and ap-
praising. The National Curriculum replaced a system in
which music teachers were autonomous and had no obli-
gation to respond to calls for a common direction (Plum-
meridge, 1996, p.29) and had a politically conservative
agenda (Cox, 1993; Shepherd & Vulliamy, 1994). In the
new system, “what ‘counts’ as music is now firmly deter-
mined by the government through the School Curriculum
and Assessment Authority. . . . There is now an ‘official’
view of music education” (Plummeridge, 1996, pp. 30—
31). Kushner (1999) commented on the limiting nature of
the National Curriculum:

It imposes a logic of “simple to complex,” it insists on a
theory of iteration, it assumes that the only worthwhile
learning is that which follows teaching, it demands uni-
versal treatment of pupils, it subjugates individual profes-
sional knowledge to the theories of professional “tribal el-
ders.” (p. 213)

Some (Gane, 1996; Preston, 1994; Stowasser, 1993) saw
opportunities in the National Curriculum because of the
potential for expanded encounters with music. Major
(1996), however, critiqued the concept basis of the second-
ary curriculum, calling for more attention to neglected skill
development.

The implementation of the music curriculum is checked
by HM Inspectors of Schools (HMI). Official reports of
the quality of music teaching use public criteria for assess-
ment (OFSTED, 1993a), and early studies indicated that

implementation was more successful in the primary years
(ages § to 10) than in the secondary years (ages 11 to 14)
(Mills, 1994, 1997; OFSTED, 1993b). Mills (Clay, Her-
trich, Jones, Mills, & Rose, 1998) noted that, in spite
of overall positive results, “continuity and progression,”
exploiting pupils’ musical creativity and developing their
musical imagination,” and “participation in music at
school” in Key Stage 4 remained areas of concern (pp.
60-61).

Non-government-affiliated researchers were, however,
more critical of the early implementation of the curricu-
lum. Lawson, Plummeridge, and Swanwick (1994) found
that the teaching of listening and appraising was weak and
the teaching of literacy and sound exploration was ne-
glected. Writing about the National Curriculum, Paynter
(1993) concluded that while national guidelines may be
useful, “it is impossible to legislate for universally good
education” (p. 176); it is innovative and inventive teaching
that makes the difference.

Second, the American National Standards for Arts Ed-
ucation (Consortium of National Arts Education Associa-
tions, 1994) include standards for music, which “have
quickly become accepted as the basis for most state and
local music standards and frameworks” (Music Educators
National Conference, 1996, p. 1). The standards were a
response to those who believed that the quality of student
learning had degenerated to the point that the nation was
at risk. The music standards were developed by a coalition
led by the Music Educators National Conference (MENC)
that wanted to ensure that the arts were included in the
Goals 2000 Project and were thus part of the national ed-
ucation agenda. The standards provide a common foun-
dation for curriculum development by presenting nine con-
tent and achievement standards for students in K-4, 5-8,
and 9-12. To date, 44 states have adopted some form of
the standards, with development and implementation at
different stages of completion (American Music Confer-
ence News, 1996). Given the voluntary nature of the stan-
dards and the regulation of education by individual states,
not the federal government, this level of collaboration is
an indication of considerable success (possibly related to
funding).

The National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) recently completed its 1997 report card in music
and the other arts for Grade 8 students (Persky, Sandene,
& Askew, 1998). The content of the assessment “was de-
signed in conjunction with the newly developed voluntary”
standards (p. 11), taking advantage of the opportunity to
coordinate curriculum and evaluation at a national level.
Although the NAEP results show a high level of achieve-
ment by some young people, they also show that “too
many young people lack the skills and knowledge that are
necessary to experience the satisfaction, fulfillment, and en-
richment that music can bring to the life of every citizen”
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(Lehman, 1999, p. 37). The gap between standards and
student achievement seems considerable.

Third, in Canada there has been an attempt to develop
a Pan-Canadian protocol for arts education similar to the
Pan-Canadian Science Project developed by the Council of
Ministers of Education (CMEC) in 1997 {Sandner, 1999).
Favaro (1999) explained the process and lack of success
for the arts project at a political level, and Hanley (1998a)
addressed grassroots discomfort with the idea of a national
curriculum framework or standards in the arts. Provincial
governments, for their part, are watchful of their jurisdic-
tional prerogatives. There has been some headway toward
consolidation in that, since 1993, the western provinces
and territories have agreed to collaborate on the develop-
ment of common curriculum frameworks in mathematics,
language arts, and social studies {mathematics was com-
pleted in 1995), but the arts are not on the agenda. Mean-
while, the four Atlantic (eastern) provinces have produced
Foundation for the Atlantic Canada Arts Education Cur-
riculum (Atlantic Provinces Education Foundation, 2000),
a framework for elementary arts education. There appears
to be a different interest in the arts on each coast. In an
attempt to address the dilution of elementary music pro-
grams, the Coalition for Music Education in Canada and
the Canadian Music Educators Association (CMEA) have
collaborated to produce Achieving Musical Understanding:
Concepts & Skills Pre-Kindergarten to Grade 8 (2001) in-
dependent of any government affiliation. The impact of
this resource, if any, is yet to be determined. There has
been no recent attempt to assess student learning in music
either nationally or provincially.

Fourth, in the late 1980s in Australia there was an at-
tempt to develop a national framework for curriculum de-
velopment that identified eight core areas of learning, one
of which was the arts. The result was The Arts—A Cur-
riculum Profile for Australian Schools (Curriculum Cor-
poration, 1994). Education in Australia is administered by
state and territory systems. Although the curriculum
framework is in place, “more than a decade of continuing
efforts to standardize pedagogical practices around Aus-
tralia” has not resulted in homogeneous practice across the
country: “Australians have always resisted a top-down ap-
proach by governments and education systems which pre-
scribes a central curriculum” (McPherson & Dunbar-Hall,
2001). McPherson and Dunbar-Hall present a view of
music education that they described as postmodern in the
questioning of tradition, in adopting the view that “the
student is the source of knowledge rather than the
teacher,” in the increased use of technology, and in adopt-
ing an ethnological foundation for music education with
curriculum more inclusive of aboriginal music systems.

Four stories, four political contexts. Many questions
arise. Why is there a trend to national curricalum initia-
tives at this time? What agenda do standards and frame-

works mask? What evidence supports the validity of na-
tional curricula? Who decides what will be included? How
is the assessment of student learning integrated into the
planning? Clearly there are issues of development and con-
trol when national curriculum initiatives appear (Plum-
meridge, 1996, p. 27).

2. Status studies (surveysfanalyses). These studies in-
clude surveys and curriculum analyses that are intended to
inform decision making. They differ in scale from more
local to national projects.

On a smaller scale, Finter (1995) examined the elemen-
tary music curricula in Nevada to see whether they con-
formed to authoritative sources. On the basis of percentage
of agreement, the author concluded that the best match
was in “psychomotor/manipulative” objectives and the
least congruency existed in the area of “cognitive/elemen-
tal” objectives. Finter evidently assumed that the authori-
ties he cited knew what is required to construct a valid
music curriculum.

National studies provide large databases, and the com-
parison across districts can be instructive. Brown (1993)
examined the status of elementary music education in Can-
ada through a comparison of provincial curriculum guide-
lines and questionnaire responses from administrators and
music teachers with the MENC School Music Program:
Description and Standards. Not surprisingly, recommen-
dations included more specialist teachers, more in-service,
more time, and better facilities. Given provincial jurisdic-
tion over education, Brown’s recommendation for the de-
velopment of national standards for music education in
Canada was more unexpected.

Siverson (1990) developed a questionnaire that under-
took a national study in the United States to determine the
degree to which utilitarian versus aesthetic goals were pur-
sued in high school band programs. The results supported
the researcher’s belief that band teachers would prefer to
teach for aesthetic outcomes but are required to spend
more time on utilitarian objectives. The study, unfortu-
nately, had only a very low return rate and used a rather
simplistic questionnaire.

Demonstrating an increased interest in music curricu-
lum across Canada, Shand and Bartel (1993) described in
considerable detail 74 provincial music curriculum docu-
ments published between 1980 and 1992. The topics ad-
dressed in the reference tool were document characteristics,
program orientation, characteristics of the recommended
repertoire, and methodology. This study provides a helpful
source for researchers.

Status reports are useful because they inform us about
the state of affairs and provide a baseline for more local
studies. These studies, however, are costly and time-
consuming. Three examples are reports about the number
of states that have adopted or are working toward imple-
menting the American National Standards for Arts Edu-
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cation (American Music Conference, 1996), the state of
arts education in American elementary schools (Carey,
1995), and the status of adoption, implementation, and
assessment of the standards in visual arts, music, theater,
and dance in 176 school districts in Colorado (Colorado
Alliance for Arts Education, 2000).

3. Development of curriculum/curricular materials.
This kind of research has been most directly relevant to
practitioners. It involves the development of theoretical
models, curriculum, and music textbooks.

In addition to Gordon’s music-learning theory, exam-
ples of theory development include Kuehmann’s (1987)
survey and review of the literature and design of a general
music curriculum model for fundamentalist Christian ele-
mentary schools (based on Bandura, Skinner, Gagné, and
Piaget); Musoleno’s (1990) identification of 12 essential el-
ements in 2 model middle school music program that ad-
dressed placement, operation, and content based mainly on
responses from “experts”; Bourne’s (1990) curriculum
model for children’s choirs based on observed instructional
techniques used in rehearsals and interviews of six exem-
plary directors; and Clausel’s (1998) music curriculum
model for kindergarten and first-grade children that uses
Cambourne’s model of literacy learning and the Orff-
Schulwerk method. These models have had only limited
application.

Music textbooks continue to impact on music education
at all levels, but especially in the elementary grades. Ex-
amples of curriculum and curriculum materials developed
to assist teachers include:

« textbooks for elementary general music (Holt Music
[Meske, Andress, Pautz, & William, 19881, Share the
Music [Bond et al., 19951, The Music Connection [Silver
Burdett Ginn, 1995], and Jump Right In [Bolton et al.,
20001);

programs for choral music {We Will Sing! Choral Music
Experience for Classroom Choirs [Rao, 1993]); and
methods books for instrumental music classes (The
Comprebensive Music Instructor [Froseth, 1986], Jump
Right In: The Instrumental Series {Grunow & Gordon,
19891, Essential Elements: A Comprebensive Band
Method [Rhodes, Bierschenk, Lautzenheiser, & Higgins,
1991}, Strictly Strings [Dillon, Kjelland, & O’Reilly,
1992}, Standards of Excellence [Pearson, 1993], and Es-
sential Elements for Strings [Allen, Gillespie, & Hayes,
1994]).

In a current trend, the major publishers of elementary mu-
sic textbooks have opted for reaching the greatest market
over program coherence and a unified philosophy. The use
of multiple authors may have contributed to this trend.
McLellan (1996) surveyed K-6 elementary music teach-
ers about their use of and the effectiveness of elementary
music series. Most teachers reported satisfaction with their

series and found them compatible with mastery learning
theory and their school system’s curriculum. These teachers
wanted to continue using their textbooks. McLellan ad-
vised further research about the effectiveness of these series
and alternative approaches.

What research informs music textbook development? In
recent years, publishers have conducted marketing research
that relies on information gathered from experts in the
field; however, very few research studies on the effective-
ness of music textbooks have been published. In an ex-
emplary and critical study of Silver Burdett & Ginn’s
World of Music (Culp, Eisman, & Hoffman, 1988) that
was based on a common set of framing questions across
subjects, May {1993} concluded that research that informs
the “design, structure, or content” of music textbooks is
sparse, as is research about teachers’ use of music texts
(p. 17). Furthermore, “publishers’ decisions most often rely
on intuition, not on research” (p. 14). May also pointed
out how little we know about the use of music textbooks
in the classroom. Her remarks could apply equally well to
instrumental and choral textbooks.

4. Curriculum development and trial. It is in curriculam
implementation that the gap between the theory and prac-
tice is most evident. The piloting of curriculum and
planned implementation research are ways of bridging this
gap.

Byo (1999) examined Florida music specialist and
Grade 4 classroom teachers’ perceptions of their ability to
implement the U.S. national standards. She concluded that
specialist teachers should be responsible for the delivery of
some of the standards and share responsibility with class-
room teachers for others. Her findings showed a clear sup-
port for specialist music teachers at the elementary level.

Technology presents both challenges and opportunities
to music education curriculum. Over 3 years, Nelson
(1988) developed and piloted a middle school general mu-
sic program that taught orchestration and music compo-
sition with the incorporation of computer-assisted instruc-
tion {(CAl) and aspects of Gordon’s music-learning theory.
Nelson concluded that the computer can be used success-
fully at a Grade 7 level. Clarkson and Pegley (1991) de-
veloped and piloted the Technology in Music Programme
(TIMP), a program of creative activities for Grades 7 and
8 students that included improvising, arranging, compos-
ing, sound production, performing, and listening. The
teaching context was collaborative, and discovery was en-
couraged. In the pilot, 52% of the educational objectives
were achieved, and students were very enthusiastic about
the program. Replication studies are needed to determine
whether it is novelty or something else that contributes to
student enthusiasm when technology is used in the music
classroom.

Comprehensive music education is an American contri-
bution to the field. The next example illustrates a large-
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scale, recursive, big-budget curriculum development and
implementation process. The Hawaii Music Program was
inspired by the Yale Seminar Report (Arberg & Palisca,
1964) and the documentary report of the Tanglewood
Symposium (Choate, 1968). The research and development
of the K~12 program involved “rethinking music as a dis-
cipline of knowledge” (Burton, 1990, p. 68). The result
was the development and implementation of curriculum
and materials organized around music concepts that pro-
moted the principles of comprehensive music (Burton &
Thompson, 1982; Thompson, 1974). In the Hawaii pro-
gram, comprehensive musicianship referred to “the belief
that a program of music education should be all-inclusive
and all-embracing within the context of music as a disci-
pline of knowledge” (Burton, 1990, p. 69), meaning that
students should participate in music as performers, com-
posers, and musicologists. A curriculum research and de-
velopment group (CRDG) was formed; one of its purposes
was to “conduct major curriculum evaluation projects”
that assisted in “extensive evaluations, and a revision cycle
that results in new editions” (p. 70). Burton, a director of
the project since 1969, mentioned opportunities for lon-
gitudinal studies, but the focus seemed to have been on the
use of research to develop new textbooks and implement
the program successfully rather than the publication of re-
search to show its effectiveness. Twenty years after the
project originated, Burton wrote that many projects “were
successfully tested ...but were never used or known
widely due to the lack of an ongoing implementation plan”
(p. 72). According to Burton, the project published the
only complete set of curriculum based on comprehensive
musicianship, but the interest in comprehensive musician-
ship has not been limited to Hawaii {(Johnson, 1992;
Strange, 1990; Whitener, 1980).

5. Evaluation of existing curricula. Runfola and Rut-
kowski (1992) suggested that music education curriculum
research has focused on “proving” rather than “improv-
ing” (p. 704). Perhaps that is one explanation for the small
number of studies in this category and the lack of research
on curriculum effectiveness.

Ardrey (1999) observed 20 middle school music teach-
ers to identify teachers who best met the needs of adoles-
cents and the extent to which they applied Dalcroze, Orff,
and Kodaly methodologies to solve some of the problems
inherent in middle school teaching. During the observa-
tions, common problems in the teaching of 16 teachers
were identified and solutions were drawn from the 4 teach-
ers whose practice was deemed exemplary. Ardrey did not
find the comprehensive application of any of the method-
ologies she had targeted but was reluctant to abandon her
theory. She noted that the better teachers “naturally” ap-
plied the pedagogical principles of the methodologies she
had targeted. A stronger theoretical basis would have made
for a more valuable study.

Sweeney (1993) investigated the impact of the Nationa]
Curriculum in England, particularly its assessment feg-
tures, through a survey of existing practice and a case
study examination of the implementation of material ar
Key Stages 1, 2, 3, and 4. He concluded that assessment
and attendant lessons were not well developed in practice,

The lack of replication of studies has been one of the
criticisms of music education curriculum research. Mun-
sen’s (1986) and Martin’s (1992) studies are two excep-
tions. One of the Orff Schulwerk’s goals is to nurture stu-
dent creativity and musical independence (Choksy,
Abramson, Gillespie, & Woods, 1986, p. 97). Does the ap-
proach succeed? Munsen (1986) investigated the effective-
ness of an Orff-Schulwerk program in developing melodic
and rhythmic improvisation in students in Grades 1, 3, and
5. She concluded that the improvisation tasks peaked at
Grade 3 and the attitude to music and music class became
increasingly negative. Martin (1992) replicated Munsen’s
study with modifications. Her findings reinforced the neg-
ative view of music class as children got older. In the 1992
study, Grade 1 students were rated highest for melodic im-
provisation and Grade $ students for rhythmic improvi-
sation. More replication studies that establish a pattern of
research are needed.

6. Curriculum development and comparative study.
One area of research interest has involved comparing the
effectiveness of one approach to teaching music with that
of another. This debate has been particularly strong con-
cerning the efficacy of the Kodaly, Orff, and Dalcroze
approaches compared with a variety of traditional meth-
ods, including music textbooks. As Swanwick {1999) ex-
plains:

Teaching methodologies seem to shape the curriculum in
different ways and there are often competing claims for the
musical high ground by followers of Orff, Kodaly, and
Dalcroze, or the users of schemes published by Silver Bur-
dett, MacMillan, and so on. (p. 103)

After an extensive review of the research about elementary
general education methods, Costanza and Russell (1992)
concluded that

the studies that have compared various techniques or
methods with each other or with a “traditional method”
have found no differences between experimental and con-
trol groups, but have reported increases (some significant,
some not) in gain scores for the experimental group.

(p. 501)

Gordon (1992) questioned the value of comparative stud-
ies and outlined the problems with this type of research,
including the difficulty of finding teachers equally skilled
in both methods and of finding similar students and con-
texts (p. 63). In addition, the objectivity of many of the
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researchers engaged in comparative studies could be ques-
tioned, since the hope is generally to prove the efficacy of
the method they champion (Joseph, 1982; Madhosingh,
1984; Siemens, 1969). Has there been any change in the
past decade?

Tronically, a number of studies have investigated the
benefits of using Gordon’s learning sequences. In a care-
fully designed study, McDonald (1991) applied Gordon’s
learning sequence to teaching recorder to third-grade stu-
dents. The control group received a traditional note-
reading method; the experimental group received a sound-
before-symbol approach consistent with ~Gordon’s
sequence. McDonald found Gordon’s sound-before-
symbol approach was more effective in terms of superior
performance and student enthusiasm. She also found sup-
port for Gordon’s initial isolation of the tonal and rhyth-
mic components of music.

In 1987 Shuler noted variations in how teachers incor-
porate Gordon’s learning theory. A second study supported
this conclusion. Shuler (1991b) used an experimental de-
sign to study the vocal performance achievements of a class
of Grade 3 children. Using Gordon’s learning sequence ac-
tivities for 25% of the music class was compared with tra-
ditional classroom activities. No conclusions could be
drawn regarding the effectiveness of the treatment. In spite
of teacher expertise with Gordon’s sequence, the teacher
was the significant variable: “The effectiveness of the ex-
perimental treatment appeared to vary dramatically from
one teacher to the other” (p. 127).

Stevens {1992) compared a small beginning instrumen-
tal class that used a technical skill development approach
with one that used Gordon’s skill-learning sequence to de-
termine which method would result in better playing by
ear. She found no significant difference in her results, a
finding she attributed to flaws in her research design rather
than to possible differences in the effectiveness of the meth-
ods.

Gouzouasis (1992) studied the effects of two types of
tonal and rhythm pattern instruction on beginning Grade
6 guitar players. The first type of instruction used Gordon’s
pattern sequences from Jump Right In: The Music Curric-
ulum, “Learning Sequence Activities”; the second used pat-
terns selected from Tonal and Rbythm Pattern Audiation
Cassettes but was not taught in a hierarchy of audition
difficulty. Hierarchically ordered rhythm pattern instruc-
tion did result in better guitar performance, but hierarchi-
cally sequential melodic patterns did not contribute to bet-
ter melodic performance on the guitar. Gouzouasis was
also interested in the effectiveness of the two approaches
on students with high and low levels of tonal aptitudes.
He concluded that the level of students’ music aptitude was
responsible for the level of their performance. These studies
related to Gordon’s work seem to reinforce the difficulties
inherent in this type of research.

Comparative studies continue to appeal to researchers.
For example, Holmes (1997) compared the relationship
between music and academic achievement and instrumen-
tal music programs. The 3-year study, which involved 389
Grade § students in nine schools, had the experimental
group taking instrumental classes while the control group
did not. Participation in instrumental music classes pro-
duced no significant difference in academic achievement;
according to the data, the more academically proficient
students chose instrumental programs.

Johnson (1992) used qualitative techniques to compare
the Wisconsin Comprehensive Musicianship through Per-
formance (WCMP) approach to choral teaching at two
middle schools and two high schools in Wisconsin with
traditional rehearsal techniques. The conclusions of the
study were muddied because the non-WCMP teachers
demonstrated WCMP attributes. The conclusions might
have been more valuable had a phenomenological or her-
meneutic study been undertaken.

Summary

The publication years of the works cited in this section
provide evidence that the Tylerian Rationale remains an
important factor in music education curriculum. Statistics
and their use have become more sophisticated, but how
well have researchers addressed the criticisms identified
carlier? Some headway has been made, particularly toward
attempts to provide theoretical bases and research foun-
dations for curriculum and methodologies. There havealso
been a few more longitudinal and large-scale studies. In
spite of small victories, however, much remains the same,
including the difficulty of being truly objective (open) when
trying to prove a pet theory and the need for more replica-
tion studies to build a credible body of knowledge. The lit-
erature still consists mainly of isolated studies, with little in-
terest in what students or teachers are experiencing in
classrooms. One notable exception to the isolation problem
is the research generated by Gordon’s music-learning the-
ory. Assembling research in one issue, as the Quarterly did
for Gordon’s work {vol. 2, no. 1/2, 1991), may be a useful
way of encouraging researchers to modify, support, or re-
fute earlier findings. Without this larger vision we will be
like the blind men who do not get beyond their limited ex-
perience of the elephant’s tail or trunk (in Forsythe, 1993).

Music Curriculum Theory and Practice—A
Reconceptualized View

in uncertain times the urge to simplify is often as strong as it is
brutal; complexity, subtlety and doubting wisely all take cour-
age, sophistication and intelligence.

M. Ross and M. Kamba,

The State of the Arts in Five English Secondary Schools
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Given the earlier introduction to this view, what ideas
would you expect to encounter in this section about re-
conceptualized curriculum? Look for a critical examina-
tion of issues, a focus on understanding and meaning mak-
ing, recognition of a variety of discourses and multiple
realities, a tension among competing values, an interrelated
view of theory and practice, a valuing of personal experi-
ence, an acceptance of paradox (not “either/for” but
“and™), reality as a social construction, and challenges to
the legitimacy of any privileged social order. Expect new
ways of thinking about curriculum and curriculum issues.
Bowman (2000), for example, commented on the “kind of
inconsequential curriculum restructuring project with
which music educators are all too familiar. We need to be
wary of structural approaches to problems that require sys-
temic, transformative solutions.” These characteristics are
consistent with a postmodern paradigm (Natoli, 1997).
Qualitative research methods are one of the strategies used
to promote understanding.

Pinar (1995) identified a number of texts (social reali-
ties) presented in the reconceptualized curriculum field.
Four of these discourses have emerged in music education.
Although the boundaries are fuzzy and in flux, we will seek
to understand music education curriculum as institution-
alized text, gender text, cultural studies text, and political
text. Once again, space limitation necessitated selectivity
in order to represent the scope of the issues and quality of
the work.

Understanding Music Curriculum as
Institutionalized Text

The emergent foci on values, processes and multiple perspec-
tives promoted the development of new paradigms and meth-
ods [in research] attentive to the process rather than the prod-
uct of teaching, and that were capable of capturing the voices
of school practitioners, teachers and students.

L. Bresler, “Traditions and Change across the Arts”

Ideal curricula should provide students not only with instruc-
tion, but also with opportunities to actively process information
and construct meaning.

W. T. May, “Teaching for Understanding in the Arts”

While understanding is an issue in this discourse, there is
still considerable interest in school improvement and main-
tenance. “There are still those of us liberal enough to be-
lieve that curriculum theory can also serve a somewhat
more traditional purpose: that is, to be more directly help-
ful to practitioners in planning and using actual curricula”
(Barone, 2000, p. 51). Some writers attempt to understand
the bureaucratic system by examining hidden assumptions.
Issues include the changing role of the expert to a more
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consultative role, the changing status of the teacher to an
empowered decision maker, and an emphasis on collabo-
ration. Whereas the main focus is on the schools, theory
continues to play an important role in this discourse. We
examine four areas of institutionalized text: generating cur-
riculum, curriculum as lived experience, how we are doing,
and policy issues.

Generating Curriculum. ~ Curriculum development and the-
oretical frameworks are still needed. We look at two
examples of school-based curriculum thinking in this dis-
course: E. Boardman’s generative approach and Swan-
wick’s curriculum model.

Although Boardman’s generative theory of musical
learning is realized in a music series textbook (Holt Music
[Meske et al., 1988]), her discussion and application of the
theory (1988a, 1988b, 1989) place her within this dis-
course. Boardman used philosophical theories (including
aesthetic music education) and psychological theories (in-
cluding Bruner’s emphasis on structure and the spiral cur-
riculum) to develop a theory of instruction. The generative
theory was based on many years of classroom practice
rather than on experimental research, which had not pro-
duced what Boardman thought was needed—information
about how individuals respond to a musical whole. The
generative approach seeks to encourage more learning in
both teacher and students and fosters student indepen-
dence. Boardman and Landis had addressed these philo-
sophical and psychological concerns in curriculum devel-
opment in the elementary music series Exploring Music as
early as 1966. The hierarchical relationship of both music
skills and concepts and of teacher and student is replaced
by a view of music and music education that is holistic,
relational, and synergistic. Music and music education are
integrated systems (1988a, p. 27). Boardman identified six
components for “a holistic learning environment”: con-
tent, context, behavior, mode of knowledge representation,
cognitive skill, and attitudinal climate (1998b). Board-
man’s language reads less like that of an expert and more
like that of a collaborator in learning, but she is, never-
theless, traditional in her view of curriculum as specifying
“the sequential development of the socially approved be-
haviors, values, and cognitive skills” (1988a, p. 27). With
Holt Music no longer in publication, will the generative
approach continue to evolve? Perhaps some of its tenets
are already being absorbed by the field.

Swanwick’s work harkens to the 1970s, when his A Ba-
sis for Music Education (1979) appeared, and he proposed
a model for music education based on the acronym
C(L)A(S)P (Composition, Literature study, Audition, Skill
acquisition, and Performance). Since that time, Swanwick
has continued to refine and support his theory using re-
search to develop a sequence of musical development; this
sequence subsequently has become a framework for un-
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derstanding student development in composition (Swan-
wick, 1988; Swanwick & Tillman, 1986), performance
(Swanwick, 1994, pp. 108-111), and listening (1994,
pp. 112-117). The overall curriculum implication of the
developmental sequence is that “we should focus our mu-
sical curriculum activities towards broad aspects of musical
development” such as identified in the sequence {Swanwick
& Tillman, 1986, p. 335). The 1986 Swanwick/Tillman
study was replicated in Cyprus (Swanwick, 1991), with the
data supporting the earlier sequence of developmental lev-
cls. Swanwick employs a combination of quantitative and
qualitative methods in his research. One of Swanwick’s
major contributions to music education is the way he con-
vincingly interweaves research, theory, and their implica-
tions for practice, especially in Musical Knowledge (1994).
Musical understanding has become a unifying idea in
Swanwick’s work (1997; Swanwick & Franca, 1999).
Swanwick and Franca’s research (1999) demonstrated the
need to integrate composition, performing, and audience
listening since each activity reveals different levels of mu-
sical understanding.

There has been further corroborating quantitative and
qualitative research that supports the developmental se-
quence. Hentschke and Oliveira (1999) used Swanwick’s
theoretical framework to develop and evaluate curriculum
in Brazil. Hentschke (1993) tested a model of audience-
listening development to examine the relationship between
how English students construct their musical experience
and Swanwick’s developmental theory. Hentschke and Del
Ben (1999) tested the application of the developmental se-
quence to the assessment of audience listening in Brazil
with suggestions for ways of expanding the model to in-
clude opinions of the piece, style- or genre-related re-
sponses, and extramusical associations.

Swanwick’s theories are evident in versions of the Na-
tional Curriculum in England (Swanwick, 1992). His A
Basis for Music Education (1979) was influential in all the
versions of the curriculum in that “the musical activities
of composing, performing, and audience-listening (curi-
ously called appraising) are intended to be integrated,” and
in the latest incarnation (DfEE & QCA, 1999) there is-“a
kind of muddled version of the Swanwick/Tillman se-
quence” (personal correspondence, June 5, 2000). Ad-
dressing the problem of Key Stage descriptions in forma-
tive evaluation, Swanwick (1997) developed a model for
assessing quality in the National Curriculum that inte-
grates his sequence with general criteria for musical un-
derstanding, “the actual quality of what is learned”
(p. 208). Swanwick’s approach encourages teacher decision
making; there is no textbook series, just anecdotes about
practice in particular circumstances.

Curriculum as Lived Experience. The studies in this section
build on the research and type of questions that seek to

discover children’s development of music cognition by ob-
serving and listening to children as they construct musical
meaning (Bamberger, 1982, 1991; Upitis, 1987, 1992). The
research is based on children’s understanding instead of an
adult conception of knowledge and how knowledge is con-
structed. The implications for teaching and learning are
many, including questions about when to introduce the
expert’s knowledge of a discipline and how to bridge the
gap between intuitive and formal knowledge (see also
Gardner, 1991). As Stowasser {1993) noted:

Researches which are focused upon the way in which chil-
dren perceive and respond to music are replacing the old
preoccupation with testing children’s musical abilities. Re-
searchers are now more interested in what music can do
for children than the other way round (p. 16).

Maclnnis (1996) undertook an autoethnographic study
of how 3 students experienced and understood a computer-
based curriculum. She concluded that the old type of cur-
riculum designed around the music elements of melody,
rhythm, harmony, forms, texture, and dynamics may no
longer be adequate. Curriculum should be built instead on
students’ understandings.

Kushner (1991), an educational researcher, was com-
missioned to study a performing-musicians-in-schools proj-
ect that involved the City of Birmingham Symphony Or-
chestra and the Birmingham Local Education Authority.
The Children’s Music Book strove to give an account of
the children’s experience from their perspective while also
presenting the teachers’ and musicians’ voices. Kushner
makes us privy to the problems of undertaking this kind
of research and focuses more on whether “connectedness
to lived experience” was encouraged during musicians’ vis-
its rather than on musical learning. The responses of chil-
dren from different cultures to the music experiences of-
fered to them revealed some of the difficulties music
teachers face when encountering contflicting cultural be-
liefs, difficulties that may not usually be voiced by students.
Kushner noted that most musicians do not have “educa-
tional theories of their arts in schools activities,” and he
raised questions about the educational value of their visits
(p- 81).

A study by Wiggins and Bodoin (1998) was a collabo-
rative effort between a university researcher and a second-
grade music teacher. Data were collected about teacher ex-
pertise and “the way students made sense out of musical
ideas” (p.285). The title of the article, “Painting a Big
Soup,” acknowledged the “messiness” of classroom prac-
tice. The study had the greatest (known) impact on Bo-
doin, who became more aware of the decisions she made
when she taught as she uncovered that she, to0, often mis-
read what was occurring in her classroom and that “chil-
dren needed to be able to establish their own contexts for
understanding” (p. 297).
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Brand (1998) asked 6-, 9-, and 12-year-olds to learn a
short Zulu song on their own. Her purpose was to find
out how children learn a song, noting errors as ways of
understanding the mind: “The real way to improve accu-
racy may be to recognize and point out the validity of the
inaccuracy, and only then to find ways to correct it”
{p. 33). Some findings were that children can learn inde-
pendently and that errors are revealing about how the chil-
dren are thinking. Both findings have significant bearing
on methodology and curriculum decisions.

Campbell (1998) used nonparticipant observation to re-
veal music and its meaning in children’s lives. Through
conversations reported as narrative tales, Campbell pro-
vided rich insight into what music means to 15 children.
The implications of her study for the music curriculum are
many, including that music is natural to children and more
than exposure programs are needed to nurture the musical
impulse; that the experience of music, rather than the
sound alone, provides personal meaning; that “children are
drawn to music for its personal and social uses” (p. 178);
and that some children benefit more from enculturative
instruction than from formal, sequential, didactic teaching.

The focus on how learners construct meaning is com-
patible with a recent theory of learning and knowing called
constructivism, Constructivism is based on the work of
Bruner (1986, 1996), Feuerstein (1990), and Vygotsky
(1962, 1978), and can be recognized from the following
principles:

1. Knowledge and beliefs are formed within the learner.

2. Learners personally imbue experiences with meaning.

3. Learning activities should cause learners to gain access
to their experiences, knowledge, and beliefs.

4. Learning is a social activity that is enhanced by shared
inquiry.

5. Reflection and metacognition are essential aspects of
constructing knowledge and meaning,

6. Learners play an essential role in assessing their own
learning.

7. The outcomes of the learning process are varied and
often unpredictable. (D. Walker & Lambert, 1995,
pp. 17-19)

Music educators have been slowly showing an increased
Interest in the principles of constructivism. The Mountain
Lake Colloquium held in Virginia is one example of a dis-
cussion forum for these ideas (Wing, 1999). A second is
found in Wiggins’s new textbook, Teaching for Musical
Understanding (2001), which clearly espouses a construc-
tivist view of learning.

How We Are Doing. The studies in this section involve
multiple locations and are larger in scope. More studies of
this kind are needed. Swanwick {1989) reported on a study
undertaken by the Music Department of the Institute of

Education, London, to “map out the current context and
practice of music teaching” (p. 155). A small section of
England was selected, questionnaires were distributed, and
in-depth multiple case studies undertaken. Swanwick’s
C(L)A(S)P model was used in the observation schedules,
The researchers concluded that music in the schools was
not in as unhealthy a state as some of the publicity had
claimed but that music teachers needed opportunities “to
expand their horizons” beyond their own classrooms
{(p. 170).

M. Ross and Kamba (1997) replicated on a smaller
scale a 1971 study on the state of the arts in England.
Using multiple assessment strategies, the researchers iden-
tified five schools and administered questionnaires to
teachers and students. Students were also asked to create
a timetable and fill in subject profiles. Of interest was the
low ranking of music in both the 1971 and 1996 studies
(11th of 11 subjects), although the general conclusion was
that support for music is increasing (cf., however, Harland
et al.’s conclusion that music was “the most problematic
and vulnerable” of the arts in their large-scale 3-year study
of English and Welsh schools [2000]). Ross and Kamba
presented 25 conclusions and recommendations about arts
education, which ranged from full parity for the arts to the
need for political involvement by arts teachers.

In 1997-1998, Saskatchewan Education (1998) hired
an independent research firm and a university research unit
to undertake an evaluation of the implementation of its K-
9 arts education curriculum, a process that began in 1990.
The researchers used quantitative and qualitative methods
to gather evidence from education partners, administra-
tors, teachers, students, and the local arts communities.
Saskatchewan Education had developed a curriculum or-
ganized around three components (creative/productive,
critical/responsive, and cultural/historical) and four strands
(art, dance, drama, and music), with classroom teachers
often charged with the delivery. The research findings re-
flected misunderstandings of the new philosophy, lack of
teacher expertise, and criticisms by a “minority group”
(music teachers) of ineffective implementation (especially
in music). That the study happened at all is remarkable.
That it is thorough and available for public scrutiny and
acknowledges diverse views makes it a model for large-
scale government curriculum evaluation.

One research project that involves all the arts is a model
of “service-oriented” case study and its value to education.
For Custom & Cherishing, Stake et al. (1991) selected 8
schools that were not representative of any population or
special arts schools for a holistic study of the school, the
community, the school and community, and society. Real
accounts of happenings in real schools were reported: “Or-
dinary classrooms are understudied, often misunderstood.
- . . Effective reform is seldom born of goal-setting and
standards-raising but rather of intensive analysis of prob-
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lems and careful delineation of areas susceptible to im-
provement” (p. 6). The researchers’ purpose was not to
explain but to seek “understanding of particular situa-
tions” (p. 6). The eight in-depth portraits of school prac-
tice were realistic, honest, and sometimes distressing. The
analysis of the data was revealing, addressing such issues
as the contrast between beliefs and practice, teacher ex-
pertise (or lack thereof) in the different arts, and the need
for leadership. The study is a rich source of insight about
music education.

Policy Issues. Reinterpreting data from the 1991 study
(Stake et al.), Bresler identified (1) three curriculum ori-
entations in elementary school music programs (1993); (2)
three orientations to teaching the arts in the primary grades
(1995/1996); (3) a look at traditions and change across the
arts, in which she concluded that “these traditions are not
matually exclusive and can be integrated in different ways”
(1996b, p.33); and (4) the meso (institutional), micro
(teachers’ beliefs and backgrounds), and macro (larger cul-
tural and societal) contexts of school music (1998b). In the
latter study, Bresler discussed the differing institutional
contexts of classroom teachers and music specialists. In an-
other study, Bresler noted that “the advocacies of arts ed-
ucators and administrative reforms are not translated into
public school curricula” because teachers are left out of
the equation (1996b, p. 31). Her writing has increasingly
focused on policy analysis. Bresler (1998a) also examined
the concepts of “child art” (art created by children), “fine
art” (masterworks), and “art for children” (art created for
children). Each conceptualization impacts on what hap-
pens in the classroom. She noted that child art was rarely
evident in music classes while art for children prevailed.

As music education is “expanding its horizons,” policy
analysis as it pertains to curriculum is becoming more im-
portant, Harris (1991) used a case study of 3 Canadian
settings to examine music education in the broad school
context, including philosophy, action, and educational pol-
icy. Questioning unexamined assumptions, she identified
seven myths that underlie school music programs: the myth
that there is a relationship between musical aptitude and
high academic achievement, the myth of talent, the myth
of taste, the myth of the prima donna, the myth that class-
room teachers can teach anything, the myth of music for
fun, and the myth that “children share equal access to mu-
sical opportunities in school” (pp. 251-258). Harris sug-
gested that school music too often reproduces a musical
elite.

Two other studies indicate an increased interest in pol-
icy. Dunsmore (1994) investigated the impact of govern-
ment policy on choral music education programs in New-
foundland particularly in view of the (then) pending
proposal for interdenominational schools and the possible
effects on choral repertoire. Russell-Bowie (1993) exam-

ined the development and implementation of the Music
(K—6) Syllabus (New South Wales Department of Educa-
tion, 1984) 7 years after its implementation to see how
well deficiencies identified when the curriculum was
launched had been addressed. Policy suggestions were
made to address identified problems.

Summary. While schooling remains a central interest as
in the past, the ways of thinking about teaching and learn-
ing are changing, as is the role of the teacher, the student,
the researcher, and understandings of the school context.
The accepted “structure” of music is also being questioned
{Maclnnis, 1996; May, 1990, p. 9).

Not all recent music education thinking and research,
however, expresses the strong reconceptualized view evi-
dent in the work selected. As noted previously, there are
many studies that maintain the traditional stance and a
goodly number that use qualitative research techniques
without adopting a questioning of underlying assumptions
(cf. Menczel, 1997; Scott, 1990). A postmodern view ac-
knowledges multiple ways of seeking understanding; music
education is benefiting from the conversation.

Understanding Music Curriculum as Gender Text

To engage in this discourse is to engage in “the ways we
construct and are constructed by the prevailing system of
gender” (Pinar et al., 1995, p. 359). Since the gender dis-
course is addressed more fully in part V, chapter 6, we
examine only a few of the studies that relate to music cur-
riculum.

Green (1997) considered gender from the point of view
of ideology, “a collective mental force which both springs
from and perpetuates pre-existing relationships of eco-
nomic and cultural dominance or subservience between so-
cial classes” (p. 3). After giving a review of historical gen-
der that affirmed and threatened ideology, Green described
a questionnaire distributed to teachers in 78 secondary
schools to examine their beliefs about gender. The assump-
tion was that their underlying beliefs about gender signif-
icantly influenced how they interacted with boys and
girls—their practice. She then interviewed boys and girls
in secondary music classes, asking them some intriguing
questions like: “Do you think that boys/girls feel the same
way about music lessons as you do?” (p. 150). Green ac-
knowledged that, at first, no problems were evident: “Like
a trompe loeil, first one sees no gender issues, then one
sees them” (p. 230). Among many other startling findings,
Green reported that

it is the very fact of girls’ hard work that proves their lack
of the attribute which history has made possessable only
by males. But it is not only that girls are seen to lack the
cerebral qualities that are necessary for genuine attain-
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ment: more than that, this lack constitutes their femininity.
(p. 228)

Green’s teacher questionnaire was replicated by Hanley
(1998b) in British Columbia, Canada, with similar find-
ings.

Koza performed two gender studies related to public
schools. In the first (1994a), she examined the way females
were represented in the illustrations in music textbooks se-
ries for sixth, seventh, and eighth grades. Koza selected the
current music textbooks Holt Music (Meske et al., 1988),
Music and You (Staton, Staton, Lawrence, Jothen, &
Knorr, 1988), and World of Music (Culp et al., 1988). In
spite of existing equity guidelines, Koza’s quantitative anal-
ysis indicated that females were underrepresented in these
books: “Unequal power relations persist in society and are
manifested in cultural artifacts such as textbooks”
{p- 166). In another study, Koza’s (1994b) examination of
choral methods textbooks revealed that in order to keep
boys in the choir, girls are neglected and their interests
overlooked.

Morton {1996} examined the place of music education
in the curriculum and drew analogies between the low
status of music and its perception as a feminine pursuit.
She further attributed music’s low status in the curriculum
to the “ascendancy, in traditional Western thought, of
mind over body and labour over leisure™ (p. ii). Morton
thinks it important for music educators to “address the
politics of knowledge” if they are to achieve a higher status
in the education system.

In a study somewhat related to Koza’s (1994b) exami-
nation of choral textbooks, Costley (1993) realized an ac-
tion research project in her secondary music class. The
school had an equity policy, and students were aware that
racist and sexist remarks were unacceptable. The research
focused on the lyrics of songs and making students con-
scious of some of the issues that arise in the vocal repertoire.
For example, girls sang boys’ songs without obvious pro-
test, but boys did not want to sing girls’ songs unless the
words were changed to apply to males. Both teacher and
students became more aware of the way lyrics convey hid-
den messages as they negotiated a resolution to the issue.

Feminist scholars politicize gender relationships. There
are many ways that gender impacts on curriculum decisions
both positively and negatively. Becoming aware of under-
lying ideologies and socially constructed gender dynamics is
a step to assuring equitable education for all students.

Understanding Music Curriculum as Cultural
Studies Text

The practice of art is at one and the same time an essentially
social practice.
J: Shepherd and P. Wicke, Music and Cultural Theory

To engage in curriculum as cultural studies text is to
examine issues of cultural hegemony (see Apple, 1977,
1979a, 1979b, 1979, for an early discussion of reproduc-
tion theory that maintains that education systems support
the social and corporate status quo). The idea of a single,
universal norm for music that has been a widespread leg-
acy of Western dominance has been seriously challenged
(Haughton, 1984; Martin, 1995; Shepherd & Vaulliamy,
1994; R. Walker, 1996). The substantial history of this dis-
course harks back to Shepherd, Virden, Vulliamy, and Wis-
hart’s Whose Music? (1977). In their book the authors
shattered many assumptions about the universal nature of
classical music in an attempt to reform music teaching,
More recently, Shepherd and Wicke (1997) sought links
between music and cultural theory, while Small (1998)
continues to challenge the assumptions of the Western mu-
sical tradition, stressing that music is an activity, not a
thing. The cultural studies discourse is addressed more
fully in chapter 34. We have selected a few studies related
to curriculum to provide an example of the areas of un-
derstanding sought in this discourse.

Two dissertations articulate some of the major con-
cerns. Using “grounded theory” and analytic induction,
Haughton (1984) studied how cultural reproduction was
legitimized in curriculum development in Ontario, result-
ing in the exclusion of minorities and reaffirmation of
Western cultural hegemony, a particularly disconcerting
finding given Canada’s official stance on multiculturalism.
Using critical theory and ethnographic interviews, Rose
(1990) examined music education’s role in cultural pro-
duction and reproduction. According to Rose, music edu-
cation has historically played a reproductive function. Rose
sees the possibility of transforming music educators to
change agents in the production of music and culture.

Part of the hegemony issue has involved the place of
popular music in the curriculum. After a long struggle,
popular music has generally won a reluctant legitimacy in
the schools, sometimes as a way into the classics, some-
times in its own right. Green (in press) interviewed popular
musicians to gain insight into how they learn music, their
attitudes about what they do, and how they fit into tra-
ditional music education. She concluded that the informal
learning practices of popular musicians could well have the
potential to invigorate formal music education: “I believe
that popular music will play an important part in the fu-
ture of vernacular music learning practices, and that its
role in this respect should not remain beyond the limits of
formal music education” (chap. 1).

Multiculturalism, although it spans both the racism and
cultural studies discourses, originated in music education
through cultural studies issues. One consequence of this
discourse at the school level has been the discussion about
whose music should be included as part of the repertoire
and, increasingly, how cultural issues can be respectfully ad-
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dressed (Volk, 1998). R. Walker (1990) established the im-
portance of underlying assumptions about music and the
need to acknowledge belief systems if cultural understand-
ing is to occur. Implementation issues have extended beyond
token approaches to multiculturalism that sampled reper-
toire and instruments to a deeper examination of cultural is-
sues, authenticity, and belief systems (Barbour, 1994;
Campbell, 1993; Damm, 1998; Lea-McKeown, 1987; Mor-
ton, 2000b; Robinson, 1996). For example, Morton
(2000a) seeks to replace what she calls liberalist and plural-
ist views of multiculturalism that allow educators to accept
the status quo with a critical multiculturalism that

retains a pedagogical commitment to challenge students to
examine and appreciate the contingency of identity, and to
question how people, their cultural ideologies and institu-
tions, and even their art, shape the good life as well as the
bad, the just as well as the unjust. (p. 118)

Examining time, metaphor, and the importance of world-
view, Boyea’s (1999) article about Native American musics
in the curriculum is a fine example of how cultural beliefs
and music interrelate.

The issues extend beyond what is taught in music clas-
ses. In a pluralist worldview, how music should be taught
is also of concern. The assumption that concepts should
be the basis for all music teaching may need to be reex-
amined. Commenting that “awareness of and response to
the cultural origins of teaching approaches is rare in music
education” (p. 137), Dunbar-Hall (2000) examined univ-
ersalist and pluralist approaches to teaching music. He
concluded that there is no single right way to teach music
and that “a focus on the implications of music pedagogy
for the construction of attitudes to music and the people
who produce it becomes the impetus for rethinking the
approaches through which music is taught” (p. 137).

One offshoot of cultural studies is the increased interest
in issues of sovereignty. Brand and Ho (1999) examined
the effect of the 1997 “recolonialisation” of Hong Kong
by the People’s Republic of China after many years of Brit-
ish colonial rule. They asked whose values and whose mu-
sic were being fostered in music classes? Was “one country,
two systems” being honored? The authors observed that
“most schools avoid music with an emphasis on political
or democratic dimensions as a means of guarding against
involvement in social conflicts and political tensions”
(p- 232). While there was more emphasis on encouraging
Chinese music in the curriculum, a great shift from West-
ern practice was not yet evident in their study. Music lit-
erature reflected neither democratic, political freedom nor
“revolutionary or communist party content.” Brand and
Ho’s observation of the apolitical nature of music educa-
tion in Hong Kong is strongly reinforced by the absence
of political references in Ng and Morris’s (1999) descrip-
tion of music curriculum in Hong Kong secondary schools.

Whose music should be experienced in the schools is
not only a question for non-European countries. Shepherd
and Vulliamy (1994), building on earlier work that applied
critical sociology to music education (Vulliamy 8¢ Shep-
herd, 1984), explored the ideological basis of the heated
debate about “what should count as school music” that
surrounded the English National Curriculum, with the
conservative Thatcher government supporting an “English-
ness” based on a classical European heritage and the
Working Group that developed the curriculum supporting
a multicultural perspective. The public nature of the debate
brought national media attention to music education, cat-
apulting the issues out of the academic closet. Understand-
ing the curriculum as cultural studies text can only become
more important in the years ahead as greater cultural un-
derstanding becomes an imperative.

Understanding Music Curriculum as
Political Text

The emphasis of study upon a particular aspect of music is in
itself ideological because it contains implications about the mu-

sic’s value.
L. Green, “Ideology”

The schooling system operates in such a way as to help perpet-
uate the social class structure of our capitalist society.

G. Vulliamy and |. Shepherd,

“The Application of a Critical Sociology to Music Education”

Understanding curriculum as political text means looking
at curriculum in social, economic, and political contexts.
Apple (1990b) claimed that “decisions about the curricu-
lum, about whose knowledge is to be made ‘official,’ are
inberently matters of political and cultural power”
(p. 348). Ideologies are important in shaping beliefs and
guiding action. Both the content and practice of curriculum
are ideological, with the values of the dominant culture
being promoted (Apple, 1990a). One concern in this text
is the analysis of culture to determine whose ideas prevail
and whose ideas are marginalized. This discourse as it is
developing in music education presents a challenge to the
status quo. Three examples will illustrate this curricutum
discourse.

Green (1988) critiqued the elitist classical Western view
of music, what she calls the ideology of autonomy (chap.
7). She developed a theory of “the inherent meaning (how
‘notes’ relate to each other) and delineated meaning (how
the music relates to various social contexts), arguing that
all music experience must engage dialectically with both
types of meaning” (personal communication, December
12, 2000). Green criticized school music in England be-
cause “the demands of fetishised establishment music have
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led straight to alienation, ambiguity, and mystification for
many children” (p. 143). Explaining that what counts as
music is a political issue, Green has contributed to a grow-
ing chorus that supports a movement away from “bour-
geois” musical choices to an openness to diversity and mul-
tiple worldviews. In a chapter on the subject, she wrote
that the ideology of music education has served to “per-
petuate existing social relations” by rewarding those who
share certain musical values (1999).

In addition to lambasting aesthetic music education as
“the ethnocentric ideology of a bygone age” (p. 33), Elliott
(1995) criticized the conventional music curriculum for
“placing too much emphasis on the verbal specifications
of teaching plans and too little emphasis on the procedural
and situational nature of teaching” (p. 253) and for its
linear rather than cyclical, interactive structure. He advo-
cated a practical curriculum and proposed that teachers as
reflective practitioners should be at the center of curricu-
lum development. His model acknowledges seven interac-
tive “commonplaces,” open categories that teachers fill—
aims, knowledge, learners, teaching-learning processes,
teacher(s), evaluation, and learning context {p. 254)~and
focuses on the process of curriculum making. Elliott ar-
gued against using verbal concepts as curriculum organiz-
ers; instead, musicianship should be at the core of music
education. Drawing on developmental psychology and cur-
riculum theory, he proposed a praxial orientation to music
curriculum thar is “interactive (not linear), context-
dependent (not abstract), and flexible (not rule-bound)”
(p. 256). For Elliott, curriculum is something that is ex-
perienced by teachers and students.

A group of music educators who were concerned about
the social and political contexts of music education formed
the MayDay Group in 1993. This group seeks

(a) to apply critical theory and critical thinking to the pur-
poses and practices of music education and (b) to affirm
the central importance of musical participation in human
life and, thus, the value of music in the general education
of all people. (Gates, 1999, p. 15)

The name as well as the international appeal of the agenda
signal that “the education-based preservation system of
music in ‘western civilization® is headed for serious, sys-
temic trouble and knowledgeable music educators sense
something’s wrong” (p. 24). Seven ideals guide the dia-
logue and explain the agenda of the group:

1. Musical action that is fully mindful of musical results
is the necessary condition of music making and,
therefore, of an effective music education.

- The social and cultural contexts of musical action are
integral to musical meaning and camnot be ignored or
minimized in music education.

[

3. Since human musical actions create, sustain, and re.
shape musical cultures, music educators can and should
formally channel this cultural process, influencing the
directions in which it develops and the individual and
collective human values it serves.

4. The contributions made by schools, colleges, and other
musical institutions are important to musical culture,
but these need to be systematically examined and eval-
vated in terms of the directions and extent of their in-
fluence.

5. In order to be effective, music educators must establish
and maintain contact with ideas and people from other
disciplines.

6. The research and theoretical bases for music education
must simultaneously be refined and radically broadened
.. . in terms of [both] their theoretical interest and prac-
tical relevance.

7. An extensive and intensive consideration of curriculum
for music education is needed as a foundation to greater
professional unity and must be guided by a sound phil-
osophical process. (pp. 17-23)

Regelski has written voluminously on MayDay issues,
especially those related to curriculum (e.g., 1998a, 1998b,
1999). In “Critical Theory and Music Education” (1998b),
he raised a number of issues, some of which are listed here
to illustrate the provocative tone of his writing: the need
to be more critical of the beliefs that have guided us (e.g.,
modernist/positivist thinking); the need to reject theory
that disempowers people; the need to see meaning as “per-
sonally constituted”; a rejection of “methodolatry,”
“taken-for-granted recipes,” and the “endullment” of stu-
dents; the importance of good results rather than merely
good teaching or good materials; a reduced need for ad-
vocacy if music education actually delivered what it prom-
ised; an inclusive view of music education; and the need
for curriculum theory in music education. Regelski sees the
need to be aware of ideologies—the “system of seemingly
rational ideas, practices, and paradigms that serve to jus-
tify or legitimate the values, vested interests, and beliefs of
a particular group of people”—and to take action. Regel-
ski supports an “action-learning” music curriculum
(1998a) that is context-based, a curriculum that examines
what is “good” for students in terms of what will be of
personal and social benefit to students rather than what is
deemed to be good for them, and a curriculum that in-
volves students in and with music.

Curriculum as political text is a relatively recent dis-
course in music education. The purpose of this discourse
is to ask questions and seek greater understanding. Its im-
pact on classroom practice is yet to be determined.

Summary. Have those operating from the reconceptua-
lized curriculum stance addressed the criticisms of curric-
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ulum research listed earlier? While some of the criticisms
are being addressed (larger scale and longitudinal studies,
exploring student experience in the classroom, and the
search for theoretical foundations), other criticisms do not
relate to the way curriculum is being reconceptualized. In-
deed, the very questions being asked about curriculum are
changing.

Conclusion

We are at the edge of history.
R. Rideout, On Leadership in American Music Education

The purpose of this chapter was (1) to examine practice
and theory in music curriculum research from a “broad
focus™ in order to interpret the theoretical perspectives ev-
ident in curriculum research in music education and situate
this research in the context of the general curriculum field
and (2) to examine the more “narrowly focused” theoret-
ical basis of music education practice and curriculum re-
search. The complexity of the curriculum field is evident.
What trends have emerged in the past 10 years? There is
a growing interest in sociology (Horner & Swiss, 1999;
Rideout, 1997b) as well as philosophy in providing theo-
retical foundations for music curriculum. There is greater
emphasis on the need to understand curriculum theory and
practice and therefore the importance of questioning as-
sumptions. The use of qualitative research in conjunction
with quantitative methods is providing a better portrait of
what happens in teaching and learning. Collaboration is
becoming the modus operandi for research as theory and
practice are more closely linked. '

Has music education moved beyond the having of
“good ideas” to asking good questions (Wing, 1992)? At
theoretical and research levels, the answer is a qualified
yes: we are moving in this direction. The focus on under-
standing and identifying and questioning assumptions has
generated new interest in curriculum and healthy interna-
tional dialogue about the meaning of curriculum practice
(Hargreaves & North, 2001; Leong, 1997).

What broad curriculum issues, challenges, and oppor-
tunities face music education? The issues are not new, but
they are coming more sharply into focus: (1) the need to
examine and understand music curriculum from a more
global perspective, recognizing and learning from diversity
(Leong, 1997; Lundquist & Szego, 1998); (2) the need to
connect music curriculum research to general educational
research (National Advisory Committee on Creative and
Cultural Education, 1999; J. Ross, 1990); and (3) the
need to integrate music into the general curriculum (De-
tels, 1999; Livermore & McPherson, 1998; McPherson,

1995; Stowasser, 1993), without a loss of identity and
integrity (see Colwell, 1995, regarding the impact of
changing priorities). The last point is particularly signifi-
cant at a time when arts education models and research
and integrated curriculum models are favorably viewed by
educational policy and decision makers (see Abbs, 1994,
for a defense of a generic community of the arts and De-
tels, 2000, for a proposal that addresses what she views as
the excessive specialization of music). And finally, there is
the need to examine the politically motivated trend to-
ward national (centralized) curriculum and its implica-
tions for music education (Hargreaves & North, 2001),
encompassing student assessment and curriculum effect-
iveness.

There are also three areas of practical challenges and
opportunities that face contemporary music educators as
they make curriculum decisions. What content should be
included—Western traditional music, national music,
world music? What approaches should be used—univer-
salist or pluralist (Dionyssiou, 2000; Dunbar-Hall, 2000),
general or specialist (Hargreaves & North, 2001)? Who
should be teaching music in the school—musicians, class-
room teachers, music teachers (Lawson et al., 1994; Sto-
wasser, 1993)? Who should be making curriculum deci-
sions in music education—textbook developers, national
consortia, teachers? These issues are increasingly being
viewed from a reconceptualized perspective. Even the mul-
tiple authorship of elementary music textbooks could be
seen as an attempt to address diversity (even though sales
are the priority). As for curriculum planning, too often it
seemns that considerable effort is put into the development,
less on the implementation, and even less on the impact of
curriculum on student learning.

Curriculum issues are multiple and complex. Where
should future curriculum research be focused? The needs
and challenges identified in this chapter provide a research
agenda for the future in terms of both understanding and
implementing curriculum. A greater understanding of the
big education issues but also of music teaching and learn-
ing is essential. The dialogue has begun; the conversation
must continue. At the level of practice (necessarily embed-
ded in theory), if music education is to be constructed on
more than an intuitive level, then we need to work harder
at developing a coherent body of knowledge that will in-
form our educational choices.

How should music curriculum research be conducted?
We need to address Colwell’s (1995) criticism that “the
emphasis on qualitative research brings us rich descriptions
of inadequate programs and no convincing data about
which way to turn and how” (p. 23). Both quantitative
and qualitative research methodologies can play a role; it
all depends on the research question (Carlsen, 1994). As
Geringer (2000) wrote: “We must be aware of each other’s
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work, talk with each other, and learn to make transfers
across methodological borders” (p. 204).

We began by asking: “What is curriculum?” The answer
depends on underlying assumptions about schooling. It is
the question that is most important.
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