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 Introduction
Before embarking on the substance of this book, it seems permissible to make a brief sketch of how and why it came to be written.
At various times a musician, school teacher and a university professor, my particular good fortune has been in having opportunities to engage with music, people and ideas in lively ways, and to be constantly stimulated by the interaction of intellectual ideas and professional practice. Above all, I have enjoyed the illumination of artistic activity by philosophical, psychological and aesthetic enquiry. Even at the busiest and most engrossing times in school classrooms, or rehearsing and organizing groups of amateur and professional musicians, or embroiled in school and university politics, a necessary sense of being able to stand back, hold things in perspective and reflect upon the purpose of the ‘business’ has helped to preserve sanity and show a way forward.
I take it that this tendency is not unique and that everyone tries to understand the world, to make mental maps, to gather up the scattered elements of human experience. We all need to ‘sort things out’.
It so happens that the job I now do in music education compels me to ‘sort things out’ in a fairly rigorous way. I cannot get away with looseness, vagueness or mere opinion in sessions with students or in conversation with colleagues. There is a feeling of being constantly driven on to explain, to interpret, to draw together ideas; in other words, to theorize. Not all of this pressure comes from people; some of it is exerted by ideas, theories or situations themselves. ‘Come on’, they say, ‘sort us out.’
I think it possible to trace my personal major preoccupations, my ‘sortings out’, within music education as they have unfolded over three decades. During the 1960s, the intellectual magnet that drew my research interest towards it was, essentially, the problem of the nature of musical experience. The feeling that this was the central area needing to be opened up for music education was reinforced by an intuitive sense of the incredible power and mind-making potential of music, an awareness amplified by resonances in the writings of Langer and others who managed to describe and almost, almost verged on explanations of what music really is. This intellectual quest was undertaken from a ‘base camp’ of teaching, rehearsing, performing and composing; activities against which the ideas always were tested.  
This interest in a theory of music was challenged by the relatively new phenomenon of mass-distributed popular music, then beginning to be viewed with either alarm or curiosity by music educators. In Popular Music and the Teacher (1968), I did what I could to tease out the issues in a productive way, though not abandoning the idea of musical responsiveness to a sociological fate. It was, I believe, the first British attempt to take up the issue of pop music seriously in terms of music education.
By the early 1970s, British music education seemed riven by conflicting ‘philosophies’—in effect various theories about music and the way people learn. These corresponded with a range of curriculum practice that made class music in schools appear almost arbitrary, though teaching in higher and further education hardly strayed from traditional assumptions and patterns of practice. ‘Belief and action in music education’ (1977) was an attempt to get these issues out into the open, while the main purpose behind A Basis for Music Education (1979) was to try to create a philosophical raft on which music education in schools and colleges might be floated. I was after a comprehensive theory which could be challenged, refined and put to work by music educators in a variety of practical settings. In Discovering Music, written with Dorothy Taylor (1982), these ideas were embodied in practical suggestions to show how they could help to generate principled curriculum activities.
For better or for worse, it is not hard to see the influence of some of these ideas, along with those of other colleagues, embodied in contemporary classroom activities, in the deliberations of advisers and inspectors, in the criteria of the British GCSE examination, in new ‘A’ Level proposals, in HMI documentation and in some of the recent developments in higher education. Working towards an understanding of the aesthetic and psychological basis of music and musical experience appears to have helped to facilitate a change of educational climate.
One thing seems plain: music educators now seem generally more able to deal with multiplying demands for accountability, more prepared to negotiate with the outside world, more articulate about their theories and practice: and so they need to be. Even more important, there seems to be increased awareness of the need to get to grips with the curriculum consequences of the aesthetic, artistic and affective significance of music.
At least I feel able to say that I have engaged with ideas as though they mattered, recognizing that they have a life, a vitality of their own. In this, I have been influenced by the wisdom of Karl Popper.  
The expressionist believes that all he can do is to let his talent, his gifts, express themselves in his work. The result is good or bad, according to the mental or physiological state of the worker.
As against this I suggest that everything depends upon the give-and-take between ourselves and our work; upon the product which we contribute…
(Popper, 1972:147)

In this book, this particular ‘product’, I want to sharpen up and develop earlier thinking, relating investigation into the nature of musical experience to the maturation, education and development of young people and to the undeniable fact that societies are, and always have been pluralistic, many-cultured. To adapt a famous biblical utterance: wherever two or three are gathered together, there we have a multi-cultural society! I intend this to be taken in two ways. Any group of people sustained by a common interest or a set of shared values—religious organizations; social clubs; occupational tribes of hunters, farmers or accountants—will develop customs, conventions and conversational manners of a more or less specialized kind, creating a sub-culture. At the same time, two or three people never share an absolute correspondence of ideology, social background or temperament; each individual is, so to say, electrically charged with his or her own biological and psychological current.
Just how individuals make their personal ‘worlds’ is really the sub-plot of this book, worked out for the arts and especially for music. Recognition of this process helps us to avoid stereotyping, the down-grading of individuality, the tendency to reduce personal ‘style’ to ethnic, national, or cultural cartoons. We also need to be alert to Popper’s notion of ‘products’, remembering that musical products are themselves evidence of the need of each unique human individual to make and interpret the world through shared symbolic processes. This biological and psychological necessity transcends race, nationality and cultural bias. In this distinctively human enterprise, music—one of the great symbolic modes—plays its part.
No credible theory of music education can be sustained without an insightful analysis of music as an essential strand in the fibre of human experience. No sensitive practice of music education can take place without at least an intuitive grasp of the qualitative nature of musical response. No effective policy-making on curriculum    content and evaluation or student assessment can be managed without a conscious awareness of what is central to musical experience. This applies as much to the curriculum in further and higher education as to schools.
One further presupposition is the acknowledgement that music exists outside of formal education in schools and colleges. It is therefore important to ask what the distinctive role of educational institutions might be, particularly that of schools, the main agents of compulsory education.

 The thesis

After considering the necessity of coming to a cogent and workable theory for music education, I turn to a range of psychological work in search of keys which might unlock some of the secrets of music itself, trying to get closer to knowing what it is that makes music musical. This cannot be achieved by studying music as a kind of independent entity, as though musicological analysis could be separated from the psychology of musical perception and response. Music works through minds. The first task therefore is to identify the essential psychological elements that go to make up musical mind, that is to say, mind experiencing the world with music.
Although from this literature we can begin to get a glimpse into the nature of musical experience, the psychology of music has lacked a sense of direction and tended to wander about without a clear map, bereft of organizing principles. It has been waylaid by behaviourism and other psychological fashions and by attempts to measure musical abilities, very narrowly defined. Musical ‘stimuli’ have been reduced to fragments of sound bearing no relationship to music as we actually experience it.
It therefore becomes necessary to return to fundamentals, to reason out a positive view of the arts as part of the process of the development of mind and to expose the essential elements of musical apprehension and response, the heart of music-making and music-taking. Research into the musical behaviour of children at different ages confirms that these elements of musical mind emerge in a developmental sequence, a sequence dependent on opportunities, on the musical environment and on education. Music is not simply a pleasurable sensation giving rise to a physical ‘knee-jerk’ reaction, but involves cognitive processes and can be more or less understood    by those responding to it.
The emergent theoretical template helps to organize thinking about music education in a more purposeful manner and it also allows us to map out, interpret and utilize psychological research into music in a more sharply focused way. Through this lens, it becomes possible to see ways through the complexities of generating and sustaining music education in a pluralist society, examining how curriculum activities are selected and framed by institutional constraints and teaching styles.
I shall argue that the major distinctive contribution to musical development made by formal institutions—schools and colleges—lies in the abstraction and practical exploration of clearly identified musical processes across a range of cultural ‘for-instances’, essentially in musical criticism. Because they are essentially symbolic entities, musical products can transcend both the individual self and the social community. Music is not simply a mirror reflecting cultural systems and networks of belief and tradition, but can be a window opening out to new possibilities.
With this declared model of musical mind and musical development, I approach the issue of accountability, considering how we might more sensitively assess the products of students and evaluate musical events within the context of schools and colleges.  

 1 
In praise of theory—does it matter what we think?
I am convinced that music is too powerful a subject to compromise its individuality to educational theory.
(Peter Fletcher, Education and Music Preface, v)

It is sometimes tempting and often fashionable to take up an antiintellectual stance and complain of theorizing, an activity which can be seen as remote from practicalities, in our case classrooms and living musical experience. Indeed, it is just as easy to find examples of dull and irrelevant theories, as it is possible to find instances of boring and trivial musical compositions or performances. There can also be tedious practical work, unilluminated by any sense of perspective and lacking any sense of purpose, sadly in need of a theoretical context. Doing things without thinking can be profitless, even hazardous.
I shall argue for the necessity, for the inevitability of theorizing, against the view quoted at the head of this chapter. Having said that music should not ‘compromise its individuality to educational theory’, Peter Fletcher goes on to develop what is, in reality, a detailed theory of music education. In a fairly prescriptive manner, he puts forward a theory based on what he calls ‘musical intuition’. This is interesting and challenging, although we do not get to learn very much about the stuff of ‘musical intuition’. I want to be more explicit than this and penetrate further into the nature of musical thought and behaviour. As it stands, I am not sure whether Fletcher really means musical intuition or just his personal intuition about music and music education.
The essential point here is that no human mind is free from the impulse towards theorizing, any more than human physiology can get by for long without breathing. If I am sent on a shopping    expedition to buy vegetables and return with potatoes, carrots and cakes, I have either failed to understand the theoretical implications of the term ‘vegetables’, or I am deliberately going beyond instructions, perhaps determined to break some rule on diet. At another level, a teacher who believes that music education should be performance-orientated, or one who affirms that composing in small groups is the best way towards musical understanding, or another who emphasizes the importance of giving students individual instrumental instruction; all of these are implicitly working to theories about music and educational processes, whether or not they declare them publicly. Theories are not the opposite of practice but its basis.
A persuasive voice urging us to take theorizing seriously is that of the philosopher and scientist, Karl Popper, to whom I referred earlier. What he says seems as important for musicians and teachers as for scientists and philosophers, and, since I want to return later to the direct implications of his thinking for music education, it seems important here to at least hint at the essence of his work.
In an influential and powerful picture of the processes of human knowing, Popper conceives of three distinct ‘worlds’. The first of these is the world of physical states, of objects and observable events, the world we experience as ‘out there’; the second is the world of mental states, the world we tend to regard as subjective experience; the third world is the world ‘of theories in themselves, and their logical relations; of arguments in themselves; and of problem situations in themselves’ (Popper, 1972, 1979:154). This last, ‘World Three’, is an autonomous world; it is a world of ideas, a world to which everyone contributes something but from which we all take much more. These ideas may take the form of scientific theories, philosophical reasonings, musical works, paintings, novels, poems, and so on.
All of the inhabitants of ‘World Three’ are the inevitable products of human thinking and imaginative speculation, inevitable in the same sense that spiders must make webs or birds must make nests. So you and I make theories, seeking explanations, looking for organizing principles by which to have, to hold and to interpret experience, trying to formulate concepts that may have predictive power. If we did not, we would hardly survive from day to day.
For Popper, a theory is not a system of unshakeable beliefs. Celebration and refutation of theories is the central activity of both the sciences and the humanities. It is, says Popper, ‘from our boldest theories, including those which are erroneous, that we learn most’.  
He gives as an example Beethoven ‘theorizing’ in the Ninth Symphony, problem-solving his way towards the novel Finale. In the same way, those of us who perform music can become aware that, for example, choice of a tempo can be seen as a form of theorizing. ‘How might this passage work if the speed were to be fractionally slower or faster?’ Setting a speed is surely the declaration of an organizing principle. The ‘data’, the musical gestures, have to be heard to ‘fit’, to make sense, to be expressively and structurally cohesive. If they aren’t and if we are musically sensitive, then we abandon our tempo theory and try another.
Let us then resist theories that complain about theorizing as though it were an unnecessary waste of time. Secretaries of State for Education, Inspectors, Music Advisers, supervisors, and teachers all theorize, well or badly as the case may be, and like everyone else, they depend on ‘World Three’, on the thinking of others, though this may not always be acknowledged. Take the present preoccupation with testing and examinations as an example. The terms criterion referencing, and summative assessment, now so widely used in education, were not generated by politicians, or in Departments of Education at state or county level, but in universities and colleges.
In music education, the influential definitions of composition, performance, and audition (which some call ‘listening’) and the concepts of expressive character and structural elements did not materialize out of thin air but were given substance by the research of academics, the present writer for one. Although much work needs to be done to further realize the practical consequences of these ideas, indeed to understand them properly, it is undeniable that they have filtered into policy and curriculum practice, a process identified in music education by Marion Metcalfe (Abbs, 1987:97–118).
Lively and critical theorizing is one defence we have against the arbitrary, the subjective, the dogmatic, and the doctrinaire; it is the way in which, as Popper says, we transcend ourselves.
As it happens with our children, so it does with our theories: we may gain from them a greater amount of knowledge than we originally imparted to them.
(Popper, 1972, 1979:148)

This beautifully captures the sense of an autonomous realm of ideas. It is only when we begin to take seriously what our intellectual ‘children’ say, that we can begin to think and to talk productively    with one another. Only then can any wisdom won by practical experience be formulated, shared and refined. Reflections on practice can only be exchanged through a mutually shared network of ideas, in the same way that conversations by telephone require an integrated system of wires, connections, amplifying and transmitting instruments. Anything else is non-communication and, although we may believe that we are holding professional conversations, we shall merely be uttering a miscellany of dogma. We can all recall ‘discussions’ of that kind! No profession can develop without debating key ideas or theories, bringing its assumptions out on to the table for public scrutiny. Music education is not exempt from this professional obligation.

 Theories of music education

What kinds of theories of music education can we see at work around us? There is some evidence to suggest that, for good or ill, divergent practice and correspondingly diverse theories of music education are a feature of British music education.
From 1985 to 1987 I directed a research study, funded by the Gulbenkian Foundation at London University Institute of Education, where we looked carefully at the resource context and curriculum of 60 schools, 32 of them in some considerable detail (Institute of Education, University of London 1988). We found wide variation of classroom activity, sometimes influenced by the age of the pupils, or the type and location of the school. Quite commonly though, the curriculum seemed largely determined by the ‘philosophy’, that is to say, the theoretical perspective of individual teachers. For example, in one school, staff regarded themselves primarily as musicians rather than teachers and their view of the curriculum was indeed predicated on the standards and practices of the professional musical world of the western ‘serious’ tradition. In another school, staff saw their starting point as the pupils’ motivation towards pop music. For a third school, the major activity was composing in small groups. As it happens, these were all secondary schools.
When we looked at what was excluded from curriculum practice, we found one school where pupils were ‘never’ asked to actually play any music and two schools in which it was estimated by the teachers that pupils ‘rarely’ sang. Fifteen of the sixty teachers said that they did not expect children ever to sing at sight. Sixteen did not ask pupils to compose, either with or without notation. Ten    teachers ‘rarely’ had children listen to recorded music and six reported that they had no regular access to equipment on which to play recordings.
Observation of over 100 hours of teaching confirmed this impression of wide divergence: there were schools in which the most common working situation was composing in pairs and small groups, while in others—mainly primary schools—the teachers tended to organize performance or skill practice in whole classes. At least one teacher in each case categorized him- or herself as one who would ‘never’ use classical music or jazz, pop, rock or folk, contemporary or ‘ethnic’ music. As to singing, of the 147 lessons we observed, more than half included no singing at all.
There was then considerable divergence over musical idioms, classroom organization and the proportion of time spent on different activities, although there appeared to be on the surface a fairly broad consensus view of the curriculum. The existence of such a range of practice seemed to depend at least in part on what ‘philosophy’ of music education was held by particular teachers and some gave us an explicit rationale for their curriculum decisions.
It is worth sketching in some music curriculum ‘philosophies’, partly because they to some extent represent these divergent patterns of belief and professional practice that can be found in British schools, and, to some extent, in further and higher education. They are essentially theoretical schemes that arise out of and feed back into educational practice. A more positive reason for this brief examination is that they represent the three central pillars of music education: a concern for musical traditions; sensitivity to students; awareness of social context and community. I want to stress that these are not descriptions of individual teachers at work or even necessarily the ideas of particular writers. They are strands of thought and practice gathered into conceptual bundles to make theoretical harvesting a little easier.

 Traditional values

Perhaps the oldest and best established theory of music education is that which emphasizes that pupils are inheritors of a set of cultural values and practices, needing to master relevant skills and information in order to take part in musical affairs. Schools and colleges can be seen to be important agents in this process of transmission. According to this theory, the task of the music educator is primarily    to initiate students into recognizable musical traditions. This is a position that was until recently well-established and generally accepted.
Clear signs of the presence of this theory may include commitment to the value of learning to play a musical instrument, to musical literacy and familiarity with a repertoire of ‘masterworks’, or the work of master-musicians. A fine example is the work of Kodály and the extensive materials that form his Choral Method. This highly structured, sequential approach was intended primarily to develop musicianship through singing, especially sight-singing. He was convinced that every child should learn to read music and articulate it vocally, otherwise: ‘Millions are condemned to musical illiteracy, falling prey to the poorest of music’ (Kodály, 1974:119–204). For Kodály, pupils are to be initiated only into music of ‘unquestioned quality’, beginning with (in his case) the folk traditions of Hungary and proceeding eventually to encounter the best music of the European classical tradition.
In the less rigorous atmosphere of many British schools, some teachers still feel that children should at least come into contact with ‘good’ music, should have some idea of how staff notation functions, should acquire some ability to aurally and visually recognize standard instruments and ensembles and should know something about important musicians and their work. Whenever possible, children will be encouraged to take up a musical instrument, thus gaining direct access to a valued tradition. Those secondary teachers and college lecturers who see things in this way may tend to regard themselves as musicians first and teachers second. One of the strongest recent advocates of this theory is Peter Fletcher, and he extends the range of traditions to what he calls ‘ethnic’ music, a policy that is culturally and musically necessary, although difficult to organize and to resource (Fletcher, 1987).
A frequent accompanying characteristic of the traditional theory is a belief in the value of competition and assessment. Of all the arts, music is the most often and rigorously examined. Not only does music find a place among the usual school and college examinations but there are also large independent examining systems throughout the English-speaking world, from Britain to Australia. In 1976 there were over 244,000 examination entrants for the Associated Board alone, more than double the entry of ten years before. In 1986 the figure was in excess of 262,000. The great majority of entrants were pianists, a high proportion were violinists, and clarinettists. All this practical activity, along with the ‘theory’    examination—which is not theory at all but is mainly concerned with the rules of musical notation—bears witness to the strength of the traditional view of music education; a belief enshrined in a highly articulated and influential assessment system.
A natural extension of this policy is the provision of special opportunities for those who show promise, through music centres, music schools, junior tuition at music colleges and a chance to excel at festivals and competitions.
Such a theoretical network is very powerful and exceedingly attractive. Its values are shared by a number of parents and politicians. Teachers who have been musically trained, for example, as a violinist within western traditions or as a sitar player in a tradition of the Indian sub-continent, are particularly well equipped and confident to pass on their knowledge and skills within these traditional boundaries. Teaching objectives are reasonably clear and criteria for assessment are to hand. It is not so hard to tell, for instance, whether a student makes progress on the trombone or the tabla: identifiable musical skills must be demonstrated.
Above all, there is a set of generally accepted educational aims and procedures. For example, in violin teaching, a long line stretches back from Suzuki and Rolland, through Doflein and others, to Mozart’s father and beyond. Minor disagreements there may be as to the how and the what; the particular method of instruction and the material that might best be used; but rarely over the purpose, the why.
A problem with the practical effect of this theory is that it sometimes sits uncomfortably in compulsory education in school classrooms, where there is great cultural diversity. A not unknown result is a diet of popular classics on disc, of mainly unison singing—rarely the rigour of sight-singing, and of some information about music and musicians. Where this is not coupled in the mind of any student with the impact of actual music-making and music-taking relating to experience outside of school, the effect can be of a curriculum which resembles the scraps under a rich man’s table, the cold left-overs of other people’s meals, often unappetizing. Meanwhile, the musician/teacher’s mind is elsewhere, perhaps planning the next rehearsal or performance with the elective groups, where most of the real work is thought to be done—outside of the classroom timetable and possibly outside of school altogether.
A further cautionary note has to be sounded. Students who are given opportunities to learn to play an instrument, through LEA schemes or private tuition, sometimes appear to become bogged    down in a morass of notation or manipulative difficulties and either give up altogether or carry on playing in a mechanical and uncommitted way. The Swiss educator, Jaques-Dalcroze, found conservatoire music students lacking in fluency and expressiveness. They struggled to play technically correctly, but lacked a feeling of rhythmic involvement and musical sensitivity. His ambition was to have students feel music through physical movement, to play musically. Later on I shall return to what it is to play music musically, but for the moment want only to register the point that playing an instrument is not inevitably the way into meaningful musical engagement, unless teachers are very sensitive. Take, for instance, the experience of Bernard Levin who, put to violin lessons as a boy, found the experience decidedly unrewarding, complaining that too many children ‘fall into the hands of teachers’ who have no idea of what music really is, ‘For two and a half years I laboured at this joyless thing called music without so much as learning the name of a single composer, or indeed discovering that such people existed’ (Levin, 1981:4).
Yet, a tremendous amount of good work has been accomplished by the light of this theoretical lamp. Young people have learned to play and sing and frequently have developed an understanding and love for music as a consequence. As a result, musical activity in Britain is acknowledged across the world, even if it is largely as a consequence of activities taking place outside of timetables and the school curriculum.

 Focus on children

Over the past forty years or so, an alternative perspective on music education has gained ground, a theory which emphasizes the qualities of ‘expression’, ‘feeling’ and ‘involvement’; shifting our attention from the student as ‘inheritor’ to the student as ‘enjoyer’, ‘explorer’, ‘discoverer’. This ‘child-centred’ perspective owes much to Rousseau and to the pioneers of education for younger children, especially Pestalozzi and Froebel and to the American philosopher, John Dewey.
Music’s first internationally recognized ‘progressive’ educator was the composer, Carl Orff. His emphasis (in the 1950s) was that musical involvement should be immediate and for everyone. Notational skills and instrumental instruction were subordinated to improvisation and the development of musical imagination.    Performing skills were to be acquired almost ritualistically in groups, with imitation and invention as positive and negative poles at the core of his ‘method’. Orff was convinced that children could be encouraged to be creative by returning to fundamentals, to what he called ‘elementals’. They should handle basic musical ideas, especially melodic and rhythmic patterns: the music that they make should be ‘near the earth’, natural and very physical. Music should also become reunited with movement, dance and speech (Orff, 1964 and Keetman, 1974).
Throughout the 1960s, this theoretical perspective was further developed and refined, stressing the creativity of children rather than received traditions. In Britain during the late 1960s and early 1970s, an influential advocate was John Paynter. In Canada, another composer, Murray Schafer, developed a similar position; while in the USA, detailed implications for the school music curriculum were articulated by Ronald Thomas in the Manhattanville Music Curriculum Program (1970).
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